UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Phang v. Blanche

Phang - No. Civil Action No. 26-1417 (EGS) - Decided June 25, 2026

SUMMARY

In this memorandum opinion, the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia addresses Katie

Phang’s motion for a preliminary injunction against the Acting Attorney General concerning alleged

noncompliance with the Epstein Files Transparency Act. The court concludes that Phang likely may

proceed under the Administrative Procedure Act and likely has informational and economic injuries

supporting Article III standing. The excerpt states that the court grants the motion and begins

analyzing the requested disclosures, redactions, foreign-language materials, and publication of a

redaction log.
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Plaintiff sought a preliminary injunction under the Administrative

Procedure Act, the ultra vires doctrine, and the Declaratory Judgment
Act based on alleged violations of the Epstein Files Transparency Act.
The court considered plaintiff's motion for preliminary injunction and

granted it.

A preliminary injunction requires a clear showing that the movant is
likely to succeed on the merits, likely to suffer irreparable harm absent
relief, that the balance of equities favors relief, and that an injunction
is in the public interest. The court discussed both the D.C. Circuit's
sliding-scale approach and the possibility that Winter requires a
showing on all four factors. Jurisdictional issues, including standing
and APA reviewability, were evaluated at the preliminary-injunction

stage under a likelihood standard.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether the Administrative Procedure Act provides Phang a cause of action to challenge the Attorney
General's alleged violations of the Epstein Files Transparency Act even though that Act does not

expressly create a private right of action.
. Whether Phang likely established Article III standing through informational and economic injuries.

. Whether the Freedom of Information Act provides an adequate alternative remedy that bars APA review

or defeats the APA waiver of sovereign immunity.

. Whether Phang was likely to succeed on claims that the Attorney General violated the Epstein Files
Transparency Act by redacting specified names, withholding specified FBI interview materials, failing to

review or produce foreign-language materials, and failing to publish the required redaction log.

. Whether Phang established irreparable harm, favorable equities, and a public interest sufficient to

warrant a preliminary injunction.

. Whether the court should require a substantial injunction bond or stay the preliminary relief.

OLDINGS

The Administrative Procedure Act provides Phang a right of action to seek judicial review of the
Attorney General's alleged final agency action under the Epstein Files Transparency Act,

notwithstanding the absence of an express private right of action in that Act.

. Phang likely established Article III standing through informational injury and economic injury that were

traceable to the alleged statutory violations and redressable by an order requiring compliance.

. The Freedom of Information Act does not provide an adequate remedy that precludes Phang's APA
claims because FOIA is materially different from the Epstein Act and likely would not provide the

requested unredacted records, foreign-language review, or redaction log.

. Phang was likely to succeed on the merits of the statutory compliance claims presented in her
preliminary-injunction motion concerning specified redactions, withheld materials, foreign-language

records, and the redaction log.

. Phang satisfied the preliminary-injunction requirements because she showed likely success, irreparable

informational and economic harm, favorable equities, and a public interest in compelling compliance



with federal law.

6. A nominal $1.00 injunction bond was appropriate because a larger bond would burden access to judicial

review and the government did not show significant costs or damages from the preliminary relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The APA, by its terms, provides a right to judicial review of all final agency action for which there is no
other adequate remedy in a court, § 704, and applies universally except to the extent that—(1) statutes

preclude judicial review; or (2) agency action is committed to agency discretion by law, § 701(a).” (17-18)
“The Epstein Act requires “robust” disclosure of information by the government to the public.” (24-26)

“There is no competing harm to the government with the issuance of preliminary relief that orders compliance
with . . . statutes and the Constitution” (44-45)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Congress enacted the Epstein Files Transparency Act, requiring the Attorney General to make publicly available
a searchable and downloadable database containing covered unclassified Department of Justice records, subject
to specified withholding grounds and accompanying redaction justifications. The Department produced
approximately 3.5 million pages but acknowledged that it had withheld or redacted materials based on
privileges, had not reviewed foreign-language materials, and had not published the required redaction log. Katie
Phang, an attorney and independent journalist who reports extensively on the Epstein files, alleged that the

omissions and redactions impaired her reporting and caused informational and economic injuries.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Phang filed the complaint on April 27, 2026, alleging that the Acting Attorney General failed to comply with the
Epstein Files Transparency Act. She filed a motion for preliminary injunction on May 28, 2026, seeking relief
concerning allegedly unlawful redactions, withheld FBI interview notes, foreign-language materials, and the
required redaction log. The government opposed the motion, and Phang replied. The court concluded that the

motion was ripe, found that the preliminary-injunction factors favored Phang, and granted the motion.
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