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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

DERRIL HEDRICK, et al., No. 2:76-cv-0162-GEB-EFB P
Plaintiffs,
V. ORDER

JAMES GRANT, et al.,

Defendants.

Plaintiffs, a class of persons incarceratethan Yuba County Jail, seek to enforce a 19]

consent decree and to obtain further relECF No. 163, 168, 173. In support of their motion

such relief, plaintiffs have submitted two dectamas and supporting exhibits that they wish the

court to seal indefinitely puramt to Eastern District of Catifnia Local Rule 141. ECF No. 16
5. Additionally, defendants ask the court to indiedly seal a declaration submitted in suppor
their opposition to plaintiffs’ motion. ECF No. 18Eor the reasons that follow, the requests
granted in part and denied in part.

l. Background

This case was originally fiteby prisoners at the YubaoGnty Jail against various county

officials in 1976. ECF No. 94 (copy of original detlsheet). Plaintiffalleged that conditions
at the Jalil violated the U.S. Constitution, thdiféeia Constitution, and California state law.

ECF No. 163-1 at 24-55 (originebmplaint). The court certifietthe plaintiff class on July 23,
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1976, which consisted of “all prisoners of the Yuba County Jail on March 24, 1976, or at a
during the pendency of this lawsuit.” EC®.NL63-1 at 57-58 (Order of July 23, 1976).

Several months later, the court concluded tioainty officials wereviolating prisoners’

ny tim

constitutional rights with regard inmate opportunities for exase and recreation, the adequacy

of the law library, and the lack aftrusty program for female inmates. ECF No. 163-2 at 403
(Order of Nov. 12, 1976). The court granted pralany injunctive relief to plaintiffs on the
exercise and library claims and summarily adjated the female trusty program claim in
plaintiffs’ favors. I1d.

In 1978, the court entered a comprehem&onsent Decree binding on the county
officials and their successors governing many aspsdhe Jail's operations. ECF No. 163-1
60-109 (Nov. 2, 1978 Consent Decree). In 1987, thetordered the clerk to administratively|
terminate the case “without prejudice to the righthe parties to reopen the proceedings for t
entry of any stip[ulation], mot[ion], ord[er] or any other purposguired to obtain a final or
interim determination of the litigation.” ECF No. 94 at 5 (docket entry No. 93).

Defendants later moved to terminate the decrThe motion was ded by the district
court and on appeal and the Decree remains in forc& N&C135 (Order of April 2, 2013
denying defendants’ motion to terminate the Decta&@}| by Hedrick v. Grant 648 F. App’x.
715 (9th Cir. 2016). In Octob@016, plaintiffs filed a motion tenforce the consent decree ar
for further remedial relief. ECF No. 163. dpending motions to seal concern evidence
submitted in support of, and opposition to, that motion.

. Applicable Law

Local Rule 141 governs requests to seal denisn E.D. Cal. L.R. 141. That rule

provides that documents may be sealed by afilre court upon the showing required by law.

L.R. 141(a). It requires the party making the regteesset forth the statory or other authority
for sealing, the requested duration, the identity, by name or category, of persons to be per
access to the other documents, and all aflewvant information.” L.R. 141(b).

The “showing required by law” referred to bydad Rule 141 and relevant case law is :

high one. The court operates under a stronguprpgon in favor of access to court recorr.
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for Auto Safety v. Chrysler Group, LL.809 F.3d 1092, 1096 (2016). Accordingly, a party
seeking to file something under seal musspnt “compelling reasons” supporting the reqties
Id. The compelling reasons standard requinescourt to: (1) find a compelling reason
supporting sealing the record andl &2ticulate the factual basisrfthe sealing the record, witho
relying on hypothesis or conjecturkl. at 1096-97. The court must conscientiously balance
competing interests of the public and the party who wishes to keep the documents |ahaite
1097. “What constitutes a ‘compelling reason’ issbleft to the sound discretion of the trial
court.” 1d. (quotingNixon v, Warner Commnc’ns, 1nd35 U.S. 589, 599 (1978)). Some

examples of records for which tleesire compelling reasons to sagd: (1) records that could be

used to gratify private spite or promote pulsioandal; (2) records contang libelous statements;

and (3) records that contain business information that could be used to harm a litigant’s
competitive standingld.

[11.  Analysis

Plaintiffs seek to seal two declarations (Btand Stewart) and dir attached exhibits
because they include medical and psychiatfmrmation and records of class members.
Defendants seek to seal the Barnes declaration because it discusses the same kind of inf
Having reviewed the declaratioaad exhibits, the court agreegh the parties that the
declarations and their attached exhibits aonsensitive and private information about class
members and that such information should beeskealny interest the public may have in the
disclosure of the sensitive and private informattontained in the decktrons and exhibits is
outweighed by class members’ intgi®in the privacy of their mexhl and psychiatric records.
Battle v. MartinezNo. 2:16-cv-0411 TLN CKD P, 2018.S. Dist. LEXIS 105203, at *2 (E.D.
Cal. Aug. 9, 2016) (granting request eabpsychiatric and medical recordsjiedman v. Adams
No. 2:13-CV-1345 JCM (CWH), 2016 U.S.4Di LEXIS 101029 (D. Nev. Aug. 1, 2016) (“The

need to protect sensitive medical informati®a compelling reason to seal records.”).

! The court may seal materials attached szaliery motions unrelated to the merits of
case on a lesser showing than “compelling resisam such a situ#on, a showing of “good
cause” sufficesld. at 1097. As the declarations and exsilait issue in thmstant requests to
seal are very much related te@tmerits of this action, this lessgtandard is inapplicable here.
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Nevertheless, the court finds that all threeldrations (Stark, Stewart, and Barnes) as
well as the exhibits to the @k and Stewart declarations damredacted to conceal all
information that would identify any class memb&uch redactions would protect the privacy pf
class members while providing some public asde these filings, which will be among the
evidence considered by the couriother factfinder in determining the merits of the motion to
enforce and thus are an importantt g the record of the cas®alancing the strong interest in
public access with the class members’ privacy s, the court concludes that the documents
should be made publicly available with redactiorede to conceal all identifying information.
The court will therefore grant the requests to seal in part ak tlmredacted declarations and the
unredacted exhibits to the Stamkd Stewart declarats for filing under seal. Plaintiffs have
provided the court with a redactedpy of the Stewart declarationcgexhibits. If within 14 days$
the parties submit no objection, theef of Court shallife the redacted Steat declaration and
exhibits on the public docket. The parties areaed to submit the Stark declaration and its
exhibits and the Barnes declaratiomedacted form for public filing.

V. Conclusion and Order

In accordance with the above analysis, heaseby ORDERED thatlaintiffs’ October 24,
2016 and defendants’ January 18, 2017 requests targegilanted in part and denied in part, as
follows:

1. Plaintiffs’ October 24, 2016 qeiest to seal the Starkaaration and all attached

exhibits is granted in part such thag ttmredacted declaration and exhibits will be

14

sealed and a redacted version of such wilpbiglicly filed. Plaintiffs shall submit the
unredacted Stark declaration andadthched unredacted exhibits to

ApprovedSealed@caed.uscourts.gdhe Clerk of the Cours directed to seal the

unredacted Stark declarationdathe unredacted attached exhibits indefinitely. Within
14 days of the date of this order, plaintdfgall publicly file a rdacted version of the
Stark declaration and all attached exhilitich obscures all identifying information
of class members contained therein.
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2. Plaintiffs’ October 24, 2016 regsito seal the Stewaredlaration and all attached

exhibits is granted in part such thag ttmredacted declaration and exhibits will be

sealed and a redacted version of such wilpbiglicly filed. Plaintiffs shall submit the

unredacted Stewart decdion and all attachaghredacted exhibits to

ApprovedSealed@caed.uscourts.gdhe Clerk of the Cours directed to seal the

unredacted Stewart dechtion and the unredacted ateadlexhibits indefinitely.
Within 14 days of the date of this orddre parties may submit objections to the
public filing of the redactesdersion of the Stewart diaration and its attached
exhibits. If no objections are filed, thee@k of the Court shfile the redacted

Stewart declaration and its attaclesdhibits on tle public docket.

. Defendants’ January 18, 2017 request to seaB#rnes declaration is granted in pa

such that the unredacted declaration wilsbaled and a redacted version of such v
be publicly filed. Defendants shall suibtihe unredacted Barnes declaration to

ApprovedSealed@caed.uscourts.gVithin 14 days of the date of this order,

defendants shall publicly fila redacted version of the Barnes declaration which

obscures all identifying information ofass members contained therein.

. In the emails tA\pprovedSealed@caed.uscourts.gine parties shall identify the

page numbers within the declarations aneéédribits which consist of or materially
discuss the medical records of class membkrtgrnet access to such pages will be

limited to attorneys of record, personshaurized by the Courand court staff.

Soordered.

DATED: February 9, 2017. %@/ g(%%—\
EDMUND F. BRENNAN

UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
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