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United States District Court
For the Northern District of California

© 00 N o g M~ W N PP

N NN N N N N NDND P B P B P P P PP
© N o 00 A W N P O © © N OO o » W N B O

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

GREGORY A.M BROWN, Case No. CV 13-03318 Sl

Plaintiff, ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’S
MOTION TO FILE UNDER SEAL

V.

BRIAN A. BROWN, and DOES 1 through 10,
inclusive,

Defendants.

On January 24, 2014, defendant Brian A. Broiledfan amended answer and counterclai
Docket No. 90-4. By the presanbtion, defendant moves to seal portions of his amended answ

counterclaims. Docket No. 90. Defendant asgtigat portions of the amended answer
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and

counterclaims should be sealed because they aatdafidential, personal, and financial information

pertaining to defendant, plaintiff, and their companies.at 1-3.
With the exception of a narrow range of documeimés are “traditionally kept secret,” coul

begin their sealing analysis with “a strong presumption in favor of acceeZv. Sate Farm Mut.

Auto. Ins, 331 F.3d 1122, 1135 (9th Cir. 2003). Whemplging to file documents under seal |i

connection with a dispositive motion, the submittingyhbears the burden of “articulating compelli
reasons supported by specific factual findings thateigh the general history of access and the py
policies favoring disclosure, such as the pulbtiterest in understanding the judicial proces
Kamakana v. City and County of Honolulu, 447 F.3d 1172, 1178-79 (9th Cir. 2006) (internal quotat|

and citations omitted). However, when a party seeks to seal documents attached to a non-di
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motion, a showing of “good cause” under Federal Ri@il€ivil Procedure 26(c) is sufficientd. at
1179-80;see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(c). In addition, all regteeto file under seal must be “narrow
tailored,” such that only sealable informationasight to be redacted from public access. Civil L
Rule 79-5(b).

“The Ninth Circuit has not explicitly stadl the standard—good cause or compel
reasons—that applies to the sealing of a complaint, but this Court and other courts have helg
compelling reasons standard applies becagsenplaint is the foundation of a lawsuit.fi re Google
Inc. Gmail Litig., 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 138910, at *10-11 (N.D. Cal. Sept. 25, 2013) (colle
cases). Accordingly, the Court digg the “compelling reasons” standard to defendant’s request t
portions of his amended answer and counterclaims.

Defendant seeks to file under seal information about defendant’s and plaintiff's salary
options, bonuses, consulting fees, severance, and ageitgsts in privately held companies. Doc
No. 90 at 1. Defendant explains ttta public disclosure of thisformation could harm plaintiff an

defendant because they are not retired andrasto seek employment and consulting opportuni

ly
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Id. at 2. The Court concludes that defendant has/s compelling reasons for sealing this informatijon.

See Pryor v. City of Clearlake, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 112246, &13-15 (N.D. Cal. Aug. 9, 2012
(granting motion to seal a party’s personal finannfarmation, including information about the party
salary).

Defendant also seeks to file under sedbrimation about the profits, losses, incorn
investments, and expenses that derive frormtirad statements and ledgers of two privately |
companies co-funded by defendant and plaintiff. @boblo. 90 at 1. Defendaexplains that the publi
disclosure of this information could harme#ie companies if the information was used by
competitors.ld. at 2. The Court concludes that defendant has shown compelling reasons for
this information. See Hodges v. AppleInc., 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 164674, at *7 (N.D. Cal. Nov. ]

2013) (granting motion to seal a company’s private financial information).
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In addition, defendant’s request is narrowly tailored because the amended ansy
counterclaims have been redacted to removethelgonfidential information. Moreover, the Co
previously granted defendant’s motion to seal tleesmformation when he filed his original answ

and counterclaims. Docket No. 77. Accordingly, the Court GRANTS defendant’'s motion t

Docket No. 90.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

Dated: January 29, 2014

aan Ml

SUSAN ILLSTON
United States District Judge
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