Aloudi v. Intramedic Research Group, LLC Doc.

United States District Court
Northern District of California

© 00 N o o b~ w N Pk

N NN N N N N NN R P R P R R R R R
0o ~N o N WN P O © 00 N O 0NN W N kP o

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

ALHARETH ALOUDI,
Plaintiff,

Case No0.15<cv-00882HSG

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND
V. DENYING IN PART PLAINTIFF'S
RENEWED ADMINISTRATIVE
INTRAMEDIC RESEARCH GROUP, LLC MOTION TO FILE UNDER SEAL

Defendant Re: Dkt. Nos. 7476

On February 2, 2016, Plaintiff Alhareth Aloudi filed an admintsteamotion to file under
sealthe unredacted version of the Declaration of David Elliot in Supportaoft®'s Opposition
to Motion to Dismiss the Second Amended Complaitligt Declaration”) and Exhib& Aand B
to theElliot Declaration. Dkt. No. 70. Defendant Intramedic Research Group failedamply
with Civil Local Rule 795(e)(1)by filing a declaration within four da of Plaintiff's
administrativemotion, andaccordingly, the Court denied Plaintiff's motioBkt. No. 72. On
February 9, 2016, Plaintiff filed a renewed administrative mdtoseal the Elliot Declaraticand
Exhibits Aand Bthereto Dkt. No. 74.0n February 10, 2016, Defendant filed a suppgr
declaratioronly as to Exhibit A to the Elliot DeclaratiorDkt. No. 76. Accordingly, the Court
GRANTS Plaintiff's administrative motion as to Exhibit A and DEBS Plaintiff's administrative
motion as to the Elliot Declaration and Exhibit B.

l. LEGAL STANDARD

Courts apply a “compelling reasons” standard when considering radticseal
documents like the ones at issue hd?atos v. Pac. Creditors Ass'605 F.3d 665, 678 (9th Cir.
2010). “This standard derives from the common law right ‘to insp@ct copy public records and
documents, including judicial records and documentkl’” “[A] ‘strong presumption in favor of

access’ is the starting pointKkamakana v. City & Cnty. of Honolyld47 F.3d 1172, 1178 (9th

77

Dockets.Justia.c

pm


https://ecf.cand.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl?285138
https://dockets.justia.com/docket/california/candce/3:2015cv00882/285138/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/california/candce/3:2015cv00882/285138/77/
https://dockets.justia.com/

United States District Court
Northern District of California

© 00 N o o s~ w N P

N N N N N N N NN P R R R R R R R R R
0o N o N WN P O O 0o N o o wN PR oo

Cir. 2006). To overcome this sbng presumption, the moving party must “articulate compelling
reasons supported by specific factual findings that outweighetineral history of access and the
public policies favoring disclosure, such as the public interestdarstanding the judicial
process.”ld. at 117879 (citations, internal quotation marks, and alterations omittéalgeneral,
‘compelling reasons’ sufficient to outweigh the public’snatst in disclosure and justify sealing
court records exist when such ‘court files mightenbecome a vehicle for improper purposes,’
such as the use of records to gratify private spite, promote publicasceinculate libelous
statements, or release trade secrels.’at 1179 (citingNixon 435 U.S. at 598)The Court must
“balance the competing interests of the public and the party who seeks to karpjueicial
records secretAfter considering these interests, if the court decides to seal cedaiaju
records, it must base its decision on a compelling reason and artibeld&ettial basis for its
ruling, without relying on hypothesis or conjecturéd. (internal quotation marksmitted).

Civil Local Rule 795 further supplements the compelling reasons standdre.party
seeking to file a document or portions of it undeailsnust “establish[ ] that the document, or
portions thereof, are privileged, protectable as a trade secret or oghentited to protection
under the law. . .The request must be narrowly tailored to seek sealing only of sealable
material.” Civil L.R. 795(b).

Records attached to motions that are only “tangentially relatée tmérits of a case” are

not subject to the strong presumption of acc&Xs. for Auto Safety v. Chrysler Grd.LC, 809
F.3d 1092, 1101 (9th Cir. 2016). Accordingly, pgtmoving to seal such records must meet th
lower “good cause” standard of Rule 26(c) of the Federal Rules of Civil Rnacdd. at 89.
The “good cause” standard requires a “particularized showing” that “spe@jicfce or harm
will result” if the information is disclosedPhillips ex rel. Estates of Byrd v. Gen. Motors Corp.
307 F.3d 1206, 12321 (9th Cir. 2002) (internal quotation marks omitte#eFed. R. Civ. P.
26(c).

Because motion to dismiss igot “tangentially relatetb the merits of a casethie Court

applies the “compelling reasons” standard to Plaintiff’'s motiosetd.
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Il.  DISCUSSION

Plaintiff's renewed motion seeks to file undeal threelocuments: (1) the unredacted
version of the Hiot Declaration,(2) Exhibit A to the Elliot Declaratigrand (3) Exhibit B to the
Elliot Declaration Dkt. No. 74.

A. Elliot Declaration and Exhibit B Thereto

As an initial matter, Defendant’s Declaration of Steven W. Gar$upporiof Plaintiff's
renewed administrative motion (“Garff Declaration”) only addressegistificationfor sealing
Exhibit A to the Elliot Declaratio; it does not addresgaling the Elliot Declaration itsedf
Exhibit B. SeeDkt. No. 76. Accordingly, the Court finds no reason to seal thet Eleclaration
or Exhibit Band DENIES Plaintiff's renewed administrative motion to thewixit seeks to file
the Elliot Declaratiorand Exhibit B theretander seal.

B. Exhibit A to the Elliot Declaration

The Garff Declaration argues that there elzx@hgood cause and compelling reasons to
seal Exhibit A, which contains “confidential and proprietaryimess information” and trade
secrets belonging to Defendamd. §14-5.

In California, a trade secret is “information, including a fomylattern, ampilation,
program, device, method, techniqoe process, that: (1) [diives independent economic value,
actual or potential, from not being generally known to the publio other persons who can
obtain economic value froms disclosure or use; arid) [i]s the subject of efforts that are
reasonable under the circumstances to maintain its secr€ey. CivCode 3426.1.

The Garff Declaration contends that Exhibit A contains a comprehensilysiared the
substantiation claims for the JavaSLIM puotl SeeDkt. No. 76113, 5. According to the Garff
Declaration, proper substantiation of product claims “is crucilésupplement business” and
requires a significant investment of time, money] axpertise Id. 5. Defendant argues that
therefore public disclosure of Exhibit A would place Defendant at a competits@ddantage by
allowing competitors to benefit from Defendant’s analystheuit investing any of their own time
and money.ld. Finally, theGarff Declaréion establisheshat Defendant takes reasonable efforts

to maintain the secrecy of Exhibit A Ingver disclosing Exhibit A, itsontents, or similar analysis
3
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without strict nordisclosure agreement$d. § 5.

The Court agrees that Defendant has articulated compellisgneéo seal Exhibit A. The
Court therefore GRANTS IN PART Plaintiffienewedadministrative motion to file under sesd
it relatesto Exhibit A to the Elliot Declaration.
I, CONCLUSION

Accordingly, the Court GRANTS IN PART and DENIES IN PART Pldfisi
administrative motion to file under seal.

Pursuant to Civil Local Rule 78(f)(3), Plaintiff may filea revised redacted version of the
Elliot Declaraton and Exhibits A and B thereto the public record within 7 days of this Order.
In the revised redaed version, only Exhibit Ahallbe redactedThe Court will be unable to

consider thelocumentunless Plaitiff timely files a revised redactegtrsion.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.
Dated: February 11, 2016

HAYWOOD S. GILLIAM, JR.
United Sates District Judge
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