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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 
 
 
MATTHEW CAMPBELL, et al.,

Plaintiffs, 

v. 
 

FACEBOOK INC., 

Defendant. 

 
 

Case No. 13-cv-5996-PJH    
 
 
ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND 
DENYING IN PART MOTION TO SEAL 

 

 

 

 Before the court is the parties’ joint administrative motion to seal documents 

accompanying class certification briefs and evidentiary objections.  See Dkt. 181.  The 

motion, which was filed at the court’s direction as a replacement for the overly-broad 

motions to seal that were filed previously, sets forth two categories of information for 

which plaintiffs seek sealing, and three categories of information for which Facebook 

seeks sealing.  Specifically, plaintiffs seek the sealing of (1) representations of the 

specific content of plaintiffs’ private correspondence with third parties, and (2) information 

concerning third parties’ private affairs disclosed nowhere in public filings and not 

relevant to the merits of the motion for class certification.  Facebook seeks the sealing of 

(1) information regarding the processes and functionality of Facebook’s security and anti-

abuse products and systems, (2) source code, and (3) the names of internal tables in 

Facebook’s databases.  The court finds that each of these categories of information is 

properly sealable, and GRANTS the parties’ motion to the extent that it seeks such relief.   

 However, the parties have also redacted other information from their briefs and 

evidence, namely, the names of Facebook employees.  The court takes this opportunity 
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