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INȱTHEȱUNITEDȱSTATESȱDISTRICTȱCOURTȱ
FORȱTHEȱMIDDLEȱDISTRICTȱOFȱGEORGIAȱ

ATHENSȱDIVISIONȱ
ȱ
ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ
ADOLFUSȱO’BRYANȱGILES,ȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ
ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ
ȱ Plaintiff,ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ CASEȱNO.ȱ
v.ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ 3:12ȬcvȬ65ȱ(CAR)ȱ
ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ
PHOENIXȱRECOVERYȱGROUPȱINC.,ȱȱ ȱ :ȱ
asȱassigneeȱofȱSearsȱNationalȱBank,ȱ ȱ :ȱ ȱ
BRIDGERS,ȱPETERS,ȱKLEBER,ȱȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ
ATTORNEYSȱATȱLAW,ȱDANIELȱF.ȱ ȱ :ȱ
BRIDGERS,ȱandȱSEARSȱROEBUCKȱANDȱ :ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ
CO.,ȱȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ ȱ
ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ ȱ
ȱ Defendants.ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ :ȱ
__________________________________________ȱ

ORDERȱONȱPLAINTIFF’SȱMOTIONȱTOȱSEALȱ

CurrentlyȱbeforeȱtheȱCourtȱisȱPlaintiffȱAdolfusȱO’BryanȱGiles’sȱMotionȱtoȱOrderȱ

FilingȱMadeȱUnderȱSealȱ[Doc.ȱ43].ȱȱPlaintiffȱseeksȱtoȱhaveȱthisȱCourtȱsealȱallȱfilingsȱinȱ

thisȱcaseȱbecauseȱPlaintiffȱhasȱseveralȱcasesȱpendingȱinȱfederalȱcourt,ȱwhichȱhasȱ

generatedȱsomeȱ“publicȱattention.”ȱId.ȱȱPlaintiffȱalsoȱstatesȱthatȱtheȱ“publicȱattention”ȱisȱ

causingȱhimȱstressȱandȱmayȱbeȱ“blockingȱhimȱfromȱaȱfairȱchanceȱatȱtrialȱonȱotherȱcases.”ȱ

Id.ȱȱȱ

Thereȱisȱaȱcommonȱlawȱrightȱofȱaccessȱtoȱjudicialȱproceedings,ȱandȱthisȱrightȱ

“includesȱtheȱrightȱtoȱinspectȱandȱcopyȱpublicȱrecordsȱandȱdocuments.”ȱChicagoȱ

TribuneȱCo.ȱv.ȱBridgestone/Firestone,ȱInc.,ȱ263ȱF.3dȱ1304,ȱ1311ȱ(11thȱCir.ȱ2001).ȱȱThereȱisȱ

aȱstrongȱpresumptionȱagainstȱsealingȱcourtȱrecordsȱtoȱpublicȱinspection.ȱȱWilsonȱv.ȱAm.ȱ
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MotorsȱCorp.,ȱ759ȱF.2dȱ1568,ȱ1570Ȭ71ȱ(11thȱCir.ȱ1985).ȱȱHowever,ȱtheȱrightȱofȱaccessȱisȱ

notȱabsoluteȱandȱmayȱbeȱovercomeȱwhereȱaȱpartyȱmakesȱaȱshowingȱofȱgoodȱcause.ȱȱ

Romeroȱv.ȱDrummondȱCo.,ȱInc.,ȱ480ȱF.3dȱ1234,ȱ1246ȱ(11thȱCir.ȱ2007).ȱȱȱ

Whenȱdecidingȱwhetherȱaȱdocumentȱshouldȱbeȱsealed,ȱaȱcourtȱshouldȱbalanceȱtheȱ

commonȱlawȱrightȱofȱaccessȱtoȱjudicialȱrecordsȱagainstȱtheȱindividual’sȱprivacyȱinterests.ȱȱ

ChicagoȱTribuneȱCo.,ȱ263ȱF.3dȱatȱ1311.ȱȱInȱmakingȱthisȱdetermination,ȱaȱcourtȱmayȱ

considerȱ“whetherȱallowingȱaccessȱwouldȱimpairȱcourtȱfunctionsȱorȱharmȱlegitimateȱ

privacyȱinterests,ȱtheȱdegreeȱofȱandȱlikelihoodȱofȱinjuryȱifȱmadeȱpublic,ȱtheȱreliabilityȱofȱ

theȱinformation,ȱwhetherȱthereȱwillȱbeȱanȱopportunityȱtoȱrespondȱtoȱtheȱinformation,ȱ

whetherȱtheȱinformationȱconcernsȱpublicȱofficialsȱorȱpublicȱconcerns,ȱandȱtheȱ

availabilityȱofȱaȱlessȱonerousȱalternativeȱtoȱsealingȱtheȱdocuments.”ȱRomero,ȱ480ȱF.3dȱatȱ

1246.ȱȱȱ

Plaintiffȱhasȱfailedȱtoȱgiveȱanyȱvalidȱreasonȱforȱsealingȱthisȱcase,ȱmuchȱlessȱ

demonstrateȱtheȱgoodȱcauseȱrequired.ȱȱPlaintiffȱhasȱnotȱshownȱthatȱanyȱofȱhisȱlegitimateȱ

privacyȱinterestsȱareȱbeingȱharmed.ȱȱFurther,ȱheȱhasȱnotȱdemonstratedȱhowȱtheȱmeritsȱofȱ

anyȱparticularȱcaseȱareȱorȱwillȱbeȱnegativelyȱaffectedȱbyȱtheȱfactȱthatȱheȱhasȱseveralȱcasesȱ

pending.ȱȱTheȱcommonȱlawȱrightȱofȱaccessȱ“cannotȱbeȱovercomeȱbyȱ[a]ȱconclusoryȱ

assertion.”ȱPressȬEnter.ȱCo.ȱv.ȱSuperiorȱCourtȱofȱCal.,ȱ478ȱU.S.ȱ1,ȱ13ȱ(1986).ȱȱAccordingly,ȱ

Plaintiff’sȱMotionȱtoȱOrderȱFilingȱMadeȱUnderȱSealȱ[Doc.ȱ43]ȱisȱDENIED.ȱ

ȱ
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SOȱORDERED,ȱthisȱ7thȱdayȱofȱAugust,ȱ2012.ȱ

ȱ

ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ S/ȱȱC.ȱAshleyȱRoyalȱ
ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ C.ȱASHLEYȱROYAL,ȱCHIEFȱJUDGEȱ
ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ ȱ UNITEDȱSTATESȱDISTRICTȱCOURTȱ
AESȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ


