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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA
HALO ELECTRONICS, INC., Case No. 2:07-CV-00331-APG-PAL
Plaintiff,
ORDER

V.

PULSE ELECTRONICS, INC. and PULSE
ELECTRONICS, CORP., (Dkt. #574)

Defendants.

Plaintiff Halo Electronics, Inc. moves ftgave to file under seal its motion for an
accounting of supplemental damages and iatened to compel production of financial
information. Halo seeks to seal the filing be@iisontains defendantBhancial information.

Generally, the public has a rightitsspect and copy judicial recordéamakana v. City &
Cnty. of Honolulu, 447 F.3d 1172, 1178 (9th Cir. 2006). Such records are presumptively pu
accessibleld. Consequently, a party seeking to sepldicial record bars the burden of
overcoming this strong presumptidd. In the case of disposigvmotions, the party seeking to
seal the record must articidatompelling reasons supporteddpecific factual findings that
outweigh the general history of access and théigpblicies favoring disclosure, such as the
public interest in understamdj the judicial processd. at 1178-79 (alteration and internal
guotation marks and citations omitted). Amongdbmpelling reasons which may justify sealir
a record are when such couhke$ might have become a vehiéte improper purposes, such as
the use of records to gratify private spite, pronpatielic scandal, circulatébelous statements, of
release trade secreld. at 1179 (quotation omitted). However, avoiding a litigant’s
embarrassment, incrimination, or exposure tahierrtitigation will not, without more, compel the
court to seal its recordsd.
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Halo seeks to seal the entfileng even though there is veligtle financial information
contained in the motion or in the attachedibits. Additionally, Halo seeks supplemental
damages and interest, which may require amending the judgment. Kamiekana, the parties
must show compelling reasons to overcome tleeuymption that this filing should be publicly
accessible. The mere fact that one party desgnaformation as coitfential under a protective

order does not satisfy this standard.

| will allow the filing to remain sealed tempotilgirto allow the parties to meet and confef

about what, if any, portions of the motion andeixbibits should be sealed. If any party
determines that any portion of the filing shoulthaen sealed, that party must file a motion to
seal along with a proposed redacted version ofiling fvithin 20 days of the date of this order.
Any motion to seal must set forth compellirgasons to supportaeg those portions.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that plaintiff HaElectronics, Inc.’s motion for leave to
file under seal (Dkt. #574) BENIED without prejudice.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that plaintifialo Electronics, Inc.’s motion for an
accounting of supplemental damages and intare$to compel production (Dkt. #575) shall
remain sealed pending further order of the court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the partiesatihmeet and confer about what, if any,
portions of the motion and its exhibits should baled. If any party determines that any portio
of the filing should remain sealed, that partystriile a renewed motion to seal along with a
proposed redacted version of the filing. Any motion to seal smigbrth compelling reasons to
support sealing those portions.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that if a motion geal is not filed by any party within 20
days of the date of this order, plaintiff ldd&lectronics, Inc.’s motion for an accounting of

supplemental damages and interest and ngpedb production (Dkt. #575) shall be unsealed.

O —

ANDREWP.GORDON
UNITEDSTATESDISTRICT JUDGE

DATED this 11" day of June, 2015.
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