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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

* k% %

WILLIAM J. BERRY, JR., CYNTHIA Case N02:17cv-00019GMN-BNW
FALLS, SHANE KAUFMANN,

Plaintiffs, ORDER
V.

DESERT PLACE, INC. d/b/a CAEERS
PALACE, et al.,

Defendang.

Presently before the courtpgaintiffs’ Motion for Leave to File Under Seal Appendix 3
Exhibits in Support of Opposition to Motion for Summary Judgment (ECF N9, fil@sl on
February 152019.Plaintiffs request that various exhibits in support of their opposition to
defendantDesert Palace, Inc.’motion for summary judgment (ECF. No. 99) be filed under s
Defendantslid not opposelaintiffs’ motion.

Generally, the public has a right tocasgudicial recordsKamakana v. City & Cnty. of
Honolulu, 447 F.3d 1172, 1178 (9th Cir. 20085 a resultthere is a strong presumption in favg
of public accessibility and a party seeking to seal a judicial record “bears the burden of

overcoming this strong presumptiomd:

When a party seeks to seal documents related to a dispositive motion, as is tleeecase

the party “must articulate compelling reasons supportegésifec factual findingsthat
outweigh the public policies favoring disclosulré.at 1178-79 (alteration and internal quotatio
marks and citations omittedpn the one handufficiently compelling reasons generally exist
when court filesmight have lecome a vehicle for improper purposes, such as the use of rec
to gratify private spite, promote public scandal, circulate libelous statenoenelease trade

secrets.ld. at 1179 (quotation omitted). On the other hahd,fact that documents were subjed
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to a protective ordaituring discovery does not, by itself, present a compelling reason for seafing

the documentd-oltz v. Sate Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 331 F.3d 1122, 1136 (9th Cir. 2003)
(presumption of access is not rebutted whecuments subject to a protective order are filed
under seal as attachments to a dispositive mgtammpelling reasoristandard continues to
apply).

Here plaintiffs are asking to seal several exhibits related to adiapesitive motion.
Plaintiffs make two arguments regarding why these exhibits should be sealedhgIhéjority
of them have been marked as ‘Confidential’ in discovery’@pdthey contain private,
confidential, or propriety information about Caesars’ customers, employees, fanaicial
information (or relate to deposition testimony about the same), anthtyusonstitute
‘confidential information.”(ECF No.105 at 2.Plaintiffs’ first argument fails because, as notet
above, the mere fact that documents were subject to afweterder in discovery does not
satisfy the “compelling reasons” standard for sealing docunfesgt&.oltz, 331 F.3cat 1136.
Plaintiffs’ secondargumentlso fails becausgis conclusory plaintiffs donot present
“compelling reasonsupported by specific factual findirigss towhy each of the requested
documents should be sealéd.Accordingly,the courtdeniesplaintiffs’ motion toseal without
prejudice.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDEREIDIaintiffs’ Motion for Leave to File Under Seal
Appendix 3 of Exhibits in Support of Opposition to Motion for Summary Judgment (ECF No
105)is DENIED without prejudicelf plaintiffs renew their motion, it mudte filed by June 21,

2019or plaintiffs exhibitswill be unsealed

DATED: Jwne 17, 2019

e TN

BRENDA WEKSLER
UNITED STATESMAGISTRATE JUDGE
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