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attle Housing Authority

THE HONORABLE JOHN C. COUGHENOUH

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERNDISTRICT OFWASHINGTON

AT SEATTLE
MARGARET T. BROOKS CASE NO.C12-08783CC
Plaintiff, ORDER

V.
SEATTLE HOUSING AUTHORITY,

Defendant.

This matter comes before the Court on panty L.B.’s' ex parte, sealed motion to redd
(Dkt. No. 65. L.B. requests that the Court order that her name be redacted frooc@athents
associated with this caséd.(

Plaintiff Margaret Brooks (“Brooks”) brought this lawsuit in 2012 againdebaant
Seattle Housing Authority (“SHA™iInder the federal Fair Housing Act, alleging that she wag
discriminated against based on her race and disability. (Dkt. No. 21 at 1.) L.B. waplayee
of SHA and managed the apartment building where Brooks lived. (Dkt. No. 47 at 5-6.) As
result of her employment and interactions with Brooks, L.B. became involiei lawsuit
against SHA. (See generally Dkt. Nos. 46, 47.)

L.B. provided a sworn declaration in support of SHA’s motion for summary judgmel

1 As a courtesy, the Court refers to the moving party by her initials “LoBHis order
because she has expresaatksire to maintain her privacy.
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that refuted many of Brooks’ claims against SHBonpareDkt. No. 47 at 5—9with Dkt. No.
21.) L.B. is referenced by name in SHA’s motion for summary judgment and regfly(Dikt.
No. 46 and 51.) On June 15, 2015, the Court conducted a bench trial and ruled that SHA
violatethe Fair Housing Act. (Dkt. No. 61 at 4.)

More thantwo yearsafter disposition, L.B. moves the Court to redact her name &ibm
documentdiled in thecase. (Dkt. No. 65.) L.B. asserts tHat]hile [she] was a party of interest
there are negative consequences with her name being associatedsvdisctimnination case
that are disproportionate to her role and note of legitimate concern to the pudljdNegjther
party has responded to L.B.’s motion.

At the outset, the Court notes that L.B., as a non-party, iseuassarilentitled to the
relief requested in her motion. Neither the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure noiQiaital
Rules provide a noparty such as L.Bwith a right to obtain a protective ord&eefFed. R. Civ.
P. 26(c)(1) (“A party or any person from whom discovery is souglgtm@ve for a protective
order in the court where the action is pending.”); Local Civ. R. 26(c)(2) (“Parties may file a
stipulated protective order to protect confidential, proprietary, or private iafanmthat

warrants special protection.) Nor has L.B. filed a motion to intervene in teehatsvould

allow her to seek redactionstbke judicial recordSee, e.gBeckman Indus., Inc. v. Int'l Ins. Ca.

966 F.2d 470, 473 (9th Cir. 1992) (holding that Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(b) alloy
intervention for the limited purpose dtroactively challenging or modifying a protective orde

Even if L.B. properly intervened in this case, however, the Court would not grant he
motion to redact. There is a presumption of public access to judicial records and decumer
Nixon v. Warner Commc'ns, 1nd35 U.S. 589, 597 (1978). In light of this, the Ninth Circuit |
held that there must be “compelling reasons” to seal judicial records attacheidpostive
motion.Kamakana v. City & Cnty. of Hohdu, 447 F.3d 1172, 1179 (9th Cir. 2006A. litigant
who might be embarrassed, incriminated, or exposed to litigation through dissemafa
materials is not, without more, entitled to the court's protectiori Foltz v. State Farm Mut.
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Auto. Ins. Cq.331 F.3d 1122, 1136 (9th Cir. 2003) (citation omitted).

L.B. has not demonstrated a compelling reason for redacting her name frjochi ¢z
record L.B. expressea general concern with privacy in support of her motion but does not
articulate specific reasomghy her identity should be confidential. (Dkt. No. 65.) Nor is L.B.
trying to redactonfidentialpersonal information such as a social security number, telephon
number, or address. Moreover, the parties never sought a protective ortecas¢hor made
efforts to protect the identities of those involved. Courts have required a heightengaigsin
order to allow litigants to proceed anonymouSlge, e.gUnited States v. Do&88 F.3d 1154,
1156 n. 1 (9th Cir.2007) the identity ofthe parties in any action, civil or criminal, should not
concealed except in an unusual case, where there is a need for the cloak of anofaniitys”)
v. Spectrum Brands, IndNo. C13-07613LR, slip op. at 4 (W.D. Wash. Nov. 7, 201d#enying
a defendant’s request to retroactively remove his name fromtditlydavailable court files.)

Hereg L.B. provided anine-pagesworn declaration in suppoof SHA’s motion for
summaryudgment. (Dkt. No. 47 Her declaration washeonly testimonialevidencethat SHA
relied on br its summaryjudgment motion(Dkt. Nos. 47, 58, 60Accordingly, theresastrong
public policy interest that heidentity, asit relatesto these courfilings, remainavailableto the
public. L.B. hasnot provided acompellingreason thatvould lead th&Courtto rule otherwise.

Fortheforegoingreasons, non-parly.B.’s ex partemotion to redac{Dkt. No. 65)
is DENIED. TheClerk isDIRECTEDto unseaDocket Numbe65. TheClerk isfurther
DIRECTEDto mailacopyof thisorderto L.B. attheaddresgrovided in hemotion.

DATED this 11th day oDecember 2017

7 /
John C. Coughenour
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE
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