UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Laatz v. Zazzle, Inc.

Laatz - No. 22-cv-04844-BLF - Decided August 28, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California grants Plaintiff Nicky Laatz’s

administrative motion to consider whether materials submitted in support of a motion to exclude

expert testimony should be sealed. Applying the compelling-reasons standard, the court permits

redaction or sealing of confidential information concerning Zazzle’s proprietary Design Tool, users,

designs, sales, revenues, and expenses.
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Plaintiff filed an administrative motion to consider whether materials
submitted in support of her motion to exclude defendants' expert
testimony should be sealed. Defendants supported the sealing request,
and the motion was unopposed.

The court applied the Ninth Circuit's public-access standard for
judicial records, using the compelling-reasons standard for materials
more than tangentially related to the merits and the good-cause

standard for materials attached to non-dispositive motions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the portions of expert reports submitted in support of Plaintiff's motion to exclude defendants'

experts should be sealed under the compelling-reasons standard.

2. Whether Defendants' proposed sealing requests were narrowly tailored and supported by specific facts

showing that disclosure would cause competitive or commercial harm.

HOLDINGS

1. Because the sealing motion concerned materials submitted in support of a motion to exclude expert
testimony, the materials were more than tangentially related to the underlying cause of action, and the

court applied the compelling-reasons standard.

2. The court held that Defendants established compelling reasons to seal information revealing Zazzle's
confidential internal technical operations and commercially sensitive information, and that the requests

were narrowly tailored because no less restrictive alternative was sufficient.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, when considering a sealing request, “a ‘strong presumption in favor of access’ is the starting
point.”” (at 1)

“Broad allegations of harm, unsubstantiated by specific examples of articulated reasoning” will not suffice.”
(at 1)

“The Court finds that Defendants have established compelling reasons to seal information that would reveal
confidential information about Zazzle’s internal technical operations and commercially sensitive

information.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The sealing motion concerned portions of expert reports submitted in support of Plaintiff's motion to exclude
defendants' experts. Defendants identified confidential information concerning Zazzle's proprietary Design Tool,
numbers of designs and users, sales, revenues, and expenses. The requested redactions were unopposed, and the
court found that disclosure could reveal confidential internal technical operations and commercially sensitive

information.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

In the underlying federal civil action, Plaintiff Nicky Laatz moved to exclude defendants' expert testimony and
filed an administrative motion seeking to seal portions of expert reports. Defendants Zazzle, Inc. and Mohamed
Alkhatib filed a statement supporting sealing, and Plaintiff filed no response. The district court granted the

motion and ordered specified expert reports or portions of reports sealed or redacted.
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