UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Carbon Autonomous Robotic Systems Inc. v. Laudando & Associates

LLC

Carbon Autonomous Robotic Systems - No. 2:24-cv-03012-DAD-JDP - Decided June 13, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants the parties’ renewed

requests to seal and redact materials filed in connection with a motion for a preliminary injunction.

Applying the Ninth Circuit’s compelling-reasons standard, the court finds that the requested redactions

protect confidential business, financial, technical, pricing, sales, and customer information and are

narrowly tailored. The court authorizes the redactions and orders the parties to file unredacted versions

under seal within ten days.
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The court considered renewed requests by both parties to seal and
redact documents filed in connection with plaintiff's motion for a

preliminary injunction.

Requests to seal judicial records connected to a motion more than
tangentially related to the merits are evaluated under the compelling-
reasons standard. The party seeking sealing bears the burden of
establishing compelling reasons and must narrowly tailor the sealing

or redactions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the documents filed in connection with Carbon's motion for a preliminary injunction should be

evaluated under the compelling-reasons standard for sealing judicial records.

2. Whether plaintiff established compelling reasons and narrowly tailored redactions sufficient to seal

portions of its motion, declarations, and exhibits.

3. Whether defendant established compelling reasons and narrowly tailored redactions sufficient to

maintain redactions in its opposition and related materials.

HOLDINGS

1. The compelling-reasons standard applies to requests to seal or redact documents filed in connection with
a preliminary-injunction motion when the motion is more than tangentially related to the merits of the

case.

2. Plaintiff established compelling reasons to seal and redact portions of its preliminary-injunction filings

and narrowly tailored the redactions to confidential information.

3. Defendant established compelling reasons to maintain redactions concerning confidential business,
financial, technical, and plaintiff-related information, and its redactions were narrowly tailored.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Historically, courts have recognized a ‘general right to inspect and copy public records and documents,

including judicial records and documents.’” (at 1-2)

“The compelling reasons standard is invoked even if the dispositive motion, or its attachments, were

previously filed under seal or protective order.” (at 3)

“Therefore, the requests to seal and redact will be evaluated under the “compelling reason” standard.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties submitted documents supporting and opposing Carbon's motion for a preliminary injunction in a
patent-infringement action. The documents contained confidential pricing, financial, sales, customer, business,
and technical information concerning the parties and their products. Both parties filed redacted versions publicly
before obtaining leave to do so, and each party represented that the opposing party did not oppose its renewed

request.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court had previously denied the parties' initial sealing and redaction requests for failure to articulate
compelling reasons and directed them either to renew the requests or file unredacted documents publicly.
Plaintiff renewed its requests on May 15, 2025, and defendant renewed its request on May 16, 2025. The court



granted both renewed requests and authorized specified redactions, while directing the parties to file unredacted

versions under seal within ten days.
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