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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court held that records containing trade secrets are not categorically exempt

from disclosure under the Public Records Act. The court ruled that a party seeking to enjoin disclosure

must satisfy the heightened standard in RCW 42.56.540, requiring a showing that disclosure would

clearly not be in the public interest and would substantially and irreparably damage a person or vital

government interest. The court reversed and remanded for application of that standard to Lyft and

Rasier's zip-code reports.
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Direct review of a King County Superior Court permanent injunction
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quarterly zip-code reports in response to a Washington Public Records
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Interpretation of the Uniform Trade Secrets Act and the Public
Records Act is reviewed de novo. A decision granting or denying a
Public Records Act injunction is reviewed de novo, while factual
findings based on testimonial evidence are reviewed for substantial

evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Uniform Trade Secrets Act categorically exempts records containing trade secrets from

disclosure under the Washington Public Records Act.

2. Whether a party seeking to enjoin disclosure of public records containing trade secrets must satisfy the
injunction standard in RCW 42.56.540 rather than the general CR 65 standard.

3. Whether the superior court adequately determined that disclosure would clearly not be in the public

interest and would substantially and irreparably damage a person or vital governmental functions.

HOLDINGS

1. Records containing trade secrets are not categorically exempt from disclosure under the Public Records
Act. The Uniform Trade Secrets Act may qualify as an applicable 'other statute’' exemption in a particular

case, but a trade-secret determination does not by itself authorize withholding the records.

2. The injunction standard in RCW 42.56.540 governs. A party seeking to prevent disclosure must establish
that disclosure would clearly not be in the public interest and would substantially and irreparably

damage a person or vital governmental functions.

3. The superior court's findings did not adequately address the heightened requirements of RCW
42.56.540. The permanent injunction had to be reversed and the matter remanded for application of the

correct statutory standard.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that they are not. Applying the injunction standard set forth in RCW 42.56.540, such records may be
enjoined from disclosure only if disclosure would clearly not be in the public interest, and would substantially

and irreparably damage a person or a vital government interest.” (190 Wn. 2d at 769; 418 P.3d at 102)

“First, the court must determine whether the records are exempt under the PRA or an 'other statute' that
provides an exemption in the individual case. Second, it must determine whether the PRA injunction standard
is met.” (190 Wn. 2d at 807-08; 418 P.3d at 124)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lyft and Rasier submitted quarterly zip-code reports to Seattle under a municipal transportation-network-
company ordinance. The reports contained ride-location and related operational data extracted from company
databases, and the companies designated the reports as confidential. Seattle resident Jeff Kirk requested the
reports under the Public Records Act to investigate possible redlining and discrimination in transportation

services. The superior court found that the zip-code reports were trade secrets and enjoined disclosure.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Jeff Kirk requested Lyft and Rasier reports from the City under the Public Records Act. After receiving third-
party notice, Lyft and Rasier sought injunctive relief. The King County Superior Court concluded that the zip-
code reports were trade secrets under the Uniform Trade Secrets Act and permanently enjoined their disclosure,
applying the general injunction standard under CR 65. Kirk and the City obtained direct review in the

Washington Supreme Court.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The superior court must apply RCW 42.56.540, determine whether disclosure would clearly not be in the public
interest, and determine whether disclosure would substantially and irreparably damage any person or vital
governmental functions. The court may also consider future records requests and the continuing trade-secret

status of backward-looking data.
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