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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California partially granted Plaintiffs’
motion to seal documents in an ERISA action involving air ambulance coverage and a minor’s
settlement. The Court found compelling reasons to seal settlement amounts and related information
but declined to seal the remaining standard terms of a settlement agreement solely because the parties

had agreed to confidentiality.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
DECIDED March 26, 2025

DOCKET 1:24-cv-01189-JLT-EPG

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved to seal a settlement agreement with non-party

REACH and unredacted supplemental filings supporting a petition for

approval of a minor's compromise in an ERISA action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the strong presumption of public access to judicial
records and required compelling reasons, supported by specific facts,

to overcome that presumption.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court order resolving a motion to seal

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure insurance health law  guardianship procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Plaintiffs demonstrated compelling reasons to seal the settlement amounts and related filings

concerning a minor's compromise.

2. Whether the parties' contractual confidentiality provision justified sealing the entire REACH settlement

agreement.

3. Whether attorney-fee information could remain redacted because its disclosure would reveal the

confidential REACH settlement amount.

HOLDINGS

1. Compelling reasons justified sealing the settlement amount paid by Defendant and the settlement
amount owed to REACH, as well as related information in supplemental filings, because disclosure

could subject the minor to unwanted attention and reveal sensitive settlement information.

2. The parties' agreement to keep the settlement confidential, standing alone, was not a compelling reason

to seal the entire agreement.

3. Attorney-fee information could remain redacted temporarily because disclosure would reveal the
confidential REACH settlement amount, although the court reserved the ability to revisit the issue.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In order to overcome this strong presumption, a party seeking to seal a judicial record bears the burden of
articulating compelling reasons, which are supported by specific facts, that outweigh the historical right of

access and the public policies favoring disclosure.” (at 2)

“However, Plaintiffs have provided no justification to seal the other terms of the settlement agreement with
REACH.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The underlying ERISA action concerns Blue Cross of California's obligation to pay air ambulance transportation
costs for minor Calliope Pessano-Maldonado. Plaintiffs separately settled the outstanding air ambulance bill
owed to non-party REACH and reached a settlement with Defendant. Plaintiffs sought to seal the REACH
settlement agreement, settlement amounts, related supplemental filings, and attorney-fee information because

disclosure could reveal settlement amounts and expose the minor and her family to unwanted attention.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Emily Pessano brought the action individually and as guardian ad litem for her minor daughter to compel Blue
Cross of California to pay air ambulance costs under an insurance policy. After the parties reached settlements
and Plaintiffs filed materials supporting approval of a minor's compromise, Plaintiffs moved to seal the REACH
settlement agreement and related supplemental filings. The court granted the motion in part, permitting redaction
of settlement amounts and temporarily permitting redaction of attorney-fee information, but requiring disclosure
of the agreement's other terms.
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