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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Washington rules on Plaintiff’s unopposed
motion to file under seal documents related to Defendant’s motion to dismiss for improper venue.
Applying the Ninth Circuit’s compelling-reasons standard and Local Civil Rule 5(g), the Court grants
sealing in part and denies it in part for specified portions of deposition transcripts, employment
documents, financial documents, and the opposition brief. The Court orders Plaintiff to file revised
redacted versions by December 24, 2025.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed an unopposed motion to maintain under seal an
opposition brief and exhibits relating to Defendant's motion to dismiss
for improper venue. The Court ordered Defendant to show cause
supporting the requested sealing and then ruled on the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court applied the Ninth Circuit's compelling-reasons standard for
sealing judicial records and required any sealing request to be
supported by a specific factual basis and narrowly tailored under Local
Civil Rule 5(g)(3)(A).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant established compelling reasons to overcome the strong presumption of public access
to judicial records.

2. Whether the requested sealing was narrowly tailored under Local Civil Rule 5(g)(3)(A).

3. Which portions of the opposition brief and supporting exhibits should remain sealed or be disclosed.

HOLDINGS

1. A party seeking to seal judicial records must overcome the strong presumption of public access by
establishing compelling reasons supported by a specific factual basis rather than hypothesis or
conjecture.

2. Sealing must be limited to portions for which the movant demonstrates a compelling reason;
unsupported or overbroad requests must be denied.

3. The motion to file under seal was granted in part and denied in part: specified portions of Exhibits A, E,
H, the opposition brief, and Exhibits V-W and X-Z were sealed; other specified portions and Exhibit K
were not sealed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Although “access to judicial records is not absolute,” there is a “strong presumption in favor of access.””
(III.A)

“Under the compelling reasons standard, “a court may seal records only when it finds ‘a compelling reason
and articulate[s] the factual basis for its ruling, without relying on hypothesis or conjecture.’”” (III.A)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff sought to seal its opposition to Defendant's improper-venue motion and several deposition transcripts,
employment documents, and internal financial documents. Defendant asserted that the materials contained
confidential information concerning internal business operations, ownership, acquisitions, licensing, hiring
practices, employee incentives, tax information, and non-party employees' employment terms and personal
financial information. The Court reviewed the documents and found that some information could cause
competitive or privacy harm, while other information—such as employee headcounts and boilerplate remote-
work and communications policies—was not shown to warrant sealing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff moved under Local Civil Rule 5(g) to file specified documents under seal based on Defendant's
confidentiality designations under a stipulated protective order. After the Court required Defendant to provide a
legal and factual basis for sealing each document or justify specific redactions, Defendant responded with
supporting argument and a declaration. The Court granted the motion in part and denied it in part, and ordered
Plaintiff to file revised redacted versions.



DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Plaintiff must file revised versions of its opposition to the motion to dismiss and the supporting declaration, with
redactions conforming to the Court's order and Defendant's identified alterations, by December 24, 2025. The
existing redacted versions remain on the docket but will not be considered in deciding the improper-venue
motion.
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