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subsequent pleadings under ‘DOE’ designations under seal pending settlement negotiations 
among the parties.” 

On June 8, 2010, a “Notice of Dismissal with Prejudice as to All Claims and All Parties” 
was filed, and the case was terminated. 

On February 13, 2026, the Court received Public First Law Center’s “Non-Hearing 
Motion to Unseal” (Dkt. 7) (“Motion”). No opposition was filed in response to said Motion. 

Pursuant to the Hawaiʻi Constitution, Article 1, Section 4, the public holds a qualified 
constitutional right to access a civil case file’s record. Additionally, Rule 10.10 of the Hawaiʻi 
Court Records Rules (“HCRR”) states that a record shall be made “available for inspection and 
copying within a reasonable time” upon receipt of the request for an accessible record. 
Nevertheless, if the request is for a confidential record and the requestor does not have a right to 
access it, the Clerk shall notify the requestor that a court order is needed, in which case the 
requestor may move the Court for access.   

The presumption of public access, however, may be overcome if procedural and 
substantive requirements are met. See State v. Rogan, 156 Hawaiʻi 233, 243 (2025). The 
procedural requirements are “(1) those objecting to sealing must be given a reasonable 
opportunity to be heard; and (2) the reasons that support sealing must be articulated in findings.” 
Id. The substantive test requires the court to examine whether “(1) the sealing serves a 
compelling interest that overcomes the right of public access to the records; (2) there is a 
substantial probability that this interest would be harmed absent the closure or sealing; and (3) 
there are no alternatives to closure or sealing that would adequately protect the compelling 
interest.” Id. at 243. 

Here, the record does not expressly demonstrate whether the requisite findings necessary 
to seal a judicial record in its entirety were met. The Court notes, however, that a compelling 
interest exists in protecting Plaintiff’s privacy because Plaintiff was a minor when the Complaint 
was filed. Nevertheless, upon careful consideration, this compelling interest may be preserved by 
redacting Plaintiff’s identifying information from the record, as unsealing and failing to redact 
would compromise Plaintiff’s interest in privacy and bring harm to Plaintiff. 

Thus, the Court, having reviewed and considered the aforementioned filings and for good 
cause appearing thereof, hereby grants the Motion in part and denies in part. The Court shall 
shall upload a redacted version of each docket. 

DATED:  Honolulu, Hawaiʻi, June 24, 2026. 

           ________________________________________ 
JUDGE OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT 

Grace Han
Judge Stamp




