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POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

Appellant Pierre Hascheff’s “Motion to Seal Opening Brief and Appendix
That Contain Quotes and References to, and Pleadings and Transcripts Previously
Ordered Sealed” is too broad and does not overcome the presumption that favors
public access to court documents.

“[T]here exists a presumption in favor of public access to records and
documents filed in this [Clourt.” Howard v. State, 128 Nev. 736, 744, 291 P.3d
137, 142 (2012). “[T[his presumption may be abridged only where the public right
of access is outweighed by a significant competing interest.” Id. “[T]he party
seeking to seal a record or document carries the burden of demonstrating sufficient
grounds for denying access.” Id.

Pierre does not identify specific documents that contain “private,
confidential information” nor does he explain why the sealing of limited
documents or redaction of certain documents would not adequately protect such
information. See SRCR 3(4)(h), 3(5)(b). Although there is some financial
information in the appendix provided to the district court as part of the parties’
divorce that Respondent Lynda Hascheff agrees should probably remain sealed
(1AA005-015), the vast majority of the appendix consists of post-divorce
proceedings related to the interpretation of an indemnity provision in the parties’

Marital Settlement Agreement.



The case is largely one of contract interpretation that should not be hidden

from the public. Pierre has not demonstrated otherwise. For that reason, Lynda

respectfully opposes Pierre’s Motion.
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