


ret: ation and a diminished reputation. Id. at 2-4. Defendant opposes plaintiff’s
motion. See ECF No. 9. Plaintiff’s motion is fully briefed and ripe.

II. Legal Standards

Rule 10(a) of the Rules of the United States Court of Federal Claims (RCFC)
provides that the “title of the complaint must name all the parties.” For good cause
shown, the court may allow the sealing of filings and subsequently the redaction of
filings to protect privacy. Because “the use of pseudonyms in a complaint is contrary
to” Rule 10(a)’s requirement, Whalen v. "=+~ States, 80 Fed. CI. 685, 691 (2008), the
court may permit a party to proceed anonymously “only where unusual circumstances
justify concealing a party’s identity,” Bogy~ =+ "'nited States, 143 Fed. Cl. 508, 511
(2019) (quoting ¥"*len, 80 Fed. Cl. at 691))."*

In deciding whether a party may proceed anonymously, the court balances the
party’s need for anonymity against the “general presumption that parties’ identities
[w ] be available to the public and the likelihood of prejudice to the opposing party.
T4 The court’s decision turns on its consideration of five factors first set forth by the
Ninth Circuit: (1) “the severity of the harm threatened against the party requesting
anonymity; (2) the reasonableness of the fear of that harm; (3) the requesting party’s
vulnerability to such harm; (4) the public interest in permitting or denying anonymity;
and (5) prejudice to the opposing party.” See id. at 512 (quoting in part Does I thru
XXIII v. Ac :xtile Corp., 214 F.3d 1058, 1068 (9th Cir. 2000)); see also Doe
No. 1 v. United States, 143 Fed. CI. 238, 240 (2019).
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III.  Analysis
A. Plaintiff’s Interest in Proceeding Anonymously

Plaintiff argues that the retaliation he experienced during his tenure in the Marine
Corps caused him “a significant amount of psychological harm” and that continued
retaliation would compound that harm. ECF No. 2 at 2-3. Plainti.. s fear of continued
retaliation is reasonable, he contends, based on the retaliation he claims to have
exper 1ced after his military discharge. See id. at 3. Plaintiff asserts that he is
particularly vulnerable to harm because, as an attorney, public information about his

! Although the Whalen and ®~~gs decisions, and the cases on Wthh they rely, are not

binding on this court, they are deemed persuasive authority here. ~

Cor~ * Malton, 39 F.3d 312, 315 (Fed. Cir. 1994) (“Court of Federal Clalms decisions, while
persuasive, do not set binding precedent for separate and distinct cases in that court.”) (citations
omitted).






B. Defendant’s Interest in Disclosure of Plaintiff’s Identity
1. Prejudice to Defendant

Plaintiff argues that granting anonymity would not prejudice the defendant. ECF
No. 2 at 4-5 (citation omitted). Plaintiff insists that because the “‘risk of reputational or
economic harm is not a consideration’” for the government, defendant will not be
prejudiced. ECF No. 9 at 5 (emphasis in original) (quoting Candidate No. 452777 -+,
CFA Inst., 42 F. Supp. 3d 804, 810 (E.D. Va. 2012)). The court agrees that the
government, as defendant, is not prejudiced by the sought anonymity, given that it is
aware of plaintiff’s identity.

2. The Public Interest

Plaintiff also argues that granting anonymity would not “obstruct the public’s
view of the issues.” ECF No. 2 at 4-5 (citation omitted). Defendant responds that
plaintiff may not invoke his privacy interest to obstruct the public interest in
transparency in judicial proceedings. See ECF No. 8 at 9-10. The court finds that the
put c has an important interest in judicial transparency.

RCFC 10(a) “serves more than administrative convenience. It protects the
public’s legitimate interest in knowing all of the facts involved. including the identity of
the parties.” P~~gs, 143 Fed. Cl. at 517-18 (quoting P1=2intif] ,, v Fr~ncis, 631 F.3d
1310, 1315 (11th Cir. 2011)). As informed by the purpose of the court’s rule, and
persuaded by the jurisprudential interpretation thereof, the court determines that a shift
of Rule 10(a)’s presumption of transparency “requires [a] showing that the suit could
serve an important p1 _ ic interest but would otherwise not be brought if plaintiffs were
re lired to identify themselves.” 1d. at 520. Here, plaintiff has not made a showing
sufficient to rebut that presumption.

C. Balancing the Interests

2 hough plaintiff has alleged fear of harm, his allegations are generalized and
speculative : 1 thus, do not demonstrate the required type of harm that legally militates
in vor of anonymity. As such, the public interest in transparency would be
compromised by permitting plaintiff to proceed anonymously. Tl balance of interests
in this case weighs against plaintiff’s request to proceed under a pseudonym.








