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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
DAVID WIT, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 
 

UNITED BEHAVIORAL HEALTH, 

Defendant. 

GARY ALEXANDER, et al., 

                         Plaintiffs, 
 
           v. 
 
UNITED BEHAVIORAL HEALTH, 
 
                         Defendant. 
 

 

Case No.  14-cv-02346-JCS    
Related Case No. 14-cv-05337 JCS 
 
ORDER FOR DECLARATION IN 
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS' 
ADMINISTRATIVE MOTION TO SEAL 

Re: Dkt. No. 97 

 

 

Plaintiffs have filed an Administrative Motion to Seal Portions of the Motion to Compel 

and Exhibits to the Declaration of Caroline E. Reynolds in Support Thereof (“Motion to Seal”), 

asking the Court for leave to file under seal certain exhibits that Defendants have designated 

Confidential or Highly Confidential under the parties’ stipulated protective order, as well as 

portions of Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel that quote from these documents. Case No. 14-cv-2346 

JCS, Docket No. 97;  Case No. 14-cv-5337 JCS, Docket No. 62.  Pursuant to Civil Local Rule 79-

5(e), a party seeking to file materials under seal on the basis of another party’s designation of that 

material as confidential must give notice to the designating party, who is required to file within 

four days a declaration  establishing that all of the designated material is sealable.   Rule 79-

5(d)(1)(A) provides that “[r]eference to a stipulation or protective order that allows a party to 
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