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United States District Court
Northern District of Califorra
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CHRIMAR SYSTEMS INC, et al., Case N0.13-cv-01300-JSW
Plaintiffs,
ORDER REGARDING
V. ADMINISTRATIVE MOTION TO SEAL
CISCO SYSTEMS INC, et al., Re: Docket No. 293
Defendants.

On January 5, 2016, Plaintiffs, ChriMarssgms Inc. d/b/a CMS Technologies and
ChriMar Holding company, LLC (collectively “Chrit”), filed a motion to seal portions of its
motion for leave to amend its answer to tbarterclaims asserted by Defendants Cisco System
(“Cisco”), Inc. and Hewlett Packard Co. (“HPEhd exhibits to a adaration supporting that
motion.

Cisco filed a declaration in support of tti@tion, and ChriMar has filed a supplemental
declaration in support of the motionSe¢ Docket Nos. 301, 305.) According to ChriMar, HP
designated portions of Exhibit 4 bgyhly confidential. HP has néited a declaration pursuant to
Northern District Civil Local Rule 79-5.

The Court denies the motion, in part, to the ekierequests to sealtations to the record,
which do not reveal any confidial information. ChriMar’s motn is overly broad in that
respect. Therefore, to the extent the Cournately grants the motion to seal, ChriMar shall not
redact the citations to the record.

The Court tentatively denies thequest to seal page 3 lingé%, of the motion, as well as
page 23 lines 6-9 of the Jones Deposition, becaappéars that those portions of the record do

not reveal any confidential information. Theugt will give the parties leave to further support

13

Dockets.Justia.c

DM


https://dockets.justia.com/docket/california/candce/4:2013cv01300/264576/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/california/candce/4:2013cv01300/264576/313/
https://dockets.justia.com/

© 00 N o g A~ w N PP

N N N NN N N NN P P P P B PP PR
© N o o~ W N P O © O N O o~ W N B O

their request® seal thosgortions of he record irthe supplenental decleations pemitted by this
Order.

The G@urt RESER/ES RULING on the renainder ofthe motionand it ORCERS Cisco
and ChriMar to submit futher declaraons suppaiing their reuests to sa the portians of the
motion that hae been reatted, as wi as the extbits. In adlition, becaise Cisco catends that
Exhibit 1 neednot be filedunder sealChriMar slall identify by page andine the potions of
Exhibit 1 (andExhibit 4, if appropria¢), that it cotends musbe sealedlf third or ron-parties
have designate this infomation as cofidential, ChriMar shaild also adise the Courwhether
ary additionaldeclaratios will be filed in supportof the moton to seal.

Finally, the CourtORDERS dl parties to ddress whédter the Cott should aply the
“compelling reasons” or e “good case” standat to resolvehe motion. See, e.g., Center for
Auto Safety v. Chrysler Group, No. 1555084, Sip. Op. at 1112, 17-18 @th Cir. Janl11, 2016).

All responses to tis Order shihbe due byno later tha January 8, 2016.

IT 1SSO ORDERED.

Dated: Januar13, 2016

Cpfpug ftrits—

JEFFREY ¢ WHZTE
United Srates District Indge




