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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

CHRIMAR SYSTEMS INC, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 
 

CISCO SYSTEMS INC, et al., 

Defendants. 
 

Case No.  13-cv-01300-JSW    
 
 
ORDER REGARDING 
ADMINISTRATIVE MOTION TO SEAL 

Re: Docket No. 293 

 

 

On January 5, 2016, Plaintiffs, ChriMar Systems Inc. d/b/a CMS Technologies and 

ChriMar Holding company, LLC (collectively “ChriMar”), filed a motion to seal portions of its 

motion for leave to amend its answer to the counterclaims asserted by Defendants Cisco Systems 

(“Cisco”), Inc. and Hewlett Packard Co. (“HP”) and exhibits to a declaration supporting that 

motion.   

Cisco filed a declaration in support of the motion, and ChriMar has filed a supplemental 

declaration in support of the motion.  (See Docket Nos. 301, 305.)  According to ChriMar, HP 

designated portions of Exhibit 4 as highly confidential.  HP has not filed a declaration pursuant to 

Northern District Civil Local Rule 79-5. 

The Court denies the motion, in part, to the extent it requests to seal citations to the record, 

which do not reveal any confidential information.  ChriMar’s motion is overly broad in that 

respect.  Therefore, to the extent the Court ultimately grants the motion to seal, ChriMar shall not 

redact the citations to the record. 

The Court tentatively denies the request to seal page 3 lines 3-5, of the motion, as well as 

page 23 lines 6-9 of the Jones Deposition, because it appears that those portions of the record do 

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

ChriMar Systems Inc. et al v. Cisco Systems Inc. et al Doc. 313
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