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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

SAN JOSE DIVISION

SANDRA LEE JACOBSON, Case No. 14-cv-00735-LHK

Plaintiff, ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF'S
. MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM
: NONDISPOSITIVE PRETRIAL ORDER
OF MAGISTRATE JUDGE
PERSOLVE, LLC, et al.,
Defendants. Re: Dkt. No. 97

Having reviewed Plaintiff’'s motion, ECF N67, Magistrate Judge Howard R. Lloyd’s
April 1, 2015 order, ECF No. 94, and the partiegimissions with respect to Judge Lloyd’s orde
ECF No. 85, the Court concludes that Judg®/tlls decision granting part and denying
Plaintiff's motion to compel waseither “clearly erroneous” nor 6atrary to law.” Fed. R. Civ. P.
72(a). Accordingly, the Court DERE Plaintiff's Motion for Reliefrom Nondispositive Pretrial
Order of Magistratdudge under Rule 72(a).

The Court DENIES without prejudice Plaiffis administrative motion to file under seal,
ECF No. 98. Plaintiff has failed to show “good oalu® seal the information contained in Exhibit
D. See Kamakana v. City & Cnty. of Honolul47 F.3d 1172, 1178 (9th Cir. 2006) (holding that
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“good causestandard apipes to seahg requestsitached tanondispositve motions).The “good
cause” standat requires dparticularzed showig” that “spedfic prejudice or harnwill result” if
the informatian is disclosd. Phillips ex rel. Estates of Byrd vGen. Motos Corp, 307 F.3d 1206,
1210-11 (9thCir. 2002) (nternal quadtion marksomitted);see Fed. R. @v. P. 26(c):‘Broad
allegations otharm, unsuBtantiated lg specific @amples of giculated rasoning” wil not
sufice. Becknan Indus., hc. v. Int’l Ins. Co, 966F.2d 470, Z6 (9th Cir.1992).

Plaintiff shall file any renewedmotion to ®al within 7 days of thisorder.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: April 23, 2015 z H. !

LUCY HIKOH
United State®istrict Judje
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