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Case No.14-cv-00735-LHK    
ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM NONDISPOSITIVE PRETRIAL ORDER OF 
MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 

SAN JOSE DIVISION 
 
 

SANDRA LEE JACOBSON,

Plaintiff, 

v. 
 

PERSOLVE, LLC, et al., 
Defendants. 

 

Case No.  14-cv-00735-LHK    
 
ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF’S 
MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM 
NONDISPOSITIVE PRETRIAL ORDER 
OF MAGISTRATE JUDGE 

Re: Dkt. No. 97 

 

 

Having reviewed Plaintiff’s motion, ECF No. 97, Magistrate Judge Howard R. Lloyd’s 

April 1, 2015 order, ECF No. 94, and the parties’ submissions with respect to Judge Lloyd’s order, 

ECF No. 85, the Court concludes that Judge Lloyd’s decision granting in part and denying 

Plaintiff’s motion to compel was neither “clearly erroneous” nor “contrary to law.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 

72(a). Accordingly, the Court DENIES Plaintiff’s Motion for Relief from Nondispositive Pretrial 

Order of Magistrate Judge under Rule 72(a). 

The Court DENIES without prejudice Plaintiff’s administrative motion to file under seal, 

ECF No. 98. Plaintiff has failed to show “good cause” to seal the information contained in Exhibit 

D. See Kamakana v. City & Cnty. of Honolulu, 447 F.3d 1172, 1178 (9th Cir. 2006) (holding that 
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