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The motion (Docket Entry No. 8) to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.

Chiddy Golden appeals pro se from the district court’s order dismissing for
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failure to pay the filing fee his action alleging federal and state law claims after
denying Golden’s request for in forma pauperis (“IFP”) status. We have
jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review for an abuse of discretion. Taylor
v. Delatoore, 281 F.3d 844, 847 (9th Cir. 2002). We affirm.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in dismissing Golden’s action
without prejudice after denying Golden’s IFP application because Golden failed to
make a sufficient showing of indigency and failed to pay the filing fee. See 28
U.S.C. § 1915(a)(1) (explaining that a person seeking IFP status must “submit[] an
affidavit that includes a statement of all assets such [person] possesses [and] that
the person is unable to pay such fees or give security therefor”); Escobedo v.
Applebees, 787 F.3d 1226, 1234 (9th Cir. 2015) (“[A] plaintiff seeking IFP status
must allege poverty with some particularity, definiteness and certainty.” (citation
and internal quotation marks omitted)).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Golden’s motions
for reconsideration because Golden failed to establish a basis for relief. See Sch.
Dist. No. 1J, Multnomah County, Or. v. ACandsS, Inc., 5 F.3d 1255, 1262-63 (9th
Cir. 1993) (setting forth standard of review and grounds for reconsideration).

The motion (Docket Entry Nos. 9 and 10) to file documents under seal is

granted. The motion (Docket Entry No. 4) for judicial notice is denied as
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unnecessary. All other pending requests are denied.

AFFIRMED.
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