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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
Grand Canyon Trust, et al., No. CV-13-08045-PCT-DGC
Plaintiffs, ORDER
V.

Michael Williams, et al.,

Defendants.

On March 6, 2014, the @Qa ordered Plaintiffs tadentify ten documents they
believe were improperly withiiek by Defendants as privied, and ordered Defendant
to submit those documents to the Courtifocamerareview. Doc. 10&t 4. Plaintiffs
identified Documents 2, 9, 148, 21, 22, 29, 32, 36, ai&Y on Defendants’ privilege
log.

The Court reviewd the documents camera Defendants claimed that eight g
the ten documents are protectsdthe attorney-client privilegeDocs. 9, 14, 18, 21, 22
29, 32, 36. Upon review, these documeafppear to be communications betweq
Defendants’ counsel and governmentraisethat were properly withheld.

Defendants claimed that Document 2swaotected by the deliberative proce
privilege. Upon review, the Court finds thiis document satisfies the Ninth Circuit’
standard as a “document[] that refls¢tfadvisory opinions, recommendations ali
deliberations comprising part of a procé&sswhich government agsions and policies
are formulated.”F.T.C. v. Warner Commc'ns In@42 F.2d 1156, 116@®th Cir. 1984).

Because the document is both pre-decisiondldeliberative, it was properly withheld.
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Document 37 was originally withheld gsotected by the deliberative process
privilege and as confidential business informati Doc. 106-4 at 8Because Defendants
have determined that the document is substantially similar to the final Valid Exigting
Rights Determination already included in trexord, they have aged to release the
document in a redacted formatith the understanding th&tiaintiffs’ counsel will not
challenge redactions that protect confiddriizsiness information. Doc. 110 at 7.

IT 1SORDERED that no additional documents neleel released or submitted for
In camerareview.

Dated this 7th day of April, 2014.

Nalb Gttt

Dawvid G. Campbell
United States District Judge




