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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

MARY ALLISON,
Plaintiff,
2
E CENTER,

Defendant.

On May 21, 2012, this Court issued its Pret8aheduling Order (“PTSO” or “Order”).
Presently before the Court are Plaintiff's Objecti¢i@bjections”) to that Order. Plaintiff has
identified for the Court a latent ambiguity withime PTSO that makes the Order susceptible to
the interpretation that the Court intends to defsarh the requirements of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure with respect to the exchangexgiert witness reportslhat is not the Court’s

intention. Accordingly, the Court now clarifiesathin conformity with Federal Rule of Civil

No. 2:12-cv-00455-MCE-CM

ORDER

Doc. 12

Procedure 26(a)(2)(B), the parties to this caseatreequired to exchange expert reports drafted

by percipient experts.
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Rather, in conformity with Rule 26, the desigonatbdf each retained expethall be accompanieq

by a written report prepared and signed by theagign Plaintiff's Objections (ECF No. 10) are

thus sustained.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

Dated: July 31, 2012
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MORRISON C. ENGLAI%‘I\']Bq )
UNITED STATES DISTRI
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