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STATE BUILDING AND
CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL
OF CALIFORNIA, AFL-CIO,

Intervenor.

Plaintiffs filed a motion for summaruygilgment on January 22, 2014. Defendants and t
Intervenor filed oppositions to the motitr summary judgment on February 12, 2014.
Plaintiffs filed a reply in support of themotion for summary judgment on February 26, 2014
The Court heard oral argument on March 5, 208dthe March 5 hearing, the Court made org
findings and conclusions.

Based on the pleadings submitted by the parties, the record in this case, the argume
counsel at the March 5, 2014 hearing, and the tGooral findings and atclusions at the March
5 hearing, it is hereby ordered that:

1. Plaintiffs’ motion for summary judgmentdenied, without prejude, on the basis that
no Plaintiff has produced sufficieavidence of an injury in fachat would satisfy the standing
requirement of Article Il of the United States Constitution.

2. State Defendants’ objections to Pldiistevidence are overruled, without prejudice.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

Dated: March 13, 2014 /s/ John A. Mendez

HonorablglohnA. Mendez
UnitedStateDistrict CourtJudge
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