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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

UNICO MECHANICAL CORP, a No. 2:15-cv-0996 JAM AC (TEMP)
California Corporation, and ALFRED
CONHAGEN, INC. OF CALIFORNIA, a
California Corporation,

Plaintiffs,
V.

KAMALA HARRIS, in her official
capacity of Attorney General for the State
of California; CHRISTINE BAKER, in her
official capacity as the Director of the
California Department of Industrial
Relations; DIANE RAVNIK, in her official
capacity as the Chief of the California
Division of Apprenticebip Standards; and
MATT RODRIGUEZ, inhis official
capacity as California Secretary for
Environmental Protection,

117

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

Interven®efendant

-
1

On December 2, 2015, this matter came bettoeaundersigned for hearing of interveng
defendant’s motion to modify protective order. Attorney Jonathan Barker appeared

telephonically on behalf of theaghtiffs and attorneys Scott Krarid and Zoe Palitz appeared |in
1
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person on behalf of the intervenor-defendant.

forth on the record at theshring, IT IS HEREBY ORDEREIRhat intervenor-defendant’s
October 6, 2015 motion to modiffdkt. No. 21) is DENIED.

I
I

Upon consideration of the arguments ondihel at the hearing, and for the reasons self

Itis FURTHER ORDERED as follows:
1.

In the event of a disputegarding the designation of any discovery material as
confidential, pursuant to pagraph 8 of the protective order filed on August 28, 20
(Dkt. No. 15), the parties shall meet amhfer in compliance with the procedures
outlined in the undersigned’s “Standard imi@ation,” which includes the instruction
regarding “Discovery Disputes.” See

www.caed.uscourts.gov/caednew/index fficiges/all-judges/united-states-

maqistrate-iudqe-allison-claire-.éc

If, after meeting and conferring, a dispute remains, the party challenging a
confidentiality designation shall file a natiof motion that (a) specifically identifies
the material at issue, in conformity withrpgraph 8 of the protaee order; (b) briefly
sets forth the nature ofdlchallenge; (3) summarizegtmoving party’s effort to
resolve the dispute informally; and (4) e the motion for hearing before the
undersigned on no less than 28 days’ notice.

The provisions of Local Rule 251(c), regiagljoint statements, shall not apply to
such a dispute. Instead, the designatingysrall file a statement making a showir
of good cause for the confidentiality designatnanlater than 14 days prior to the da
of the hearing. A courtesy copy, with amgcthrations, exhibitand other attachment

tabbed, shall be delivered to theef of Court on the day of filing.

! No appearance was made by, or on behathefState defendants and those defendants dic
oppose the intervenor-defendant’s motion to modify.

2 The parties are directed to review the urigeed’s “Standard Information,” and comply with
all provisions set fih therein.

2

15,

U7

g

\te

S

1 not




© 00 ~N o o b~ w N P

N N DN DN DN DN DN NN R P R R ROk R R R R
o N o 00~ W N P O © 0N O 0NN W N B oo

4. The party challenging the desigia shall file a reply no later than 7 days prior to
date of the hearing. A courtesy copwklbe filed if the document exceeds 20 page

or any attachments exceed 10 pages.

DATED: December 2, 2015 " ~
Mrz———m
ALLISON CLAIRE

UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
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