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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
ORLANDO DIVISION

TASER INTERNATIONAL, INC.,

Plaintiff,
V. CaseNo: 6:16-cv-366-Orl-40KRS
PHAZZER ELECTRONICS, INC.,

Defendant.

ORDER
This cause came on for considtion without oral argumeén the following motion filed

herein:

MOTION: TASER'S MOTION TO DE-DESIGNATE CONFIDENTIAL
DOCUMENTS OR ALTERNATIVE TO FILE PHAZZER
DOCUMENTS UNDER SEAL (Doc. No. 166)

FILED: June 23, 2017

On June 23, 2017, Plaintiff Taser Internatiomat, (“Taser”), asked the Court for leave fto
file certain documents in the public recoesten though Defendant Phazzer Electronics, |nc.
(“Phazzer”) had designated those diments as “Attorneys’ Eyes @ (“AEO”) under the parties’
confidentiality agreement. Doc. No. 166. $nupport of the motion, Taser argued that the
documents had not beenrartly designated as AE@hd noted that it wished to use the documents
to support is forthcoming motion for sanctionsd. Alternatively, it sought leave to file the
documents under sealld.

The day Taser filed its motion to de-designatentered an Order requiring Phazzer, in a
timely filed response to Taser’s motion, to identifg legal basis for the nbdentiality designationg

and provide evidence, if necessary, and legdiaily to support those designations. Doc. No.
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170. | warned Phazzer that the parties’ contiddity agreement, standing alone, was insufficig
to support the contention that the informationsatie should not be fileid the public record. |
also warned Phazzer that failure to timely resgonidle motion or make the required showing mi
result in the motion being granted and the Coudlering counsel for Taser to file the docume
previously designated as AEO in the public recotd.

The time for responding to Taseristion has passed, and, agh# writing of this Order,

Phazzer has not submitted a response. Aaugidil consider Taser’'s motion to be unoppos

yht

nts

ed.

In addition, because Phazzer has failed to eskathiat the documents referenced in Taser’s motion

were correctly identified as cadéntial/AEO, Taser’s motion to file those documents in the public

record iISGRANTED. Its alternative request titef the documents under seaDENIED as moot

It is ORDERED that, on or before July 13, 2017, Taserlistila the documents identified in it§

motion to de-designate in the public recérd.

DONE andORDERED in Orlando, Florida on July 11, 2017.

Karla R. Spaulding

KARLA R.SPAULDING
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE

! I note that Taser has expressed its intent tofilee documents as Exhibit E to its motion for sanctioBese
Doc. No. 174,at4n. 1. Counsel for Taser may consultthdiClerk of Court to determine how to add these docum
as Exhibit E to the already filed motion.
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