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V. Renewable Energy Systems Americas, Inc., et al

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

CASEY CHRISTOPHERa single
man NO: 2:16CV-30-RMP

Plaintiff, ORDERGRANTING IN PART AND
V. DENYING IN PART PLAINTIFF'S
MOTION TO COMPELAND
RENEWABLE ENERGY SYSTEMS GRANTING DEFENDANTS’
AMERICA, INC., a Delaware MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDE
corporation; and SIEMENS ENERGY|,
INC., a Delaware corporation,

Defendand.

Doc. 33

R

BEFORE THE COURTarePlaintiff's Motion to CompelECF No.23, and
Defendants’ Motion for Protective Order, ECF I4d. A telephonic conference
was held in this matter on May 10, 2016. The Court has considered thesnotion
the recordoral arguments, and is fully informed.

Plaintiff allegesdeficienciesin DefendanSiemens Energync.’s responses
to discovery requestwhich he aguesare inadequate and fail to comply withD.

R.Civ.P.26. See ECF No. 23. TaEmotion does not specifyreciselywhat
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disclosurePlaintiff would like the Court to compel, bBtaintiff points to Siemens’
contention thaits investigative filecontains‘proprietary” information,andargues
broady thatDefendanfailsto adhere to propeliscovery proceduresseeid.
Additionally, Plaintiff argues thabiemengefusedo properly respond to discovery
requests absent an unnecessary ptioteorder, and th&ienmenswill not allow
Plaintiff's representatives to insgdats premises without signing a waiver form.
Seeid.

Defendamn Siemendas stated awillingness toallow Plaintiff to inspectits
premisesprovided thaPlaintiff will adhere tdefendant'precautions by
agreeing to the terms of a routine waiver form. The Court has reviewed the w3
form and finds that it is essonableéhat Siemens require the waiver form to be
signed prior to allowing an “esrite” inspectiorby Plaintiff's representatives

At the telephonic hearin@laintiff’'s counsel discussado other issueghat
remainoutstanding(1) Siemens Energync.’s contention that itSinvestigative
file” regardinghe underlying incidentontainsproprietarymaterials and(2)
Defendand’ expressedoncern regardinthe protection of informatiowithin their
business contracts. Both Defendants statedhbgtvill fully comply with all
pendingdiscovery requests if a protective order is put in place.

Plaintiff agreed thavne ofDefendanSiemensbusiness contrasshould be

held confidentiahnd initially proposed protective aderreferencinghat one
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document See ECF No. 253. DefendanSiemenslsoexpressed concern
regarding revealing theinvestigative processewhichthey allegeare proprietary,
buthaveagreed to mvide the complete investigatidite “upon issuance of an
appropriate protective orderZeee.g., ECF No. 23 at 11.

Pursuant td~ep. R. Civ. P. 26(c)(1)(G) the Caurt may limit the way in
which disclosure o$ensitivediscovery may be condwxt. The Courthaving
been fully advised of the parties’ concerns in this mafiteds good cause to enter
a Protective @ler regarding discovery materials in this caserder to allow the

discovery phase of this litigation to proceed as quickly and as econonaisally

possible
There isinsufficient evidence before the Court at this juncture to determin
whether Defendants’ investigative processes would qualify as “confidential,” by

since the Court is granting the Motion for eokectiveOrder, Defendants are
ordered to provide theelevantinvestigative materials to Plaintiff subject to the
Protective @der. After review of the materials, Plaintiff may challenge whether
those materials justify protection as “confidential

Accordingly,IT ISHEREBY ORDERED thatDefendants’ Joint Miton
for Protective Orde=CF No. 24, is GRANTED. The Protective Order is engsl

in this docket as ECF No. 32
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With the Protective Order in effect] ISHEREBY FURTHER
ORDERED that

1. Plaintiff's Motion to Compel=CF No. 23, isGRANTED in part and
DENIED in part, consistent with thisOrder. Defendants shall immediately
produce all remaining discovery, including their investigative files.

2. The patrties shall proceed with discovery pursuant to the terms senfort
the Protective Order, ECF No. 32.

The District Court Clerk is directed to enter this Order and provide copieg
counsel.

DATED this 19th day of May 2016

s/ Rosanna Mal ouf Peterson
ROSANNA MALOUF PETERSON
United States Districtudge
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