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SUMMARY

The document is an order of the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of California approving the
parties’ stipulated protective order with modifications. The court clarifies that it will not retain
jurisdiction to enforce the protective order after the case closes and explains that confidential filing
under seal remains subject to Local Rule 141.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The federal district court reviewed the parties' stipulated protective
order in a removed civil action and approved it with modifications.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should approve the parties' stipulated protective order.

2. Whether the court would retain jurisdiction to enforce the protective order after the action closed.



3. Whether the protective order authorized the parties to file confidential information under seal without
separately complying with Local Rule 141.

HOLDINGS

1. The court approved the parties' stipulated protective order because it complied with the relevant
authorities and the court's applicable local rule, subject to the court's stated clarifications.

2. The court would not retain jurisdiction over enforcement of the protective order once the case was
closed.

3. The stipulated protective order did not authorize a party to file confidential information under seal; any
sealing request had to comply separately with Local Rule 141.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court’s Local Rules indicate that once an action is closed, it “will not retain jurisdiction over
enforcement of the terms of any protective order filed in that action.”” (1)

“Further, this Stipulated Protective Order does not entitle a party to file confidential information under seal.”
(2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties in a removed civil action submitted a stipulated protective order for the federal court's approval. The
court determined that the stipulation complied with relevant authorities and Local Rule 141.1, but clarified that it
would not retain jurisdiction to enforce the protective order after the case closed. The court also clarified that the
order did not itself authorize filing confidential information under seal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action in the Superior Court of California, County of Nevada, on June 4, 2024. Defendants
removed the action to the Eastern District of California. The parties submitted a stipulated protective order,
which the court reviewed and approved subject to clarifications concerning post-closure jurisdiction and filing
materials under seal.
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