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6274 v. Ryan et al

Doc. 131
WO
IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
Michael Martin Sanders, No. CV-15-00146-PHX-JAT (DMF)
Plaintiff, ORDER
V.

Charles L Ryan, et al.,

Defendants.

Pending before the Court is Plaintiffegopeal of the Magistrate Judge’s ord
denying in part Plaintiffs motion for recaderation. (Doc. 129). In his Order, th
Magistrate Judge denied Plaintiff's motiorr f@consideration of the Court’s denial ¢
Plaintiff's prior motion to cmpel as to certain discovery items. (Doc. 120). T
Magistrate Judge further ordered Defendantespond to the motion for reconsideratic
as to other discovery items sought by PI#int(Doc. 120). Ultimately, the Magistrateg
Judge granted in part reconsideration agh items to which the Magistrate Judd
ordered a response, but those items aratissue in this appeal. (Doc. 128).

As is relevant for this appeal, the Magagé Judge denied raesideration as to:

this Court’s Order filed on July 24027 (Doc. 97) as to Defendant Ryan’s
Supplemental Responses to PlaintifR@n-Uniform Interrogatories (Doc.
100 at 13-17 gxh. 1)); and as fefendant Sandoval’'s Supplemental
Responses to PlaintiffSecond Set of NonUnifon Interrogatories and
Second Set of Requests feroduction of Documentdd, at 19-30 (Exh.

2)).
(Doc. 120 at 2).
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In his appeal, Plaintiff claims thatahMagistrate Judge ordered Defendants
either make specific (as opposed to generalinbgections Plaintiff's discovery requests
or to supplement their responses. (Doc9 It 3). Plaintiff further claims that
Defendants opted to supplement their resporetier than file specific objectionsld(
at 3-4). Finally, Plaintiff claims that ¢hsupplement was not “really” a supplement
that Defendants just re-disclosed the sameenads they had previously disclosedd.(
at 4-5). Thus, Plaintiff ancludes that the Magistrateidge committed clear error i
denying his motion for reconsidgion because the supplement is inadequate. (Doc. 2
4).*

The Court notes that while Plaintiff pramly claims that the supplement is ndg

adequate, Plaintiff does concede that sodditi@nal information was disclosed. (Dog.

129 at 5, “The supplemental response taifféiff's non-uniform interrogatories] No. 1,
though in italics, is nrely the tautologicalation of Ryanisitial response with a dash o
case law citation.”). Further, and more impotlg in this appeal Plaintiff offers nog
explanation of what additional informatiomas sought and not stilosed. Thus, the
Court cannot conclude that the Magistrate Judge committed clear error when Plaint
failed to identify any additional informatn that was sought, but not disclosed.

Accordingly,

IT 1S ORDERED that the objection/appeal (Dot29) to the Magistrate Judge’s

Order of January 24, 2018 (Doc. 120) is oventutethe extent that Doc. 120 is affirmed.

Dated this 1st day of March, 2018.

James A. Teillxﬂrg
Senior United States District Judge

! Defendants have not responded to #ppeal. The Coumotes that Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 72(a) does rsatt a deadline for such a response.
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