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WHEREAS, the Court issued a Pretrial Scheduling Order (“Order”) in this case on 

August 2, 2016, which covered multiple topics, including the scope of discovery in this case; 

WHEREAS, the Court’s Order was to become final unless objections were filed within 

fourteen days of service of the Order; 

WHEREAS, on August 16, 2016, Plaintiff filed an objection regarding the Order 

(“Plaintiff’s Objection”), in which he objected to the scope of discovery as set forth in Section 

IV of the Order, but did not object to any other part of the Order; 

WHEREAS, on August 17, 2016, the parties received an email from the Court’s 

Courtroom Deputy indicating that the Court would like to know if the parties are willing to 

stipulate to Plaintiff’s Objection, and if so, requesting that the parties file a stipulation and 

proposed order to that effect; 

WHEREAS, the parties have met and conferred and have reached agreement on this 

issue;   

THEREFORE, the parties hereby stipulate to Plaintiff’s Objection, without Defendants 

waiving their right to assert objections in response to discovery requests, to be addressed 

pursuant to normal discovery procedures. The parties further stipulate that all other portions of 

the Order not addressed in Plaintiff’s Objection are in effect. 

 

Dated: August 24, 2016   Respectfully submitted, 

     

    RENAKER HASSELMAN LLP 

   By: ___/ s / Kirsten Scott____________ 

    Kirsten Scott 

    Attorneys for Plaintiff 

 

/ / 

 

/ / 

 

/ / 
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Dated: August 24, 2016   Respectfully submitted, 

  

   By: __/ s / Carol Krstulic___________ 

    Carol Krstulic 

    Attorneys for Defendants 

 

 

 

 

SIGNATURE ATTESTATION 

I, Kirsten Scott, hereby attest that the concurrence in the filing of the document has been 

obtained from the other signatory on this document.  

 

Dated: August 24, 2016    By: ___/ s / Kirsten Scott____________ 

     Kirsten Scott 

     

 

  

 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

 

Dated: August 25, 2016 

tnunley
Signature


