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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
PUNAOFO TSUGITO TILEI,

Plaintiff, 

v. 
 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
CORRECTIONS AND REHABILITATION, 
et al., 

Defendants. 
 

Case No.  12-cv-01688-PJH (MEJ)    
 
ORDER CLARIFYING DISCOVERY 
ORDER (DKT. NO. 83) 

Re: Dkt. Nos. 92, 94, 95 

 

 

On August 11, 2017, Plaintiff Punaofo Tsugito Tilei (“Plaintiff”) and Defendants 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (“CDCR”), A. Ingram, B. Jeffery, A. 

Alton, A. Meyer, J. Sanchez, and G. Ramey (collectively “Defendants”), submitted a joint letter 

brief addressing the parties’ discovery disputes.  Ltr. Br., Dkt. No. 76; Am. Ltr. Br., Dkt. No. 80.  

The Court heard oral argument on August 31, 2017.  Aug. 31, 2017 Minute Entry, Dkt. No. 84.  

Also on August 31, 2017, in response to Plaintiff’s discovery request, the Court ordered 

Defendants to “produce, for in camera review, any and all documents relating to the investigation 

of the Defendant Correctional Officers, or to their discipline, for incidents similar to those alleged 

in the Complaint” so the Court could ascertain whether the incidents described in the requested 

documents are sufficiently similar to warrant production of the documents to Plaintiff.  First 

Discovery Order, Dkt. No. 83.  Defendants produced the files, and this Court conducted its review.  

Defs.’ Not. of Lodgment of Confidential Privileged Docs. for In-Camera Review, Dkt. No. 85.  

On September 28, 2017, the Court ordered Defendants to produce to Plaintiff a redacted version of 

one portion of the reviewed files.  Second Discovery Order, Dkt. No. 90.  The Court also 

cautioned Plaintiff against using this relevant discovery for an inadmissible purpose going 

forward.  Id. at 3:15-21. 
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