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8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
9 NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
10 SAN JOSE DIVISION
© 1 CYNTHIA DAWSON, ) Case No0.5:13<¢v-0881PSG
S )
£8 Plaintiff, ) ORDER GRANTING -IN-PART
8@ 12 V. ) PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO COMPEL
= )
206 13 NEW LIFE COMMUNITY SERVICES, INC. ) (Re: Docket N0.32)
B3 )
a8 14 Defendant. )
Qe )
so 15 )
ne
D § 16 Plaintiff CynthiaDawson(“ Dawsori) moves to compel DefendaNew Life Community
*é‘ )
- % 17 ServicesInc. (“New Life”) to provide more complete responses to her interrogatories and requests
o
L 18
for production. Having considered the parties’ papers, the court GRANFFRRT Dawsorns
19
motion.
20
21 Dawsonis pursuinga Fair Housing Act claim againstNew Life. The complaint alleges
22 that shevas admitted to New Life residential treatment program in April of 2012, but due to her
23 preexisting medical disabilities, skeffered a number of medical emergencies that required
24 hospital visits® After the hird such visitNew Life notified Dawson that she was being removed
25
26
27 1 42 USC § 3601. Dawsads also pursuing related state law claii®se Docket No. 1.
08 ? See Docket No. 19111-13.
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from the prograntbecause of her disabilitiéd.Dawson appealed the decision and requested a
reasolble accommodation, but her request was denied and she was evictélk¥vdrfe within
three days.

DawsonservedNew Life with numerous interrogatories and requests for productisaw
Life objected to the requests on several grounds, and the court addresses each raquest in t
below.

l. LEGAL STANDARD

Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b) provides that parties “may obtain discovery regarding any
nonprivileged matter that is relevant to any party’s claim or defense.” THwameéinformation
“need not be admissible at trial if the discovery appears reasonably calcolktad to the
discovery of admissible evidence.” Relevance under Rule 26(b) is broadly defitleoligal it is
not without ultimate and necessary boundarfes.”

. DISCUSSION
A. Requests For Interrogatory Responses

a. Interrogatoy Nos. 1, 2, 13, and 15

Dawsorss first interrogatory requests the naar contact information déach person who
was engaged as an employee, agent, officer or directhe operation of defendant New Life
Community Services, Inc., . .. atany time since January 1, 2dr’second requestise same
information for “each person who received residential treatment (i.e. a program invaheimight

occupancy) provided, operated or managed by defendant New Life Community Services, &tc., . .|

3 Docket No. 1,  14.
4 Seid., 11 1516.

® See Gonzales v. Google Inc., 234 F.R.D. 674, 680 (N.D. Cal. 2006) (internal citations and
guotations omitted).

® See Docket No. 32 at 5.
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any time since January 1, 2012.Interrogatory thirteen seeks the name and contact information of
“each person who was involuntarily discharged or removed from residential treatment program
operated by New Life Community Service, Inc..atany time since January 1, 2008,” and
interrogatory fourteeasks for the information for” each person who &g requested a reasonable
accommodation in connection with any residential treatment operated byifée@ommunity
Service, Inc.,. . . at any time since January 1, 2608.”

New Life objects to all four of these interrogatories on three grounds: 1) overbroad as to s
and time, 2) not reasonably likely to lead to the discovery of admissiblenegidend 3protected by
third-party privacy interests. In addition, it djectsto interrogatory fourteen as vague and
ambiguous. Despite these objections, in response to interrogatory numbidewanafe provided
Dawson withthe names and titles of twergix employeesvho worked at New Life when Dawson
was a resident there

In response to New Life’s objections, Dawson simalyues thashe needghis information
to identify “potential” witnesses tdsimilar’ events and that the lmad nature of the federal rules
allows forthis discovery.

The problem vth Dawsons requess is thatthey aresupported by no evidence, or even
allegations, suggestirthat any such similar incidengxist. Withoutsupport, lersearch for
similar incidents constitutes no more thafishing expedition. In light of the burden treatnore
fulsome respons® the interrogatoriesould impose on the employees in question, the court is
unwilling to permit suclanexpedition.

The motion is DENIED with rgeect to interrogatoesnumber 1, 2, 13, and 14.

"1d. at 6.
81d.
% Seid.
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b. Interrogatoy Nos. 4 and 7

Dawsorss fourth interrogatory requests the name, title, and roleatl employeeagent,
officer or director of New Life Community Service, Inc. who made any material decigjardieg
plaintiff Cynthia Dawson’s admission, recovery, medical treatment or condibaduct, reasonable
accommodation request, discharge or removal atiangysinceJanuary 1, 2012"° Her seventh
interrogatory requests an explanation of the reasons and material factetsireable
accommodatioffor her disabilitywould have created an undue burden ewNLife.* New Life
objects to theseequests as vague and ambigutusn addition, it argues that interrogatory four
contains multiple discrete subparts, in violation of Fed R. Civ. P. 33.

The court findsNew Life's “vague and ambiguous” objections unpersuasive. The
complaint alleges that aday 24, 2012, Dawson asked Esther Wei, New Liggseral manager
for a reasonable accommodation for her disability, which Wei reftisédterrogatories four and
severclearly seek additional information about that decision. On that basis alone, Dawson’
request iISSRANTED as to interrogatory seven.

As for interrogatory four, Rule 33 prohibits a single interrogatory from contalidiscrete
subparts,which this district has interpreted to mearbparts that are naogically or factually
subsumed within and necessarily related to the primary quesfidn.interrogatory four, all the

purported “subpartsdre related to theverarching question of who made decisions regarding

191d. at 14.

U Seeid.

12 seeid.at 1415.

13 See Docket No. 1, T 15.

14 Grateful Dead Prods. v. Sagan, Case No. 06-0772FW-PVT, 2007 WL 3132666 (N.D. Cal. Oct.
22, 2007).
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Dawsons status allew Life. Thus, they pass muster under Rule 33, and Dasvsuwtion is
GRANTED as to interrogatory four.
B. Requests for Document Productions

a. Requesfor Production No. 1

In Dawsors first request for production, slasked New Life td[p]lease produce any
document or thing regarding, concerning, discussing, or relating tdiffl&ynthia Dawson, including
any document or thing that may be used to impeach her testirtoNgW Life respondedvith the
following objection: “To the extent that Request for Production No. 1 seeks documentayhas m
used to impeach plaintiff's testimony, Request for Production No. 1 is vague and ambiguous, seek
documents protected from disclosure by the attorney-work product privilege, and is not in conforn
with F.R.C.P. 34, in that it does not describe the items to be produced with reasonableigrtitul
However, New Life continued, “Without waiving said objections, and as New Life . . . tenoidsr¢his
request, I[New Life] will produce all documents in its possession pertaining to plaintiff Cynthia
Dawson’ ' Dawson represents to the coilmatto date New Life failed to produce any documents or
privilege logswhich are responsive to request for productiomier one'®

In this instance, the court finds thiais New Life’ sresponse¢hat isvague and ambiguous.
On the one hand, it purports to object to the request on three independent grounds. On the of
agrees to produc@all documents in its possessiavhich relate to the plaintiff. In reality, nothing
was produceadt all

The court ow clarifiesNew Life’s responsibilities with respect tequestfor production

number one.Because it has alrepdgreed to do so, New Life is required to produce any and al

1> Docket No. 32 at 16.
®d.

d.

¥ Seeid.
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documentselating to the plaintiff that are currently in gessession. [A] ll documents pertaining
to plaintiff Cynthia Dawsohis neither vague nor ambiguous; if the docunrefgrence£ynthia
Dawsonin any way, it must be produced. Any responsive document that is covetesl by t
attorneyelient or work producprivileges may be withheld, subject to the production of a privileg
log.

Dawsons motion iSGRANTED as to request for production number one.

b. Requesfor Production No. 22

Finally, Dawsons twentysecond request for production asks f@icomplete copy of any
document or thing supporting, explaining or refuting the denial or refusal of plaintiff CyntivsoD's
request for reasonable accommodatibiNew Life’s sole objection to this request is that Ihiague
and ambiguousbecauséplaintiff Cynthia Dawson has not identified her request for a “reasonable
accommodation.?® As with interrogatory numbers four and seven, the dings this objection
unpersuasive as the complaint sets forth both the date of the requestiadiVitheal to whom it was
made?* The motion is GRANTED with respect to request for production number twenty-two.

IV.  CONCLUSION

New Life shallfully respond to interrogatory numbers four and sevdew Life shall also
produce all documents in its possession that are responsive to Dawson’s requests faoproduc
numbers one and twentyo. New Life shall complete itfurther responses and productions
within fourteen days of this order. All other relief requested is DENIED.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

Dated: Pecember 12, 2013 Frl_S. Al

PAUL S. GREWAL
United States Magistrathudge

194,
201d. at 17.
21 5ee Docket No. 191 1516.
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