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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

THE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS Civil No. 13-CV-1946-LAB (WVG(%
COMPANY, 13-CV-1947-LAB (WVG)
Plaintiff,
ORDER FOLLOWING
V. DISCOVERY HEARING
JlB COLLISION SERVICES, INCét.
al.,
Defendants,
and
THE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS
COMPANY,
Plaintiff,
V.
JTT, INC.,et. al.,
Defendants.
. INTRODUCTION

OnJune 10, 2014, the Honorable LarrgAirns, United States District Judg

issued an Order on a Motion to Dismisséelants’ Counterclaims. (Doc. No. 31.

On June 11, 2014, Defensaunsel contacted the Couridastated that Judge Burn
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ruling on the Motion to Dismiss impactecetharties’ ongoing meet and confer efforts

involving discovery disputes. This CourZhambers Rules require that the parties

notify the Court of a discovery dispute within thirty days of the date upon which th

event giving rise to the dispute occurrehlidge Gallo’s Chambers Rule IV(C). The

thirty day deadline to bring the disputeti@ Court’s attentiowas to expire on June

18, 2014.

On June 18, 2014, the parties lodgedbat Statement with the Court, as

instructed, seeking an extension of time tmptete their meet arwbnfer efforts. The

parties requested an extension until Jun@304, to complete meet and confer efforts

and address any unresolved discovery issues with this Court. On June 19, 2014,

Court granted the parties’ joint requesietdend the deadline by which to meet a

confer in an attempt to resolve these o&ry disputes. (Doc. No. 33.) The parties

were required to file a Joint Statement Betermination of Discovery Disputes wit
this Court by June 30, 2014. Id.

On June 30, 2014, the piass submitted two individual statements to the Ca
regarding the discovery disputes, whictvolve Plaintiff's responses to certai

Requests for Production of Document®kRIFPs”) and Interrogatories (“ROGS’

propounded by Defendants. On July 2, 2Qthd,Court set a Discovery Hearing for

July 7, 2014, at 10:00 a.m. (Doc. No. 3Z9unsel who intended to present argume

were ordered to be present before@uairt at the Discovery Hearing. lak 2.
OnJuly 7, 2014, at 10:00 a.m., the Gaanvened a Discovelyearing. Mr.

Jeffrey Wilson and Mr. Michael Murray appedron behalf of Plaintiff The Sherwin

Williams Company (hereinafter “Plaintiff; and Mr. Paul Sorrentino and Mr. John

Nordlund appeared on behalf of Defenda@<Collision Services, Inc., JJT, Inc., and

John Tyczki (hereinafter “Defendants”).
A. DEFENDANTS’ ARGUMENT

First, Defendants argued that Plaint#fled to provide a verification for any

of its discovery responses. Second, Defatglargued that Plaintiff is playing games
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by arguing over obvious terms in Defendandistovery requests such as “complaint,”

“contracted with,” “quality,” and “relatedo.” Defendants claimed that they have

agreed to limit the geographic scope and time frame of several of their discove

requests, and they simply mtadocuments related to thability to defend themselves

and to pursue their counter-claims.
B. PLAINTIFF'S ARGUMENT

Plaintiff argued that RFP Nos. 8 and 10 are the most troublesome of tt

disputed requests because they are exisebroad and basesblely on Defendants
fraud claims that were previously dismiss&laintiff asserted it this case is simply
a breach of contract dispute, and expréssmcern that Defendants are attempting

haul Plaintiff’'s customers into depositions and elicit complaints.

to

Plaintiff noted that responding to RFP No. 10 could create an incredibl

expensive and very invasigathering and production tthde secrets and proprietary
information. It argued that Defendantist of quality defects has been growing

artificially in an attempt to further theirsiing expedition. Plaintiff complained that

Defendants’ requests encompass any piegeapér that might reference custom
dissatisfaction, even if the customer did not complain.
Il. DISCUSSION

A. WAIVER OF DISCOVERY OBJECTIONS

The Court observes that most of Ptdils responses to Defendants’ discovery

requests state objections such as over br@aplie, is not reasonably calculated to le

to the discovery of admissible evidence, etc. Additionally, many of Plaint

responses invoke the attorney-client prigdeand work product doctrine. Further,

some of the responses contain languagenst “subject to and without waiving the

foregoing objection, please see the doents that have been produced...”

Where the responding party provides ddyplate or generalized objection

the “objections are inadequate and tamant to not making ray objection at all.”
Walker v. Lakewood Condomum Owners Associationsl86 F.R.D. 584, 587
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(C.D.Cal. 1999); SeRitacca v. Abbott Laboratorie203 F.R.D. 332, 335 n.4 (N.D.III.

2001) (“As courts have repeatedly peidtout, blanket objections are patently

improper,...[and] we treat [thgeneral objections as if theyere never made.”). Th

responding party must clarify, explaimcsupport its objections. Anderson v. Hansen
2012 WL 4049979, at 8 (E.D. Cal. Sept. 13, 2012)he grounds for objecting to
request must be stated ... and as with dthvers of discovery, it is well established that
boilerplate objectiondo not suffice.” _Id(discussing boilerplate objections asserted
in response to requests for admission).
Further, conditional responses andfoe purported reservation of rights by
Plaintiff is improper and ultimately has the effect of waiving Plaintiff’'s objections to
the discovery requests. Sprint Comnuations Co. v. Comcast Cable Communica-
tions, LLC, 2014 WL 545544 at *2 (D. KS 2014)(“Sprint 1”), modified 2014
569963 (D. KS 2014)(“Sprint 1I"). The Caurecognizes that it is common practice

among attorneys to respond to discovesguests by asserting objections and then
responding to the discovery requests “subjeftand/or “without waiving” their
objections. This practice is confusing andlemding. Moreover, it has no basis in the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Sprinf014 WL 545544 at *2.

The responses are confusing and misleading because, for example,

party responds to an interrogatory thet“subject to” and “without waiving it

responding party has fully enly partially responded to the interrogatory.” Estri
v. Target Corp.2012 WL 527051 at *1-2 (S.D. FR012). Further, conditional

responses to discovery requests violate fedrule of Civil Procedure 26. Rule 26

(9)(1)(B)()-(iii) requires respondets discovery requests to certify that the discovery
responses are consistent with the Fedeudés of Civil Procedure, “not imposed for
any improper purpose,” and are “n@thunreasonable nor unduly burdensome.”

Moreover, the 1983 Committee comments tdeR26(g) state that “Rule 26 imposes
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an affirmative duty to engage in pretrdiscovery in a responsible manner that
consistent with the spirit and purpose®Raie 26 through 37.” Providing condition:
responses to discovery requests is improper. Spyia01l4 WL 1569963 at *3.

Consequently, as to the responses that are made “subject to” and “w

=2

itho

waiving the foregoing objections,” they are improper, the objections are deeme

waived, and the response to theadivery request stands. Estridgél2 WL 527051
at *2; citing_Tardif v. People fdhe Ethical Treatment of Animal2011 WL 1627165
at *2 (M.D. FL 2011); Pepperwood of Nasl Condominium Assrv. Nationwide

Mutual Fire Ins. Cq.2011 WL 4382104 at *4-5 (M.D. FR011); Consumer Elecs.
Assn. v. Compras And Buys Magazine, |08 WL 4327253 at *3 (S.D. FL 2008)

(“subject to” and “without waiving objeans

to waste the time and resources of both thedzaand the Court. Further, such pract

preserve... nothing and serve... on

y
ce

leaves the requesting Party uncertain agitether the question has actually been fully

answered or whether only a portiontbé question has been answered.”)
B. ASSERTION OF PRIVILEGES

The Court observes that many of Plaintiff's responses to Defendants

discovery requests assert that the requestgle the attorney-cin privilege and/or,
work product doctrine. To the extent thheé responses invoke a privilege or wa
product, Plaintiff is required to provide 2@dants with a privilege log that lists ea
document withheld from production. d&.Civ.P. 26(b)(5)(A)(1)-(i}). A proper
assertion of privilege avork product must contain the following for each docume
communication, or information withheld:

(1) Date of the creation of the document;

(2) Author;

(3) Primary addressee(s) [and the relaship of that person(s) to the clie

and/or author of the document];
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(4) Secondary addressee(s), persdmsreceived copies of the document a

the recipient [and the relationship of that pes) to the client and/or author of the

document];
(5) Type of document;
(6) Client (party asserting the privilege)
(7) Attorneys (with an indication of who the attorney represents);
(8) Subject matter of the document or privileged communication;
(9) Purpose of the document or prigézl communication (basis for the leg
claim of privilege, work product or objection to production);
(10) Whether the document, commurica, or objection is attorney-clien
privilege, work product, or some other basis;
(11) Identify each document by number.
Miller v. Pancuccil41 F.R.D. 292, 302 (C.D. Cal. 1992); Matrtin v. Ev&td2 WL
1894219 at *5 (N.D. Cal. 2012); Del Campo American Corrective Counselin
Services 2007 WL 4287335 at *4 (N.D. Cal. 2007).
lll. RULING
A. REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
DEFENDANTS’ RFP NO. 8:

AllDOCUMENTS RELATED TO any cmplaints from any of YOUR other

customers RELATED TO the quality of YOUR automotive paint products.
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO RFP NO. 8:

Plaintiff objects to this Request to thetent it seeks information protected |
the attorney-client and attay-work product doctrines. Plaintiff also objects to t
request on the basis that it is overlpdl, unduly burdensome, and would result
undue expense to it because it seeks information that is not limited in tin

geographic scope. Plaintiff further objects to this Request on the grounds tr

¥YNo. 11 was added by this Court.
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words “complaint” and “quality” are vague, and Plaintiff will not speculate at its p

Plaintiff further objects on the basis thaistRequest is not asonably calculated to

[lead to] the discovergf admissible evidence.
MEET AND CONFER AGREEMENTS TO LIMIT SCOPE OF RFP NO. 8:

During meet and confer efforts, the fpas agreed that this request should

limited in geographic scope the California-Arizona-Neada area. The parties also

agreed that “automotive paint productsiimsited to the AWX line. The parties agreed

that “quality” refers to defects alledén the First Amended Counterclaim.
COURT’S RULING ON RFP NO. 8:

The Court overrules in part and sustains in part Plaintiff's objections.

eril.

be

To the extent that Plaintiff is withholding information protected by the

attorney-client privilege or work product ddoe, Plaintiff shall produce to Defendants

a privilege log._Se8print I, 2014 WL 1569963 at *3. If Plaiiff is not withholding
any information protected by the attorney-tiprivilege or work product doctrine,

shall serve on Defendants a sugrpéntal response so stating.

The Court agrees with Plaintiff thidte terms “complaints” and “quality” are

vague and nebulous. Bothries are very subjective. As Plaintiff noted at t

—+

Discovery Hearing, it would be requiréa produce anything that could possibly be

construed as a complaint, note of dis¢atison, criticism, commentary, observatio

etc. Further, asitis currently drafted;lRNo. 8 asks for notes, memos, letters, emails,

etc., and Plaintiff would have to scows records for potentially responsive inform

tion. This would be faob burdensome. During the Dmse@ry Hearing, Plaintiff noted

a_

that the production of all warranty claims would be an objective way to measut

complaints about the quality of Plaintiff'sqmucts. The Court agrees that the warr

nty

claims are the best indicator of a probJeand therefore limits the scope of RFP No.

8 to warranty claims only. If, after view of the warrantyclaims, Defendant

determine that they do not accurately esent the extent of the quality complaints

received by Plaintiff, the parties may meet and confer to expand the field of inquiry
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The parties were unable to agree arasonable time frame for the scope

this RFP. Plaintiff argued that thelyauld only be required to produce documents

three years prior to the July 7, 2014, Disagvdearing. However, the first contract

of

for

at issue in this litigation was entergado on September 10, 2008, and the second

contract at issue in this litigation wasermd into on May 22011. The Court doe

not agree with Plaintiff's request to limit this RFP to the last three years, but it

U)

doe

believe that it is appropriate limit this RFP to a time that predates the first contract.

Therefore, the Court limits the time frammERFP No. 8 from January 1, 2008 to the

present.

Plaintiff shall produce all warranty claims related to the AWX product

line from January 1, 2008 to the preset, within the California-Arizona-Nevada

area.

DEFENDANTS’ RFP NO. 9:
A list of any and all other autobody shops in San Diego County that

hav

contracted with YOU for automotive paint products during the time period of

September 10, 2008 through the present.
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO RFP NO. 9:

Plaintiff objects to this Request on thesisahat it is overly broad, and undu

burdensome. Plaintiff further objectsttos Request on the gunds that the word

“contracted” is vague, and Plaintiff will not egulate at its peril. Plaintiff furthe

y

r

objects on the basis that this requeshas reasonably calculated to [lead to] the

discovery of admissible evidence.
MEET AND CONFER AGREEMENTS TO LIMIT SCOPE OF RFP NO. 9:

During meet and confer efforts, the fpas agreed these terms meant contrac

with Sherwin-Williams pursuant to a Sugglgreement for AWX products, similar to

Defendants.
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COURT'S RULING ON RFP NO. 9:

The Court overrules in part and sustains in part Plaintiff's objections.

“Contracted with” is not a vague termpesially as it has been redefined by the

parties. The Court finds thaistRFP is relevant to the claims asserted in this litigat

on.

Whether Plaintiff's impending motion to dismiss is successful or not, if Plaintiff is

receiving customer complaints, then tiatt would lend credence to Defendants

argument that there was asuwe with Plaintiff's paint products of which Plaintiff was

aware.

Plaintiff shall produce all responsive documents from January 1, 2008 to the

present, with the term “contracted with” meaning contracted with Sherwin-

Williams pursuant to a Supply Adreement for AWX products, similar to

Defendants.

DEFENDANTS’ RFP NO. 10:

All DOCUMENTS RELATED TO any tsting of YOUR automotive paint

products from January 1, 2000 to the present.
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO RFP NO. 10:

(D

Plaintiff objects to this Request to the extent it seeks information protected L

the attorney-client and atteey-work product doctrines. Plaintiff objects to tr
Request on the basis thatstoverly broad, unduly burdeome, and would result i
undue expense to it because it seeks infoonahiat is well outside the time constrain

of the factual issues in this matter. aidtiff further objects to this Request on tl

grounds that the word “testing” is vague, atdintiff will not speculate at its peril.

Plaintiff further objects on the basis thaistRequest is not asonably calculated tc

[lead to] the discovergf admissible evidence.
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MEET AND CONFER AGREEMENTS TO LIMIT SCOPE OF RFP NO. 10:
During the meet and confer efforts,f®redants limited the scope of this request
to documents related to testing of AVpXoducts during the time period of January 1,
2007 through the present.
COURT'’S RULING ON RFP NO. 10:
The Court takes RFP No. 10 under advisement.
To the extent that Plaintiff is withholding information protected by the attorney-
client privilege or work product doctrin®laintiff shall produce to Defendants a
privilege log. _Se&print I, 2014 WL 1569963 at *3. If Plaintiff is not withholdin

any information protected by the attorney-clienvilege or work product, it shall serve

«Q

on Defendants a supplemental response so stating.
Although Plaintiff argues that respondingtidis RFP may reveal trade secrets,
the parties entered intopotective order on June 20, 2014. (Doc. No. 35.) The

~—+

protective order was enteredarby the parties “to providarotection to and to preven
disclosures of certain information ambcuments which are deemed to contain
confidential and/or highly confidential/proptaey information by one or more of the
parties consisting generally of trade segrBhancial and business planning informa-
tion, or other highly confidential research, development, or commercial informatior
the disclosure of whichauld cause the producing party competitive harm.”atdL.
Therefore, the Court is not persuadedtsintiff's objection on trade secret grounds.
Plaintiff claims that it would be expsive and unjustifiably time consuming to
respond to RFP No. 10. At the Discovétgaring, Plaintiff argued that Defendants
should pay the cost of their production besmathis request far beyond the scope of
the parties’ contract dispute. The Courhet prepared to engage in a cost-shifting
analysis at this point.
The Court sees the relevancy in thegjuest, even without Defendants’ fraud
claims. As both Plaintiff and Defendantere unable to define what each believed

“testing” meant, the parties are instructedieet and confer in good faith to define the
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term “testing,” as it is used in RFP No. 1@.after good faith meetnd confer efforts,

the parties are unable to agron a definition for “testingthen the parties shall contact

the Court immediately.
The Court takes RFP No. 10 under advisenmg. If the Court does ultimately
Order Plaintiff to respond to RFP No. 10, theproduction shall be limited to AWX

products only, and from January 1, 2008 to the present.

DEFENDANTS’ RFP NO. 13:

AllDOCUMENTS from the inspection afehicles at DEFENDANTS’ premises

on March 13, 2014.
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO RFP NO. 13:

Plaintiff objects to this Request on the basis that it is overly broad and undu

burdensome. Plaintiff further objects to tRisquest to the extent it seeks informati

protected by the attorney-client/attornesrk product doctrines. Subject to, and

without waiving the foregoing objection,gase see the documents that have b

produced in response to teeRequests. As Plaintiff is still conducting its own

investigation, additional responsive documsewill be produced to the extent they

become available upon the entry of a protective order.
MEET AND CONFER AGREEMENTS TO LIMIT SCOPE OF RFP NO. 13:

Defendants have limited tlseope of this request é&xclude documents created

by attorneys.
COURT’S RULING ON RFP NO. 13:

The Court overrules in part and sustains in part Plaintiff's objections.

To the extent that Plaintiff is withholding information protected by the attorney-

client privilege or work product doctrin®laintiff shall praluce to Defendants
privilege log. _Se&print I, 2014 WL 1569963 at *3. If Plaintiff is not withholdin
any information protected by the attorney-tiprivilege or work product doctrine,

shall serve on Defendants a supplemental response so stating.
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Pursuant to Section Il.A. of this OnmdePlaintiff's objections are waived.

Plaintiff used a “conditional objection,” which equates to no objection at all.

Documents from the vehicle inspectioase highly relevant, even without

Defendants’ fraud claims. Whatever documdxaith parties have fzered as a resul

—

of the vehicle inspections qualify as fact discovery. While ultimate conclusions c

opinions qualify as expert discovery, the fabtt the experts will rely on are facts and

shall be produced.
Plaintiff shall respond to RFP No. 13 aslrafted, but limiting the documents

to those created by non-attorneys, excludingny conclusions or expert opinions.

DEFENDANTS’ RFP NO. 14:

All DOCUMENTS generated as a resuwt the inspection of vehicles at

DEFENDANTS’ premises on March 13, 2014.
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO RFP NO. 14:

The Court sustains Plaintiff’'s objections.

Plaintiff objects to this Request on the basis that it is overly broad and undu

burdensome. Plaintiff further objects to tRisquest to the extent it seeks informati

protected by the attorney-client/attorneyriw@roduct doctrines. Subject to, and

without waiving the foregoing objection,gase see the documents that have b

produced in response to these Requegts. Plaintiff is still conducting its own

investigation, additional responsive docursewill be produced to the extent the

become available upon the entry of a protective order.

MEET AND CONFER AGREEMENTS TO LIMIT SCOPE OF RFP NO. 14:
Defendants have limited tlseope of this request &xclude documents create

by attorneys.
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COURT'S RULING ON RFP NO. 14:

Despite Plaintiff's use of a conditional objection in its response, Plaint

iff's

objections to RFP No. 14 amastained. Documents generated as a result of the

inspection will be produced during expert discovery.

Plaintiff's objections are sustained and no response is required.

B. INTERROGATORIES
DEFENDANTS’ INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

IDENTIFY any and all other autobody@ps in San Diego County that have

contracted with YOU for automotive paint products during the time period of

September 10, 2008 through the present.
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 1:
Plaintiff objects to this Interrogatory dhe grounds that it is overly broad, ar
unduly burdensome. Plaintiff also objectstids Interrogatory on the basis that
cannot reasonably ascertain the meaning of the word “contract” and will not spe
at its peril. Plaintiff further objects tilnis Interrogatory on the basis that it see
information not reasonably calculatedib@ discovery of admissible evidence.
COURT'S RULING ON INTERROGATORY NO. 1:
The Court overrules in part and sustains in part Plaintiff's objections.
ROG No. 1 requests the same informaaasrRFP No. 9. Plaintiff shall respor
to either ROG No. 1 or RFP No. 9, butlwot be required toespond to both discover
requests.
Plaintiff shall produce documents respasive to ROG No. 1, as noted above
in RFP _No. 9.
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DEFENDANTS’ INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

IDENTIFY all other lawsuits in whicla complaint or couet-claim was filed

—

against YOU in which the adverse pariigges that YOUR automotive paint products

were of defective and/or poor quality.

PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5:
Plaintiff objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad

unduly burdensome, and wouldjtere undue expense to answer, as it is not limited in

time or geographic scope. Plaintiff alsoedip to this Interrogatory on the basis that
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it cannot reasonably ascertain the meaning of the term “defective and/or poor qualit

and will not speculate at its peril. Plafhfurther objects to this Interrogatory on the

basis that it seeks information not reasopahlculated to the discovery of admissible

evidence.
MEET AND CONFER AGREEMENTS TO LIMIT SCOPE OF ROG NO. 5:

Defendants have limited the scope of RGBG to matters filed within the United

States during the time periad January 1, 2007 through theesent, which relate to

Plaintiff's AWX paint products.
COURT’S RULING ON INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

The Court overrules in part and sustains in part Plaintiff's objections.

The Court agrees with Plaintiff's asgen that the terms “defective” and “poor

guality” are subjective. However, hereetherm “complaint” refers to a legal

document, the pleading which initiates a lawsdihus, Plaintiff is to disclose thos

lawsuits in which “defective” and/orpbor quality” have been alleged in the

complaints.

The Court limits the geographical scopalos ROG to three states: California,
Arizona, and Nevada. The Court further itenthe scope of this request to AWX

products from January 1, 2008 to the presénafter reviewing Plaintiff's production
Defendants want to expand the geographscaipe of ROG No. 5, the parties a

instructed to meet and confer in good faith.
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Plaintiff shall respond to ROG No. 5 for AWX products, limited to the

California-Arizona-Nevada area from January 1, 2008 to the present.

DEFENDANTS’' INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

IDENTIFY all other lawsuits in whicla complaint or couet-claim was filed
against YOU in which the adverse parligges that YOU misrepresented the quality
of YOUR automotive paint products.

PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Plaintiff objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad

unduly burdensome, and would require undigease to answer, as it is not limited in
time or geographic scope. Plaintiff alsoedip to this Interrogatory on the basis that
it cannot reasonably ascertain the meanirtg@term “quality” and will not speculate
at its peril. Plaintiff further objects tiis Interrogatory on the basis that it seeks
information not reasonably calculated to [|éalthe discovery chdmissible evidence.
MEET AND CONFER AGREEMENTS TO LIMIT SCOPE OF ROG NO. 6:

Defendants have limited theogee of this ROG to matters filed within the Unite

U

States during the time period of Januarg@Q7 through the presgnvhich relate to
Plaintiff's AWX paint products.
COURT’S RULING ON INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

The Court sustains Plaintiff's objections at this time. The parties have th

opportunity to revisit this ROG with ¢hCourt if Defendants’ Second Amende
Counterclaim survives Plaintiff's impending motion to dismiss.
Plaintiff is not required to respond to ROG NO. 6.
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DEFENDANTS’' INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

IDENTIFY all other lawsuits in whic YOU allege thaan autobodyshop, or
“Customer,” as identified in YOUR suppagreements for automotive paint products,
breached a supply agreement with YOU.

PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

Plaintiff objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is overly broad
unduly burdensome, and wouldjtere undue expense to answer, as it is not limited in

time or geographic scope. Plaintiff further@dis to this Interrogatory on the basis that
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it seeks information not reasonably calculdateflead to] the discovery of admissib
evidence.
MEET AND CONFER AGREEMENTS TO LIMIT SCOPE OF ROG NO. 7:

Defendants have limited theggee of this ROG to matters filed within the United

States during the time period of JanuargdQ7 through the present, which relate
Plaintiff's AWX paint products.
COURT'’'S RULING ON INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

The Court overrules in part and sustains in part Plaintiff's objections.

The Court limits the geographical scopdlog ROG to thee states: California

Arizona, and Nevada. TheoGrt further limits the scope of this request to AWX

products from January 1, 2008 to the preskpafter reviewing Plaintiff's production
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Defendants want to expand the geographscalpe of ROG No. 7, the parties are

instructed to meet and confer in good faith.
Plaintiff shall respond to ROG No. 7 for AWX products, limited to the

California-Arizona-Nevada area from January 1, 2008 to the present.
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V. CONCLUSION

On or beforeJuly 11, 2014 Plaintiff shall provide verified responses to all

discovery responses aldgaprovided to Defendants.

On or beforeduly 21, 2014 Plaintiff shall provide discovery responses

consistent with this Order.

The parties shall meet and confegmod faith regarding the term “testing,”
stated in RFP No. 10. Therefore, Plding not required toespond to RFP No. 10 b
July 21, 2014. Once the padigach an agreement aghe term “testing,” Plaintiff

shall provide a response to RFP Nowiithin two weeks of the agreement.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
DATED: July 9, 2014
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Hon. William V. Gallo
U.S. Magistrate Judge
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