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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

LANCE WILLIAMS, Case No.:18cv1581WQH(KSC)
CDCR #AG2394,

Plaintiff ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF'S

’ MOTION TO COMPEL [Doc. No. 48.]

V.
O. NAVARRO:; E. ESTRADA; J. MEJIA;
andA. SILVA,

Defendants.

Plaintiff Lance Williams,a prisoneicurrentlyincarcerated atCalifornia Men'’s
Colony,is proceeding in thiSection 1983 civil rightactionpro se andin forma
pauperis. [Doc. No. 19.] In his Complaint, plaintiff alleges that correctional offis at
the Richard). Donovan Correctional Facility (“RJDVjolated his constitutional rights
under the Eighth Amendment, because they were deliberately indifferistserious
medical needs[Doc. No. 1.]

Before the Court is plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Discovery [Doc. K8] and
defendants’ Opposition thereto [Doc. No. 52]. For the measatlined more fully below
the Court finds that plaintiff's Motion must be DENIEDNhis denial iswithout prejudice
to plaintiff timely serving defendants with a new set of written discovergalse the

Court granted the partiesequests to repen discoveryn a sepeate Order Plaintiff is
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forewarned that he must serve defendaritis any new discovery requests in a timely
manner(i.e., very soon afer receiving a copy of this OrderYhe requests must be
narrowly taibredto se& documents and information thate relevant to the allegations
in the operative Complaint. tfefendantstesponseto any new discovery requesise
not adequate, plaintiff mustearly and completelgatisfythe meet and confer
requirementdefore filinganotherdiscovery motion.

Background

In his Motionto Compel plaintiff seeks an order from the Court compelling
defendants to provide further responses to his Requests for Procifdlioouments (Se|
One) which were served on defendants on NoverBb@019 [Doc. No. 48, at p. 1.]
Plaintiff attached a copy of these discovery requests to his Mot&e.Dpc. No. 48, at
pp. 310.]

Plaintiff’s Motion also seeks an order from t@eurt compelling defendants to
respond to additional written discovery requests referred to as feeS@plemental”
and “Set Two.”[Doc. No. 48, at p. 1.] A copy of these discovery requests is attach
plaintiff's Motion. [See Doc. No. 48, at pp.1:13.]

Plaintiff submitted his Motioto Compelo prison officials for mailing on Jul9,
2020. [Doc. No. 48, at pp, Z1.] The Motion was then filed in the Court’s docket or
July 20, 2020.

Discussion

Plaintiff argues in his Motion to Compel tréggfendants’ responses to his Requi
for Production of Documents (Set Oragg evasive and incompleto the Courshould
order defendants to provide him with further responses to these redibestsNo. 48,
at p. 1.] In their Oppositioto plaintiff's Motion to Compeldefendants argue that the
Court should deny plaintiff's request for an order compglthem to provide plaintiff
with further responses to his Requests for Production of Documentsr{&etaDseveral
reasons.
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First, defendantesontend plaintiff's Motion to Compel is untimehg toSet One of
his requests In their Opposition and in a supporting Declaration by counsel, defend
represent they timely served plaintiff with responsdssdrequests for Production of
Documents (Set One) on Decemih8r 2019. As defendants contetite Court’s
Scheduling Order requires the parties to raise discovery disputes 2bttiays of an
answer or objectian[Doc. No. 52, at p. 2, citing Doc. No. 30, at p. 2.] Hpfaintiff's
Motion to Compelis untimely, because defendants’ responses s@eto plaintiffon
Decembed 3, 2019, buhedid notmail his Motion to Compel until Jul®, 2020, long
after theexpiration of thet5-daydeadline. Plaintiff does not explain the reason for this
very lengthy delay. Therefore, the Court finds that plgisitMotion to Compel must be
DENIED as untimely.

Secondas to these requestefendants contend plaintiff failed to satisfy the mg
and confer requirements, which are also outlined in the Scheduling Qixter. No. 52,
at p.3, referring to Doc. No. 30, at p.(&tating that discovery motions can only be file
“after the parties have met and conferred and reached an impasse abeptitdddi

issues”)] In this regard, defendants disputeipl#f’'s assertion that he mailed defense

counsel a letter on Janudg, 2020, requesting to meet and confer about defendants

responseso his Requests for Production of Documg&st One)

Defense counsel representsiafendantsOpposition and in aupporting
Declaration that he does not have a copy of this alleged feam plaintiffor anything to
document its receipt. In addition, plaintiff did not attactopy of this letter to his
Motion. Although plaintiff did submit @age from the pr@an’s mail log this pagenly
indicatesplaintiff mailed somethindgo the Office of the Attorney General on Janu22y
2020. According to defense counsel, plaintiff had at least nine activetcatesre
being handled by the Attorney General’s offitéhat time. [Doc. No. 52, at p. 3.]

Therefore, Bsed on the information presented, the Court cannot conclude thamdeet

confer requirementaere satisfieds to defendants’ responses to plaintiff's Requests

Production of Documents (Set On&ccordingly, the Court finds that plaintiff's Motiol
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to Compel musalsobe DENIED for failure to satisfy the meet and confer requiresne
set forth in the Scheduling Order.

Third, defendants argue that plaintiff would not be entitled to an ordé&elourt
compelling further responses to his Requests for Production of Datsifs®t One)
even if his Motion was timely and he satisfied the meet and confer reqateenjBoc.
No.52, at pp. 23.] Defendants are correct. Plaintiff did not submit a cofpy
defendants’ responses for the Court’s review. Nor has plaintiff sidohaibything else
from which the Court could conclude that any of defendants’ responsdessto t
discovery requests are not adequate.

The Court has also reviewed and considerecttpy ofplaintiff's Requests for
Production of Documents (Set Orikatis attached tglaintiff’s Motion to Compel
without the responseqdSee Doc. No. 48, at pp.-30.] In this Court’s view, plaintiff's
requests are objectionapbecause they amerly broad and seekguuction of
documents that are not relevant to the claims in plaint@@mplaint. For example, the
allegations in the Complaint are that defendants wereattatdly indifferent to plaintiff'g
serious medical needsecause they refusedapen the dooto plaintiff's cell, so he
couldobtain his medicatian[Doc. No. 1, at p. 3-5.] Plaintiff's document requests
broadlyseekproduction of “allrecords”pertaining tadefendants that involvexcessive
force, violence, or attempted violend®oc. No. 8, at pp. 6/.] Without more, any
such records would not be relevant to the allegations inahg@int Therefore, even i

plaintiff timely filed his Motion to Compel and satisfidietmeet and confer

requirements, he would not be entitled to an obyethe Court compelling defendants t

provide further respons¢o his Requests for Production of Documents (Set One).
Accordingly, the Court finds that plaintiff’s Motion to Coel must also be DENIED,
because his Requests for Production of DocumentsJ)s® are objectionable as over
broad and because they seek production of many irrelevant documents.

As tothediscovery requests referred to as “Set One Supplemental” and “Sgt

plaintiff states in his Motion to Compel thée¢fendantslid not respond tany ofthese

4
18cv1581WQH(KSC)

nt

0]

Yy

Tw




© 00 N o o A W DN PP

N NN RN NN DNNDNRRR R R R B R B
O ~N O O NN W N B O © 0O ~N & 0. N 0 N R O

requests Plaintiff therefore seeks an order by the Court competiefendants to
respond [Doc. No. 48, at pp. 1; 213.] In their Opposition, defendardsrrectly
contend thee requests were not served in a timely mannerc.[Ro. 52, at pp.-2.]
Plaintiff’'s “Set One Supplemental” and “Set Two” are dated &ay2020, and th
attached proof of service indicates these requestsmaated to defendantsn May 27,
2020. [Doc. No. 48, at p. 13These requests are untimdhgcause the Scheduling
Orderin effect at the time they were senadtes as follows: “All fact discovery shall

completed by all parties Rlanuary 31, 2020' [Doc. No. 30, at p1 (emphasis in

original).] Therefore, defendants were not requirggrawide plaintiff with any
responses to thesmtimelyrequestsandthe Court finds that plaintiff is not entitled to
order by the Court compelling defendants to resgords untimely dscoveryrequests
However, in a separate Order, the Court grarthe parties’ requests toopen
discovery, so plaintiff may reerve defendants with these discovery requests if he d(
so right away to meet the new deadline for completing disgove

Conclusion

Based on the foregoindgl IS HEREBY ORDERED that platiff's Motion to
Compel is DENIEDas follows: [Doc. No. 48.]

1. Asto plaintiff's Requests for Production of Documents (Se¢),the Court
finds plaintiff is not entitled to an order by the Court patling defendants to provide
further responses to these requests, becausela{iiiff's Motion to Compel was not
filed in atimely manner as required by tliourt’'s Schedling Order, (2) plaintiff failed
to establistihat he satisfied the meet and confer requirensgsifiedin the Court’s
Scheduling Order; and@) plaintiff failed to show that any afefendants’ responses to
theserequests are inadequate.

2.  Astoplaintiff's discovery requests referred to“8et One Supplemental”
and “Set Twg' the Court finds plaintiff is not entitled to an order by thei€o
compelling defendants to respond to these requests, bebayseere not served in a
timely manner. More specificallplaintiff served defendants withese request:n
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May 27, 2020Jong after thelanuary3l, 2020 deadline for completing fact discovergt
was in effect at thttime. However, as noted above, the Court granted the parties’
requesto reopen discoverin a separate Order. Therefaas,outlined more fully
above plaintiff maytimely servedefendants with new discovery requattse does so
right away to meet the new deadline for completing fact discovery.

IT1S SO ORDERED.
Dated: September 22, 2020

.
Hor, Karen S. Crawford
United States Magistrate Judge
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