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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
OCALA DIVISION
ANGELA MARIE BRINEGAR,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No: 5:17-cv-190-Oc-30PRL
SHEILA FAYE DOYLE

Defendant.

ORDER

This personal injury action arising from a motehicle accident wasmeved to this Court
on April 21, 2017, from the Circuiourt of the Fifth Judicial @tuit in and for Lake County,
Florida. (Doc. 1). Prior to removal, Defenddited a Motion to Compel Plaintiff's Discovery
Responses. (Doc. 4). Defendant’'s motion seekcompel answers to discovery requests,
specifically answers to interrogatories. Defenantotion recites that the parties had agreed
upon a one-week extension, but tegtension expired and the respessvere not provided.

Because the motion was filed as part of tleepeding in state court it doesn’t comply with
the requirements of this Court’s Local Rules. r Eeample, it doesn’t comply with the meet and
confer requirements of Local Rule 3.01(g) and dadegppear to comply with the requirements of
Rule 3.01(a). Also, to the extent necessary, i meed to comply witliRule 3.04. Lastly, it's
unclear whether the timing of the motion and reqtesdiscovery itself is ansistent with Fed. R.
Civ. P. 26(d)(1). As sumr; the motion is due to lherminated, without prejudice to Defendant to
seek appropriate relief consistent with thisu@’'s Local Rules and the Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure.
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DONE andORDERED in Ocala, Florida on May 5, 2017.

Copies furnished to:

Counsel of Record
Unrepresented Parties
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PHILIP R. LAMMENS
United States Magistrate Judge



