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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

AUGUSTA DIVISION

GLOBAL EVENTS MANAGEMENT )
GROUP, INC., )
)

Plaintiff, )
)

V. ) CV 113-101

)

JOSEPH MULLINS, individually and as )

Mullins Management, Inc., )

his alter ego, et al., )
)

Defendants. )

ORDER

Before the Court is Plaintiff’'s motion to compel Defendato disclose all persons
from whom Defendants purches badges to the 2013 Mastd@isurnament utilizing funds
paid by Plaintiff to Defendants. (Doc. no..48The motion to compel is timely because
Plaintiff filed it within thirty days of discovery closing.  See Loc. R. 7.4. The Court
GRANTS the motion because, agpdained below, the identiteeof persons from whom
Defendants purchased badges with Plaintifi@ney is clearly relevd and discoverable.

The Complaint alleges that, in 2012, Ptdfnand Defendants ented into an oral
services agreement obligating Defendants twige Plaintiff 100 four-day badges to the
2013 Masters Tournament for a fixed price &¥,000 each. _(Segenerally doc. no. 1,
Compl.) Plaintiff alleges that, despjaying $300,000 between February 8, 2013 and April

8, 2013, Defendants only provai¢hirty-six, four-day badgesy April 10, 2013 and by the
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next evening deliveredn additional sixty tickets, many @fhich were onlydaily tickets
and not four-day badgegDoc. no. 48, pp. 2-3.)

Defendants contend thateth never guaranteed a mriof $3,000 for 100 badges, but
instead informed Plaintiff that they could obtain forty badges at that price if payment was
made well in advance of the Btars Tournament, and that sixty additional badges could be
obtained for $3,200 each. (See generally doc. no. 18, Countercl.; doc. no. 50, p. 6.) Plaintiff
did not authorize the purchagrice of $3,200, nor did itubsequently authorize badge
purchases at any price in excess of $3,000 degmEtenarket price beg higher. (Doc. no.

50, pp. 6-7.) For this reason, Defendantamigd only forty badges by April 10, 2014, and
Defendants had to scramble to obtain matethe last minute when Plaintiff finally
authorized Defendants to buy more badges, tmlgter state it could not cover the increase
in price. (Id.; doc. no. 18.)

This discovery dispute concerns the pmrtiof Plaintiff's Interrogatory No. 1 that
seeks the identity of every ®n from whom Defendants almed badges for the 2013
Masters Tournament. (Doc. nd8, Ex. B, pp. 4-5 & Ex. C, pp. 4-5.) Plaintiff has since
narrowed the request to cover only the idergibeevery person “fromhom the Defendants
purchased Badges with the Plaintiff’'s money,tisuhat Defendants need not disclose from
whom they purchased badges for othestemers. (Doc. no. 51, p. 4.)

Plaintiff argues this information is rel@ent to its contention that Defendants
succeeded in purchasing l1@@&dges for the price of $3,008ach, utilizing Plaintiff's
$300,000, but sold those badges at a profit Wwith hope, never realized, of being able to

purchase substitute badges dower cost to fulfill the commitrant to Plaintiff. (See doc.
2




no. 48, Ex. G.) Defendants hawefused to release the id#ies of the badge sellers and
contend that “all [Plaintiff] needs to know isatiDefendants] had 106r more badges at its
disposal and what [Defendants] did with theldpas it procured after those badges came into
[Defendants’] possession(Doc. no. 50, p. 12.)

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1),atffes may obtain discovery regarding any
nonprivileged matter that is relevant to anyrtga claim or defense . . . . Relevant
information need not be admissible at trialhé discovery appears reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.” The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure strongly

favor full discovery whenevepossible, Republic of E@dor v. Hinchee, 741 F.3d 1185,

1189 (11th Cir. 2013), and “[w]herdere is a doubt over relevancy, the court should still

permit discovery,” Coker \Duke & Co., 177 F.R.D. 68585 (M.D. Ala. 1998).

At the heart of this dispute is the questmiwhether Plaintiff orDefendants are to
blame for the delay and eventual failure of Def@nts to obtain a significant portion of the
100, four-day badges for the 2013 $ffars Tournament. It is imgant, in this context, for
Plaintiff to discover what Deferashts did with the substantialras of money Plaintiff paid to
Defendants prior to the MasteFsurnament. It is not enoudbr Defendants merely to say,
for example, that they hafibrty badges in their possessi on March 1, 2013. Plaintiff
obviously is entitled to verify this infornian by obtaining from Defedants the names of
the people from whom Defendamsrchased those forty badges.

Defendants are concerned that disclositng identities of badge sellers will
jeopardize their status as authorized badge holders. While this is a risk inherent in selling

badges, all parties are amenable to entra &frotective Order and shall have seven days
3




from the date of this Ordéo submit a proposed order.

The CourtGRANTS the motion to compe{doc. no. 48) an@RDERS Defendants
to serve, within twenty-one days of todaydate, a supplemental response to Plaintiff's
Interrogatory No. 1 that discloses the namesaah person or entity from whom Defendants
purchased badges with Plaintiff's money. Theiparshall have fourteetmays from the date
of this Order to submit a proped Protective Order. Plaiffts counsel may submit a request
for reimbursement of expenses incurredconnection with its motion to compel within
twenty-one days of the date of this OrdeRefense counsel shall have fourteen days to
respond.

SO ORDERED this 1st day dtine, 2015, at Augusta, Georgia.

L b

BRIAN K. EFPS
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA




