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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

DUBLIN DIVISION

CURTIS HUNTER, )
Plaintiff, g
V. ; CV 314-035
CORRECTIONS CORPORATION OF ) )
AMERICA, et al., )
Defendant. ))
ORDER

Before the Court is Plaintiff's motion fgpartial reconsideration as to the Court’s
Order on Plaintiff's motion tccompel. (Doc. no64.) Plaintiff wisles to litigate the
timeliness of Defendants’ responses to hguests for production, despite those responses
containing certificates of senacshowing that the responsesravaent within the requisite
thirty days. (Doc. no. 44, pp. 1, 6-34.) Thereasasis for calling into question the veracity of
defense counsel's certification that he maileddiscovery responses to Plaintiff on April 23,
2015. Why Plaintiff allegedly did not receiveeth is a question left unanswered and subject
only to speculation, at best. Just as importatitly,objections raised iDefendants' discovery

responses had merit, and consideration of théoawed the Court to fashion a reasonable and
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fair scope of discovery. Accordingly, the CoDENIES Plaintiff's motion for reconsideration.
(Doc. no. 64.)

SO ORDERED this 9th day of @ber, 2015, at Augusta, Georgia.

L kb

BRIAN K_EFPS
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA




