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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

WILLIAM J. BUCK, #R-21689,
Plaintiff,
V. 3:12-cv-00273-SMY-PM F

C/O HARTMAN,

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

YANDLE, District Judge:

On July 20, 2016, the Court held a Final Pretrial Conference in thiemaatd issued
rulings on the parties’ motions limine. (Docs. 181, 186). Nowvbefore the Court is
Defendant Motion to Reconsidetwo of the Court’s rulings

Plaintiffs second motion in limine sought to exclude all evidence of Plaintiff's
grievances and prior complaintBefendant,however,argued thaia grievance dated July 24,
2011, is relevant anthus admissible. The Court granted Plaintiff'snotion over Defendant’s
objection. Plaintiff also objected to the Defendant introducing Plaintdfisnulative counseling
summary as evidencassertingthat the document is not relevantSeeDocs. 160, 168.The
Court ruledthatthe cumulative coweling summarys inadmissibleover Defendant’s objection
Defendant now moves the Court for reconsideratigh@derulings:

DISCUSSION

The pupose of amotionin limine isto allow thetrial court torule on tle relevarce and

admisgbility of eviderebefare it is offeredattrial. Seelucev. United States469U.S. 38,41,

L At the Final Pretrial Hearing, the Court granted Defendant l@esigbimit additional information and argument for
reconsideration of these rulings.

Dockets.Justia.com


https://dockets.justia.com/docket/illinois/ilsdce/3:2012cv00273/57002/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/illinois/ilsdce/3:2012cv00273/57002/195/
https://dockets.justia.com/

n.4 (19849 (“[A] lthough the Fedeal Rules of Evidence do not explicitly auhorize in

limine rulings, the practice has devdoped pursuantto the district cout’'s inhement

auhority to manage the couse of trials.”). It servesto “aid the tral process by enabling
the caurt to rule inadvarce of trial on the relevane of cettain forecasted eviderte, asto ssues
that are ddinitely set for trial, without lengthyargument at, or irgrruption of, tte trial.”

Wilson v. Williams 182 F.3d 562, 566 (i Cir. 1999) (citingPalmieri v. Defaria,88 F.3d
136, 141 (2d Cir. 1996))

Motions in limine also nay save thepatties time, effort, and cost inprepaing and
preenting theircases. Pivot Point Intern., hc. v. Charlene Products, Ing 932 F.Sup.
220, 222N.D. Ill. 1996. A court mayreserve judgment until trial, so #lithe notionin limine
is placed “inanappropriateddual context.” Nat’l Union Fire Ins. Co. of Pittsburghv. L.E.
Myeas Co. Goup, 937 F.Swp. 276, 287 (®.N.Y. 1996) Staedarother way, rulings in
limine are “subjgect to change wén the case unfolds” at trial. Luce 469 U.S. at 41.
Moreover, the court may alter a ruling in limine bagd on developmentat trial or sound
judicial discretion. Luce 469U.S. at 41.

In requesting reconsideratioBefendantHartmanoffers noadditional information or
arguments whiclpersuade the Court that either the July 24, 2fxdldvance or the cumulative
counseling summarys relevantor material. Accordingly, Defendant’s motioms DENIED.
However, this denial is without prejudice; Defendaiaiy tender an offer of proof at trial for the

admission of these documents.



IT ISSO ORDERED.
DATED: August 29, 2016

g Staci M. Yandle
STACI M. YANDLE
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE




