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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

PETER ANTHONY GRANDPRE, JR. CIVIL ACTION

VERSUS NO. 16-1541

NEWELL NORMAND, ET AL. CHIEF UNITED STATES
MAGISTRATE JUDGE
KAREN WELLSROBY

ORDER AND REASONS

The pro se plaintiff, Peter Anthony Grandprdiled a pleadingentitled Objection to
Response (Rec. Doc. No. 74) in which providesobjections to thédisclosures’he apparently
receivedfrom unidentified deferdantspursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 2@de does not sek any
particular relief from the Court andsteadnotes his olgctionsto the defendantsesponses.

As directed in the Cous RevisedScheduling @der,? this pro se action 5 exemptedy
statutefrom the initial disclosure requirements undred. R. Civ. P.26(a)(1)(B) There is no
reason for the parties to be exchanging initial disclosordésr the Courtto be notified oftheir
dispute without a disclosure plan in place under Rule 26.

FurthermoreGrardpre alsoseeks no particular relief from the Counthis pleading.To
the extenhe challengethe defendantsliscovery responsasider Fed. R. Civ. P. 3the Court
does not become involved in discovery disputes without a properly filed motion to cdruypel.
37allows a party in certain circumstances to move for an order compellsaydry from another
party and provides for sanctiofts a party’s failure to cooperate in discovery. In particular, Rule
37(a)(3)8)(iii) -(iv) allows a party seeking discovery to move for an order compelling product

of documents where a party “fails to produce documents.”addition to alleging that the
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responding party has failed to properly cooperate with discovery, a motion to compeRuteder
37(a) must also “include a certification that the movant has in good faithriemhfe attempted

to confer with the person or party failing to make disclosure or discovery in ahteftustain it
without court action.”Fed. R. Civ. P. Aa)(1). To the extent his pleading could d@nstruecas

a motion to compelGrandpre s not provided the required information necessary for the Court
to consider such a motion.

Grandpredoes notindicatethat the purported discovery was actually or propseywed
upon aparticulardefendant or counsel for defendant. Edoes not indicate that he has notified
the defendanter counsel of his discontent withe responsesHe alsohas nofcertified that he
conferred or attempted to confer with the defendant®unsel as required RBule37(a)(1).

Generally, gro selitigant isnotexempt from compliance with relevant rules of procedural
and substantive law.Maloney v. State Farm Fire & Casualty, Co., No. 069183, 2008 WL
1850774, at * 2 (E.D. La. Apr. 23, 200@rder adopting report and recommendati@it)ng Birl
v. Estelle, 660 F.2d 592, 593 (5th Cir. 1981)).pro selitigant who fails to comply with procedural
rules has the burden of establishing excusable neglect, which is a strictdstaadaing proof of
more than mere ignorancé the law 1d., & *2 (citing Birl, 660 F.2d at 593)Grandpre hAs not
shown good causa excusdor his failure to properlgxecute anotion to compel. Accordingly,

IT 1S ORDERED that to the extent it seeks any relief from the Court, l@mes
Objection to Response (Rec. Doc. No. 74) is DENIED.

New Orleans, Louisiana, thiglst day of June, 2018.
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KAREN WELL
CHIEF UNITED STATES MAG RATE JUDGE




