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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND
Northern Division

*

KALLIATEN SEKHNEB

KHEPERA-BEY, *
Plaintiff, *
V. * Case No.: WDQ-11-1269
SANTANDER CONSUMER USA *
INC., etal.
*
Defendants.
*
* * * * * * * * * * * * * *

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

This Memorandum Opinion addresses Defnt Renaissance Recovery Solutions,
LLC’s (“Renaissance”) Motion to Compel €1overy Responses from Plaintiff KalliAten
SekhNeb Khepera-BéyECF No. 84 Plaintiff did not file a reponse and the time for doing so
has passedSee Loc. R. 105.2. | find that a hearing is not necess&eg.Loc. R. 105.6. For the

reasons stated herein, Renamssss Motion to Compel is GRANHD. Plaintiff is ordered to

! When Plaintiff commenced the present@ttyn May 6, 2011, his legal name appeared as
“Khaval Stewart.” See Compl., ECF No. 1However, on August 3, 2011, Plaintiff filed a
Motion for Judicial Notice for Special Appeara ECF No. 20, and requested that the Court
“address him as Khaval Stewart-Bey.” Approxinhatbree months later, Plaintiff notified the
Court of a second name change and statedhéhas now lawfully recognized as KalliAten
SekhNeb Khepera-Bey and lawfully mustdmziressed as In Propria Persona Sui Juris
KalliAten SekhNeb Khepera-Bey.” Notice, ECF No. 45. For the purposes of this
Memorandum Opinion, Plainti§hall be referred to asdtiff or Khepera-Bey.

2 On November 1, 2012, in accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 636 and Local Rules 301 and 302,

Judge Quarles referred this case to medgolve discovery disputemnd related scheduling
matters. Docket Entry.
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provide Renaissance with fully respsive and non-evasive responses,Fed. R. Civ. P.
37(a)(4), to Renaissance’s Interrogatoried Requests for Production of Documents within
forty-five (45) days of the date of thHidemorandum Opinion and Order. This Memorandum

Opinion and Order disposes of ECF No. 84.
BACKGROUND

On May 6, 2011, Plaintiff commenced the mmisaction against Defendant Santander
Consumer USA, Inc. (“Santander”) and Renaissacollectively “Defadants”), alleging that
Defendants had violated the Fair Debt Cdltat Practices Act (‘FDCPA”), 15 U.S.C. 88 1692-
1692p and the Maryland Fair Debt Collectioma®ices Act, Md. Code Ann., Comm. Law § 14-
202 (West 2010); and that Defendants had cormathitaud, extortion, theft, and intentional
infliction of emotional distressSee Am. Compl. 3-44, ECF No. 31Plaintiff's allegations stem
from a retail installment contract relatingthee sale and financing of a 2003 Nissan Pathfinder
that took place in 2006See Compl. 6-7, ECF No. 1. Throughout the course of this litigation,
Plaintiff has filed a plethora of motions, noticaad seemingly “inforntgonal” documents with

the Court. See Docket.

Notably, on August 17, 2012, Plaintiff filed a Nz#tiof Removal, seeking removal of the
present action from the United States Districu@éor the District of Maryland to the “Moorish
Supreme Court of Equity and Truth[,]” the judicial body for the Moorish Science Témple.

Notice of Removal, ECF No. 81. On Septembg 2012, Plaintiff filed additional documents

% The Court was unable to identify any repdrttecisions with a discussion of the “Moorish
Supreme Court of Equity and Thyt let alone a reported decisiogcognizing its existence. A
brief summary of the background and organizatibthe Moorish Science Temple of America,
Inc. appears ikl Bey v. Moorish Sci. Temple of Am,, Inc., 765 A.2d 132, 134 (Md. 2001), and
in 1998, the Seventh Circuit became one of théfiaderal courts to address and describe the
Moorish movement idohnson-Bey v. Lane, 863 F.2d 1308, 1309 (7th Cir. 1998).
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with this Court that purport tonter alia, grant his Notice of RemoW# the Moorish Supreme
Court of Equity and Truth, stateaththat tribunal “supersedes tbaited States District Court for
the District of Maryland[,]” ad order the Clerk of the Court to “transmit [the] record [of the
case] to the Moorish Supreme@t of Equity and Truth within 16 days[.]” Correspondence

Regarding Points and Aurities 2-5, ECF No. 82.

On October 25, 2012, Renaissance filedptesent Motion to Compel Discovery
Responses from Plaintiff, allew that “[tjo date, Plaintiff hafiled to submit any objections or
responses to” the discovergquests properly served Biaintiff on September 6, 201&ee
Def.’s Mot. to Compel { 3Specifically, Renaissance sougimter alia, “information regarding
Plaintiffs communications witlthe Defendants, informatiabout events relating to the
repossession of Plaintiff's vehicle, and infotroa and documents relating to Plaintiff’'s claim
for damages.”ld. at 1 9. On October 12, 2012, Pldinfiied various documents with the
Moorish Supreme Court of Equity and Trdtimcluding a document entitled “Brief: Final
Argument,” (“Brief”) and an “Affidavit in Support of Brief” (ollectively, tre “Moorish Court
Documents”).Seeid. at T 4 & Ex. B, ECF No. 82. In Plaintiff’'s Brief, he states that, “[t]his
document will also serve as a complimentagponse to the Trustee-Renaissance Recovery
Solutions LLC’s Interrogatories and RequestRPooduction of Documentg] Pl.’s Brief 1.
Renaissance disputesthufficiency and adequacy of tkedocuments as a response to its
discovery requests, stating, spezafly, that “[e]ven diberal interpretatiorof the Moorish Court
Documents does not provide information respamsd the discovery requestsl,]” and that

“Plaintiff has entirely failed to respond to R&sance’s Request for Production of Documents.

Def’'s Mot. to Compel § 9.

* Renaissance attached these documereshibits to its pending Motion to Compel.
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. DISCUSSION

Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1) permits a party to

obtain discovery regarding any nonprivilegadtter that is relevd to any party’s
claim or defense—including the existen description, nature, custody, condition,
and location of any documents or other tangible things and the identity and
location of persons who know of amlscoverable matter. For good cause, the
court may order discovery ainy matter relevant toehsubject matter involved in

the action. Relevant information need nm¢ admissible at the trial if the
discovery appears reasonaldgiculated to lead to ¢hdiscovery of admissible
evidence.

Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(a)(1) providehat “a party may serve onyaother party no more than 25

written interrogatories,” and BEeR. Civ. P. 34 provides that “[a] party may serve on any other
party a [document production] recgi@vithin the scope of Ru26(b)[.]” Renassance properly

served on Plaintiff twenty Interrogatories and twenty-one Requests for Production of Documents.

See Fed. R. Civ. P. 26, 33-34.

Fed. R. Civ. P. 33 and 34 also require trspoading party to respond to interrogatories
and requests for production of documents withirty (30) days, and Fed. R. Civ. P.
37(a)(3)(B)(iii) provides that a piy seeking discovery may move to compel a response if the
other party fails to respond #odiscovery request. In theent the responding party fails to
comply with a Court Order compelling the prodoatiof discovery, the requesting party may file
a Motion for Sanctions pursuant to Fed. R. ®v37(b) and the Court may issue the following

sanctions:

() directing that the matters embracedtle order or othedesignated facts be
taken as established for purposes of thimacas the prevailing party claims; (ii)
prohibiting the disobediergarty from supporting or opposing designated claims
or defenses, or from introducing desigmhimatters in evidence; (iii) striking
pleadings in whole or in part; (iv) stag further proceedings until the order is
obeyed; (v) dismissing the action or procegdn whole or in part; (vi) rendering

a default judgment against the disobediearty; or (vii) treéing as contempt of
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court the failure to obey any order extem order to submit to a physical or
mental examination.

Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(b)(2)(A)(i)-(vii).

Plaintiff is proceedingro se and, “[a]lthoughpro se litigants are given liberal treatment
by courts, evepro se litigants are expected to comphyth time requirements and other
procedural rules ‘without which effective jutkl administration would be impossible.Dancy
v. Univ. of N. Carolina at Charlotte, No. 3:08-CV-166-RJC-DK, 2009 WL 2424039, at *2
(W.D.N.C. Aug. 3, 2009) (quotinBallard v. Carlson, 882 F.2d 93, 96 (4th Cir. 1989)). Indeed,
“[t]he right to self-representation does not ‘ex# a party from compliance with relevant rules
of procedural and substantive lawIt. (quotingTraquth v. Zuck, 710 F.2d 90, 95 (2nd Cir.
1983)). Here, Plaintiff has designated thedvish Court Documents as his responses to
Renaissance’s Interrogatories andj&ests for Production of DocumentSee PI.’s Brief 1.
However, these documents do not respond to Remace’s requests in either substance or form,
as required by Loc. R. 104.6, which clearly staites “[rlesponses tmterrogatories and
requests for production shall set forth eachrmggatory or request followed by the answer
and/or a brief statement of the grounds for obpectincluding a citation of the main applicable
authorities (if any).” As best this Courtable to discern, the Mosh Court Documents focus
on the existence, validity, and cent of the retail installmenbatract at issue in this casee
Pl.’s Brief, and do not address any of the infation sought in Renaissegis Interrogatories or
Requests for Production of Documeng&e Def.’s Mot. to CompelEx. A, ECF No. 84-1.
Additionally, to date, Plaintiff has not providedRenaissance any of the documents specified in
Renaissance’s Requests Rioduction of Documentdd. at 1 9. Nor has Plaintiff filed any

response to the pending Motion to Compel.



1. CONCLUSION

In light of the foregoing, Renaissanc#lstion to Compel is hereby GRANTED.
Plaintiff is ordered to serve on Renaissacmmplete and non-evasive responses to its

propounded Interrogatories and Requests for Ptauof Documents within forty-five (45)

days.
Dated:November21,2012 IS/
Paul W. Grimm
United States Magistrate Judge
mol



