Sharma v. Howard County Doc. 60

IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

AMIT SHARMA, *
Plaintiff *
V. *
CIVIL No. JKB-12-2269
HOWARD COUNTY, et al. *
Defendants. *
*
* * * * * * * * * * * *

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

Presently pending before the Court is Defertslamotion to strikePlaintiff's expert
witness disclosure (ECF No. 50Having carefully considered tleguments of counsel in their
filings with regard to this motion (ECF NoSO, 54, and 58), the motion is DENIED. Further,
upon reconsideration, Plaintiff’'s motion for exggon of time (ECF No0.49) is GRANTED and
the Court’s prior order (EF No. 52) is VACATED.

The issue now before the Court stems fromrféiifis disclosure of Stephen Windsor as a
computer expert on March 24, 2014CF No. 50-6.) While Plaiiff appears to have initially
identified Mr. Windsor as a case-in-chief expese(ECF No. 50 at 1), he now concedes that
“Mr. Windsor’s designation should be solely fobuttal purposes.” (ECFd 54 at 1.) In light
of this concession, the Cduiinds that Plaintiff's dsclosure of Mr. Windsoras a rebuttal
expert, was timely. Further, havingoted Defendants’ argumentaththe disclosure lacks the
essential content required Bgd. R. Civ. P. 26(a)(2s¢e ECF Nos. 50 at 49, 51-52 and 58 at
2), the Court nonethelexoncludes thatréking Plaintiff's rebuttal expert witness disclosure is

not justified. The Court emphasizes, however, shaiuld Mr. Windsor tesgfat trial, it will be
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as arebuttal expert and his testimony shall therefore lIbaited in scope not only by the content
of his expert testimony disclo®ubut also by the testimony Defendants’ expert witnesses.
Further, in light of this ruling, the Courtats Plaintiff's motiorfor extension of time
(ECF No0.49) to the limited extent that Defendahall have until June 4, 2014 to file his Rule
26(e)(2) supplemental disclosure with regardvio Windsor. However, in granting Plaintiff's
motion for an extension of tien(ECF No. 49), the Court ot granting Plaintiff additional time
to examine Defendants’ computer systems &addware. Plaintiff has been dilatory in
responding to the redaction poobl for the inspection of ettronic data that Defendants
proposed months ago, in the fall of 2013. Desthitee extensions graad by the Court (ECF
Nos. 35, 41, and 47), the discovery deadlinertas passed and with it the timeframe for Mr.

Windsor's examination of Defendants’ computer systems and hardware.

Dated this 21st day of May, 2014.

BY THE COURT:

/s
James K. Bredar
UnitedState<District Judge

! However, to the extent Defendants require an extemsischedule a deposition of Mr. Windsor, the Court is
willing to consider a motion to that effect.



