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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

STATE FARM MUTUAL
AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE
COMPANY,

Plaintiff,

V. CaséNo.4:14-CV-11521
HON.MARK A. GOLDSMITH

WARREN CHIROPRACTIC

& REHAB CLINIC P.C., et al.,

Defendants.
/

OPINION AND ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART
PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO COMPEL (Dkt. 51)

I. INTRODUCTION

In this insurance case, Plaintiff StaterrRaMutual Automobile Insurance Company
alleges that Defendants Warr@iropractic & Rehab Clinic E., John Mufarreh, and Keith
Gover (hereinafter, the “Warren f2adants”) engaged in a concerecheme to defraud Plaintiff
with respect to automobile-accident patient® particular, Plaintiff claims that the Warren
Defendants utilized and submitted claims undépradetermined protocol,” whereby patients
were tested, diagnosed, and treatethout regard to individuainedical need. Plaintiff further
alleges that, as part of thmedetermined protocol, patientsowd receive a false disability
certificate, which Defendants Priority Patiefransport LLC, George Mufarreh, and Sharon
Smith (hereinafter, the “Priority Defendants”owd use to seek payment from Plaintiff for
transportation — often to Warres even though the Priority Dendants were not equipped to

transport disabled patients.
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Before the Court is Plaintiff's motion to compmimplete responses to Plaintiff’s first set
of interrogatories and document requests (B&f. The motion concerrthree categories of
discovery requests: (Billing documents and underlying recerckelating to claims that Warren
submitted to Plaintiff and other insurers) Ccommunications between and among Defendants
and other identified individuals; and (iii) inforti@n regarding a trust #t was purportedly held
for the benefit of Defendant John Mufarreh’s widad for which John Mufarreh acted as a co-
trustee. PI. Br. at 19. The Wan Defendants filed a response{68), in which the Priority
Defendants joined (Dkt. 59).Plaintiff filed a reply (Dkt. 63F.

For the reasons discussed belalag Court grants Plaintiff's motion as to the requests
regarding: (i) claims submitted to State Farm; @i electronic billing report; (iii) the subject
communications; and (iv) the Trust. The Countide the motion withoytrejudice to the extent
it seeks documents for claims submitted to insurers other than State Farm.

Il. ANALYSIS

Plaintiff seeks the production of discoveryateng to the three categories of information
described above. However, Pldintaises a threshdl argument that Defendants have waived
any objection to these requediscause Defendants’ responsesenantimely, vague, unsigned,
and unsupported. PIl. Br. at 10. The Court asltre this threshold inquiry first, and then

proceeds to consider the merits of the motiotoasach of the three categories of requests.

1 Wwith respect to the Priority Defendan®laintiff’'s motion only concerns category two:

communications between and among Defendants ded mlentified individubs. See PI. Br. at
9, 19. The Court, therefore, infers thae tRriority Defendants only join in the Warren
Defendants’ response #&sthis request.

2 The Court concludes that oralgument would not assist witksolution of the motion. _See
E.D. Mich. LR 7.1(f)(2).



A. Waiver of Objections

Plaintiff first claims that Defendants waivedy objection to the requsst PI. Br. at 10.
Plaintiff argues that it served its discoveeguests on November 20, 2014, but that Defendants
did not respond until January 27, 2015 (WarBefendants) and February 23, 2015 (Priority
Defendants), respectively. Id. Plaintiff alsotes that Defendants asserted boilerplate and
inapplicable objections, and that the WarrBefendants’ responses were unsigned. Id.
Defendants respond that they timely submitted their responses to the discovery requests pursuant
to an agreement entered into between Plaiatiff the Defendants. Warren Defs. Resp. at 5.

The Warren Defendants attached to their response an e-mail exchange between their
counsel and Plaintiff’'s counsel. On Janu&ry2015, Plaintiff's coured reminded the Warren
Defendants’ counsel to “remember by the enthefday today to send us an e-mail informing us
when you can commit to responding to our outstanding discovery request.” See E-mails (Dkt.
58-2). The Warren Defendants’ counsel respdnttet his clients would “need 21 days to
complete the discovery requests.” Id. Plairgiffounsel replied that Plaintiff would “agree to a
21 day extension . . ., but only on the conditizat you represent that you will respond by that
date and will not seek any further extension.” Id. Plaintiffs counsel asked the Warren
Defendants’ counsel to “confirm by close bfisiness Monday whether you agree to this
condition.” 1d. No confirmation e-mails are caimted in the record, but Defendants claim that
they provided their objectiorte the discovery requeststhin this time extension.

As to the Warren Defendants, the Court need not resolve the timeliness issue, as the
Court notes that these Defendants’ responstgetdiscovery requests thRlkaintiff has provided

are unsigned._See Dkts. 51-4, &1-Federal Rule of Civil lcedure 26(g)(1) requires that

® Notably, the Warren Defendants’ responseduitled in the record are both unsigned and
undated.



“every discovery . . . response . . . or objectionhe signed by at least one attorney of record in
the attorney’s own name.” The Rule als&plains the importance behind the signature
requirement: “By signing, an attorney . . . ceesfithat to the best of the person’s knowledge,
information, and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry . . . [the response or objection] is . . .
consistent with these rules and warrantedekigting law or by a nonfrolous argument for
extending, modifying, or reversing existing lawr, for establishing new law.” Fed. R. Civ.
26(g)(1). Similarly, Federal R of Civil Procedure 33(b){5— governing interrogatories —
requires that “[tlhe person who makes the answaust sign them, and the attorney who objects
must sign any objections.”

The Warren Defendants have not providey evidence or argument that their responses
and objections to Plaintiff's document requests and interrogatories were signed by either the
responding party, counsel, or bothemhdue. _See Warren Defs. Beat 5 (respondg solely to
the claim of timeliness). Nor have the Wari2efendants claimed that signed responses have
been provided to date. See E-mails (Dkt. 63-2) (suggesting that, as of June 12, 2015, at least
some signed responses still had not been provided).

The Court is troubled by thaguestionable behavior. The recodflects that Plaintiff was
still demanding signed copies of the Warren Defendants’ discovery responses in May and June
2015. See Dkts. 51-9, 63-2. The Court finds that behavior alone could constitute grounds
for deeming objections waived or, alternativedyriking these objections. See Fed. R. Civ. P.
26(g); see also Fed. R. Civ. BI. Nevertheless, the Court nesat affirmatively impose these
sanctions because, as described below, the Caodd fhat the majority of Plaintiff's requests are
subject to disclosure in any event. With regard to the information that is not yet subject to

production — documents regarding non-State Fpatients — this information concerns non-



party individuals with privacyancerns, who should nbe subjected to losg these protections
as a sanction for Defendants’egtionable conduct. Neverthste the Court warns the Warren
Defendants that continued failuie participate in the discoveprocess in good faith may result
in future sanctions, including, buabt limited to, monetary reliefpss of the abity to introduce
certain evidence at trial, and/or pise entry of a default judgmeht.

With respect to the Priority DefendantsaiRtiff claims that these Defendants did not
submit their discovery responses until Febyuda015. The responses provided by Plaintiff
support this claim; they are signed, but ddtetiruary 18, 2015. See Dkt. 51-4 at 25, 30, 35 of
35 (cm/ecf pages); Dkt. 51-5 at Z&, 38 of 38 (cm/ecf pages). dre is no evidence that these
Defendants, who are represented by sepamiasel than the Warren Defendants, sought and
obtained an extension to fiteeir responses this late.

However, Plaintiff’'s motion to compel gntoncerns DocumerRequest “No. 11" with
respect to the Priority Dendants. Pl. Br. at 19.Accordingly, the Courtleems any objection to

this request waived as untimely. See Jaftebper v. United Air Lines, Inc., No. 11-13674,

* In reviewing the Warren Defendants’ responsesotae of Plaintiff's rquests, the Court notes
that some of Defendants’ responses raise touessabout whether they truly put forth a good
faith effort in responding. For example, irspense to an interrogatory asking Warren and John
Mufarreh to identify “evey lawsuit . . . in which You wer@évolved,” Defendants responded
“None.” See Dkt. 51-4 at 5, 11 of 35 (cm/ecfgpa). Yet, the record reflects that these
Defendants also were defendants in a state eation brought by Allstate Insurance Co., which
ended approximately two years agdee Dkt. 51-14. Publrecords also suggest that there were
other cases in which Warren was involved. ®eg, Warren Chiropractic & Rehab Clinic P.C.
v. Home-Owners Ins. Co., No. 303919, 2012 WL 58564461 (Mich. Ct. App. Nov. 8, 2012).

5

Plaintiff refers to Document Request “No. 11" for “Priority, G. Mufarreh and Smith” as
requesting “documents . . . related to . . . camizations.” But Reque®dumber 11 only refers

to communications between the Defendants aridriBr Associates for Defendant Priority
Patient Transport LLC._See Dkt. 51-5 at 243& (cm/ecf page). For Defendants George
Mufarreh and Sharon Smith, Documdtequest Number 11 refers to marketing materials. See
id. at 30, 36 of 38 (cm/ecf pages). For these Brefendants, it is Docoent Request Number 7
that requests communications between the Defdéadard Priority Associates. Id. at 30, 35 of
38 (cm/ecf pages). The Courndis it troubling that Plaintiffaults Defendants for providing
overly broad objections, but lagkarefulness and specificity in its own motion to compel.
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2013 WL 141662, at *5-6 (E.D. Mich. Jan. 11, 2Q13)Nevertheless, iappears that these
Defendants have already responded to this rédpestating that therare “[nJo documents in
[their] possession or control.” _See Dkt. 51-324t 30, 36 of 38 (cm/ecf pages). To the extent
any such information does exist, the Prioribgfendants appear to have agreed to respond
accordingly. _See Warren Defs. Resp. at 4 n.le@gg to produce this category of documents);
Priority Defs. Resp. at 1 (joing in the Warren Defendants’ respenwithout qualification).

B. Documents Relating to Submitted Claims

Plaintiff first requests thatvarren provide all documentslaged to patients who were
injured in automobile accidents and for whom Defendants sought reimbursement from State
Farm or any other insurer. Pl. Br. at 11.aifMiff claims these docuemts are relevant to
establishing the “patterns in treatment modalipesportedly rendered, all information regarding
the patient’'s transportation, fd] improbable patterns in eéhunderlying documentation that
supports those bills.”_1d. at 11. Plaintiff agsethat documents responsive to these requests
include, for example, “bills, routing slips, patieetords and notes, transportation logs, and any
patient files.” _Id.

Regarding patients for whom Warren souglayment from State Farm, the Warren
Defendants state that they would be adgoeeao making these documents available for
inspection, so long as Plaintiff provides a list pplicable patient names. Warren Defs. Resp. at
5-6. Otherwise, the Warren Defendants claim aintiff already has this information in its
possession from Defendants’ prior submissiorthafse claims, and that production would be
“incredibly burdensome, costly for the Defendaats] take several motions to accomplish.” 1d.

As to patients for whom Defendants soughtrpant from other insurance companies, the

Warren Defendants object based on Michigan [@ohibiting the disclsure of a patient’s



protected health information withbhis or her consent. Id. 6t7. Defendants also claim that
this request is overly broad and burdensomeabee “[i]f State Farm cannot prove their [sic]
case with the nearly 200 State Farm claimssde . . ., then State Farm had no business filing
this lawsuit.” Id. at 7-8.

The Court agrees that the production ddcuments relating to patients for whom
Defendants sought payment froBtate Farm is appropriateThese documents are clearly
relevant to Plaintiff's claim®f a “predetermined protocoldnd the submission of fraudulent
claims by Defendants to State Farm. Accordintig, Court grants Plaintiff's motion to compel
with respect to these documents.

The Court is not persuaded by Defendamtggjument that this production would be
“incredibly burdensome, costly. .. , and take several monthsaccomplish.” Defendants offer
no evidence — such as an affidavit — tgppgort these claims, nor do Defendants provide any

specificity regarding the approximate costpodduction. _Compare State Farm Mut. Ins. Co. v.

Policherla, No. 08-13939, 2009 WL 2170183, at *4 (BMich. July 20, 2009) (noting that the
defendants had claimed that they expended over 1,100 hours, at a cost of over $22,000, to
produce 284 records, but still ordering the productf 250 additional records). To that end,
Defendants also do nok@ain why it will take several mohs to determine for which patients
Defendants submitted claims to State Farm.chStonclusory and unsupported allegations are
insufficient to warrant precluding a clearly impartaand relevant requestSee Fed. R. Civ. P.
26(b)(2)(C)(ii)) (court must limit extent of diswery where “the burden or expense of the
proposed discovery outweighs its likely benefit”).

The Court similarly rejects Defendants’ arguinigrat they should ndtave to respond to

these requests because State Farm alreadyhbas documents in its possession from when



Defendants submitted their claims. Warren Defs.aB5. As Plaintiff highlights, Defendants
only submitted the documents they chose to include in support of their claims, which may not
include items like sources of referrals, daily tneent notes, records from other providers, etc.
Pl. Br. at 12. Plaintiff is entitled to review thetiea records to try to establish the existence of
the alleged predetermined protocol.

The Court also is not convinced that teden should rest on Plaintiff to identify the
patients at issue. Warren Defr. at 6. Defendants haveoprded no authority for such a
proposition. Of course, Plaintifhay choose to provide such a ligtaid in obtaining a speedier
and complete response to its request; indeedCthet imagines that the charts Plaintiff has
already provided should serve as a decent stpfiace. _See List of Warren Claims, Ex. 1 to
Compl. (Dkt. 1-2);_see also Warren Patients (I3tt. 51-3 (pages 9-13 of 53 (cm/ecf pages)).
But the Court will not order Plaintiff to ast the Warren Defendts with responding to
Plaintiff's discovery requests at this time.

Accordingly, the Warren Defendants shall produce the requested documents for claims
submitted to State Farmwithin 21 days of this Order. The Court finds this timeframe
appropriate, given that Defendants have kmowsf this request since November 2014 and
settlement discussions concluded in A@D15; Defendants could have been working on
gathering the documents since this time.th&ttime of production, the Warren Defendants must
also provide a signed responseifyeng the completeness of éhsearch and steps taken to
conduct it.

With respect to automobile-accident patsefar whom Defendants sought payment from
insurance companies other than State Fatm, Court denies Plaintiff's motion without

prejudice. These records contain highly sensitive and pedteuedical information of non-



parties to this action. Evenitv redactions and a gtective order in plagghe Court concludes
that the potential harm to these individuals Wwiawve not given consent, the risk of missing a
redaction, the burden of redactiafj of their files,the possible necessityf providing patient
notifications, and the likelihood of delay in tHisgation to undertake such an effort outweigh
the benefit that these documentay provide at this time. Séed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(2)(C)(iif).
While the Court acknowledges that these recooddchelp establish thaleged “predetermined
protocol,” the parties agree that there ararlye200 patients for whom Defendants sought
payment from State Farm and for whom Plaintifil be receiving complete records, in addition
to the complete billing report described below. After receiving avieéweng these documents,
Plaintiff may conclude that it Isasufficient evidence to prove #dlegations, without the need to
involve non-party patients who are in no way tetiato this litigation dter than because they
were treated by Defendants. Moreover, the €questions whether th@ovision of thousands
of non-party files will help Plaitiff prove its case, if the reods for the approximately 200 State
Farm patients falil to sufficiently reveihle alleged “predetermined protocol.”

Nevertheless, the Court recognizes that Bfimay continue to believe that the records
of non-State Farm patients remain relevant and important, even after reviewing the documents
the Warren Defendants will provide regarding &t&tarm patients. Accordingly, the Court

denies the motion without prejice to Plaintiff re-raising te argument at a later tinfe.

® The Court notes that the protective order inglac this action states, with respect to HIPAA,
that “this Order extends to all HIPAA-pexted content and will operate in place of
authorizations by thosendlividuals whose files are the basistbé action at bar.” Protective

Order at 14 (Dkt. 42). Patientsrfvhom Defendants did not fildaims with State Farm are not

“the basis of the action at bar.”

" The Court need not and does not decide figiability of Michigan law regarding patient
protection and consent at this time.



Although the Court denies Plaintiff's requédst the records of patients who were not
insured by State Farm, the Court agrees thd¢ast some of the non-identifying information
regarding these patients may be hdlgt this time. In its replyn support of i motion, Plaintiff
clarified that it also was seeking “an electrobiling report” that sbwed the procedures for
which Defendants billed insurance companies overdétevant time period. Pl. Reply at_6; see
also PI. Br. at 12 n.2 (statingathPlaintiff offered to comproree by accepting this report). The
Court agrees that this billing report regagl procedures purportedly performed on insured
patients may be relevant to higlg Plaintiff establish the exigtee of the alleged predetermined
protocol, particularly given #t the underlying records are ngét subject todisclosure.
Accordingly, the Court orders dh a billing report reflecting Xia unique patient number, (ii)
date(s) of service, and (iii) CPTodes billed, be proded to Plaintiffwithin 14 days of this
Order. See Policherla, 2009 WL 2170183, at *5. This report need only encompass automobile-
accident patients for whom a claim was submitted by the Warren Defendants to an insurance
company; it need not include billing for othpatients. Any furthepotentially identifying
information must be redacted from the repgiten the privacy interests discussed above.

C. Communications Between and Among Defendants and Others

Plaintiff next requests &t Defendants provide communicats between and among the
Defendants and other specifieddividuals and entities. PBr. at 14-15. In response,
Defendants state that they “iloluntarily provide said communications in their possession to
State Farm and/or verification of search for ithim 7 days.” Warren Defs. Resp. at 4 n.1. Cf.

Priority Defs. Resp. at 1 (joing in the Warren Defendants’'sfgonse, without qualification).
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Accordingly, the Court grants Plaintiffmotion as to these discovery requests, and
orders Defendants to respond witlsi@vendays including a signed cefication regarding the
steps taken to preserve and colittesponsive e-mails and documéhts.

D. Trust Documents

Finally, Plaintiff seeks documents and information relating to a Trust for which Plaintiff
claims Defendant John Mufarreh was a co-trusteed which his wife is the beneficiary. PI.
Br. at 16-19. Plaintiff claims that the Trysx transferred at leas$135,000 to Warren during
2013 and 2014; (ii) was funded by an accoutd Iy Dr. Johnny Mufarreh Chiropractic, P.C.,
which may be a billing entity owned by Dr. John fislueh; and (iii) appears to have been used
to facilitate a fraudulent traresf shortly before the settlement similar claims in another
lawsuit. Id. at 16-17. Plaiftiargues that information regandj the Trust is responsive to at
least two discovery requests: (i) Docum&waquest No. 23 (“All documents regarding any
investments or ownership intsts You possess”) and (ii) Imtegatory No. 12 (“Identify any
business, investment vehicle, corate entity, trust, or other Idlgentity in which You have had
an ownership interest from 20@® present”)._Id. at 17.

The Warren Defendants respond that inforamatbout the Trust iBot relevant to the
litigation, particularly given that there is no judgment at this time. Warren Defs. Resp. at 8.
Defendants cite to a case from this Districtjcihfound that requests for the personal financial

records of a party were ovetyoad. _Id. (citing MedCity RehaBervs., LLC v. State Farm Mut.

Auto. Ins. Co., No. 11-14777, 2013 WL 1898374, at *6-7 (E.D. Mich. May 7, 2013)).

8 In its reply in support of its motion, Plaifitraises a suggestion that there may have been

spoliation of evidence by the Warren Defendar®. Reply at 1-2. Because this issue is not
properly before the Court at this time, the Court declines to affirmatively rule on it. However, to
the extent any party has intentionally causedcauses spoliation— including the deletion of
relevant e-mails, text messages, communicatietts,— the Court will entertain a motion for
sanctions.
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The Court finds that discovery regarding fheist is permissible. Plaintiff claims —
without response from Defendants — that mofieywed between the Trust, Warren, and other
companies that Defendant John Mufarreh pugmtlty owned. PIl. Br. at 16. Therefore,
documents regarding the Trust, over which Johriakah was a co-trustee, may be relevant to
establishing the financial relationships arg Warren, John Mufarreh, and other individuals
and/or businesses that John Mufarreh owned or maintained a&nudly have been a part of the

alleged scheme. MedCity Rehab. Servs., | PG13 WL 1898374, at *6-{in similar case by

insurance company claiming RICO violations for alleged fraudddéimg practices by medical

providers, permitting discovery regarding comger bank accounts); see also State Farm Mut.

Auto Ins. Co. v. Physiomatrix, Inc., No. 12-11500, 2013 WL 10572229, at *3 (E.D. Mich. Aug.

13, 2013) (in similar case by insa@ company claiming RICO vitions for alleged fraudulent
billing practices by medical praders, requiring disclosure tank records, including accounts
held jointly with non-party wives, because “tharious corporate [d]efendants are closely held
by the individual [d]efendants, which easily pésrthe free flow of money between corporate
and personal accounts”). The Trust documents migp help reveal the scope of the alleged

scheme and who benefitted from it. See Skaen Mut. Auto. Ins. Co. v. CPT Med. Servs.,

P.C., 375 F. Supp. 2d 141, 155-156 (E.D.N.Y. 2005) (riemudisclosure of financial records,
because “they may be relevant to establishilg defendants profited from their willingness to
order [the subject] tests”).

Further, the timing of some of the allelgactions regarding the Trust raises valid
guestions about the use of thai3trwith respect to John Mufarreh’s conduct. See Physiomatrix,
Inc.,, 2013 WL 10572229, at *4, n.4 (quashingbgoena requesting documents regarding

defendant’s parents’ account, besadhe plaintiff had presented “no evidence showing that [the
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defendant] used this account as a foil for proceddie alleged scheme”; but allowing plaintiff
to renew the request in the event it found “evadethat [the account was] being used for illicit
purposes”). For example, Plaintiff claims thithn Mufarreh and his wife issued a quitclaim
deed for a property they owned to the Trugtrapimately one month before settling a similar
lawsuit involving another insurance companlaintiff also allegeghat John Mufarreh was
removed as co-Trustee of the Trust in July 2044s than three months after State Farm filed
this lawsuit. In addition, Plaintiff asserts thmbney from the Trust that was being held for the
benefit of John Mufarreh’s wife was transfelreo Warren during the course of the alleged
scheme. _See PI. Br. at 16. This conduct téytaould suggest — although not necessarily
establish — that something nefarious wascuwring with respect to the Trust and John
Mufarreh’s work with Warren.

Plaintiff has alleged that the Trust acted as more than just a personal account for John
Mufarreh’s wife. RatherPlaintiff asserts facts — withogubstantive response by Defendants
— that suggest the Trust may hgdayed an important role itoncealing the alleged fraudulent
scheme and protecting Defendafrtsm liability. Based on the undisputed allegations set forth
by Plaintiff, the Court agreesdhthe Trust may be relevant tiois action. Accordingly, the
Court grants Plaintiff's motion to compel garding information relating to the Trust.
Defendants must provide such informatimithin 21 days of this Order.

[ll. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, theutt grants in part and denigspart Plaintiff's motion to
compel (Dkt. 51).

The Warren Defendants shall provide thspansive documents regarding patients for

whom Defendants filed claims with State Famithin 21 days of this Order. See Request for
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Production to Warren No. 1. Defendants also giralide the electronic billing report described
abovewithin 14 days of this Order.

Defendants are not yet required to discltise actual records of patients for whom
Defendants did not seek reimbursement froateéSFarm._See Request for Production to Warren
No. 2. However, Plaintiff may renew its regtidor these documents at a later time, as
necessary.

Defendantshall provide Plaintiff documents that are respsive to Plaintiff's request for
any communications between or among Defendamisother specified indiduals and entities
within seven days of this Order See Requests for Production to Warren Defendants No. 9;
Request for Production to Priority No. 11; Redader Production to G. Mufarreh and S. Smith
No. 7.

Defendant John Mufarreh shall provide documents responsive to Plaintiff's Request for
Production No. 23, and, in particular, documentatireg to the subjectrust. John Mufarreh
also shall provide full and complete responsdstirrogatory No. 12, regarding “any . . . trust .

. in which [he had] an ownership interdsdbm 2006 to present.” These documents and
interrogatory responses shall be provided to Plawiitiin 21 days of this Order.

The Court also orders the Warren Defendamtprovide signed and dated copies of its
responses to Plaintiff's requests fooguction of documents and interrogatoneishin seven
days of this Order, to the extent such copibave not yet been provided.

Failure to comply with this decision may réiso sanctions._See Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(b).

SO ORDERED.
Dated: July 7, 2015 s/Mark A. Goldsmith
Detroit, Michigan MARKA. GOLDSMITH

UnitedStatedDistrict Judge
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that the foregoing doenimvas served upon counsel of record and
any unrepresented parties via Bourt's ECF System to their respective email or First Class
U.S. mail addresses disclosed on théidéoof Electronic Filing on July 7, 2015.

s/Johnettdl. Curry-Williams
Case Manager
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