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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
WESTERN DIVISION

REBECCA COURTRIGHT and
RAPHEAEL SAYE
Individually and on Behalf of All Others )

N N

Plaintiffs,

Case No. 4-00334€V-W-DGK
Consolidated with: 15-00133V-W-DGK

V.

O'REILLY AUTOMOTIVE STORES,
INC., et al.,

N N N N N N N N NS

Defendants.

ORDER REGARDING SECOND DISCOVERY DISPUTE

This case is a putative class action brought under the Fair Credit Reporting Act
(“FCRA"), 15 U.S.C. § 1681(b).Plaintiffs allegethat Defendants fail to comply with various
federal and state mandates for obtaining and using consumer teparisvestigative consumer
reportg for employment purposes.

Now before the Courtire three questions raisedthe parties'second dicovery dispute
teleconference. These af#)is thescope of discovery restricted to prospective employees only
(2) is the scope of discovery restricted to retail applicants only; and (3) whérsifethdants’

produce various documerasd other infamationrequested by Plaintiffs After reviewing the

! Relevant to this lawsuit, the FCRA defines “consumer report” as “aittem oral or other communication of any
information by a consumer reporting agency bearing on a consumer’s waethiness, credit standing, credit
capability, character, generaputation, personal characteristics, or mode of living which is usedbectexl to be
used or collected in whole or in part for the purpose of serving as a iia@stablishing the consumer’s eligibility
for employment purposes.” 15 U.S.C. § 1681a{d)(1

2 “Investigative consumer report’” means “a consumer report or portiareothén which information on a
consumer’s living is obtained through personal interview$ weighbors, friends, or associates of the consumer
reported on or with others with wiohe is acquainted or who may have knowledge concerning any such items of
information.” 15 U.S.C. § 1681a(e).
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parties’ memosand hearing argument from counseiring a teleconferencéhe Court rules as
follows:
1. The Court reiterates its previouding that discovery is limited tprospective enployees
as that term is defineith the Court’s Supplemental Order Regarding Discovery Dispute (Doc.
68). This means reportsbtainedduring employmendio not fall within the scope of discovery.
2. The Court reiterates its previous ruling that discovepliap to “anyone who applied to
any Defendant for employment after March 4, 2012.” Discovery is notelimib retail
employees. It applies to employee®atendantsother business operatignscluding—but not
limited to—corporate offices and warehouses.
3. With respect to when discoverghall be provided, Defendants shall answer all
outstanding covery requests by Novembev,12015. The exception shall be information
sought concerning Defendants’ Amtail employees. Defendants shall research howitomidy
take to produce this information and confer with Plaintiffs on a reasonable schedule of
production. The parties shall jointly produeemutually agreeableeasonable schedule of
productionthat is consistent with the isting scheduling order. Theagies shall file the
productionschedulewith the Court.

IT1SSO ORDERED.
Date:_ November 2, 2015 s/ GregKays

GREG KAYS,CHIEFJUDGE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT




