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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT

° DISTRICT OF NEVADA

° RONNIE EDWARDS,
10 Case No. 2:13-cv-01316-JAD-CWH

Plaintiff,
11 VS. ORDER
12 LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE )
DEPARTMENT, et al.
3 Defendants. )
14 )
15 INTRODUCTION
16 This matter is before the Court on Plainsffhotions (docs. # 61, # 65, # 77, # 83), Defendantg’
17 responses (docs. # 66, # 67, # 84, # 85), and Plaintiff's replies (docs. # 75, # 93).
18 DISCUSSION
19 1 Motion for Subpoena Duces Tecum (doc. # 61) and Amended Motion (doc. # 65)
20 In his motion (doc. # 61), Plaintiff as the Cour to compe non-partie NaphCare Inc.
21 (“NaphCare”) the Nevadi Departmer of Correction (“NDOC”), anc Univeisity Medical Center
22 (“UMC”) to productall of his medica records alonc with the identities of thos¢ person whao treated
23 him. Plaintiff then filed an amended motion (dé&d5), which this Court construes as a motion tg
24 supplement Plaintiff's original motion (doc. # 61) and grants on that’ 1sis.
25 Defendant:in responstask the Courito deny Plaintiff's motior as moot because Defendants
26 already provided Plaintiff with his complete Nagr€ medical records, including identifiable medical
27
28 ! The Court notes that the difference between dogs.ahd # 65 appear to be non-substantive changes on pagdes
16 and 17 of these documents.
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providers. Defendants also point thety have already requested Plaintiff's medical records from tk
NDOC and UMC, and affirm the information recaiveill be disclosed to all parties as soon as
possible following receigt.

In reply, Plaintiff contends that Defendantnisrepresent the truth, claiming Defendantg
provided him with records containing “incorrect” gratamps, and have not provided him with specifig
records and handwritten notes aboucare Plaintiff also filed anothesupplemental brief (doc. # 93)
without leave of Court.

Becaus Defendant are still awaiting Plaintiff's medica record: from the NDOC anc UMC,
this Cour finds the instan motior prematur and as such denie: the motior withoui prejudice The
Court also directs the Clerk of Court to lstridoc. # 93 as an impermissibly filed brief.

2. Motion of Concern (doc. # 77)

Plaintiff brings the instant motion to expressdoscern that this Court’s denial of his motion
for subpoena duces tecum (doc. # 61) would I&daetiff without access to his medical records.
Plaintiff also brings the instant motion to egps concern over Defendants’ decision to vacate
previously scheduled subpoena duces tecum deposition at the UMC.

In response, Defendants point out that PIHibtings the instant motion without bothering to
engage in a “meet and confer” with Defendants, as required by this Court’s local rules. Defen
also point that Plaintiff will nosuffer prejudice for their decisida vacate the previously scheduled
deposition, as that deposition was vacated due topteaieihe requested records, with Defendants
providing copies of the records received to all parties through a served supplemental discl
statement. Defendants furtherpioout that Plaintiff has excessiy filed discovery-related motions
in this case without bothering to meet and conifigh Defendants, and theflore Defendants ask the

Court to admonish Plaintiff in thisgard. Plaintiff did not file a reply.

This Court finds no viable basis for Plaintiff's motion. As such, Plaintiff's motion is denief.

The Court also warns Plaintiff thia¢ will be sanctioned if he continues to excessively file discovery

related motions on the record without first botheringpe®t and confer with Defendants in an attempg

2 This Court notes that Defendants, in doc. # 67, point out that docs. # 61 and # 65 are alike except for
changes and, thus, request that all arguments containedtioghosition (doc. # 66) be considered responsive to docs. # §
and # 65.
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to resolve these issues.

3. Motion Opposing Deposition (doc. # 83)
Plaintiff asks the Court to geiire Defendants to supplement their deposition notices with “the

method of recording” for the depositions.
In response, Defendants point out they alrea@lained to Plaintiff that the subpoenas and

scheduled depositions were solely for the purposbdtaining Plaintiff’'s medical records, and there

174

was no expectation that the depositions would actteltky place. Defendants also point out that the¢

deposition notices contain standard language used by attorneys, and any deposition that a¢tually

occurs would comply with Rule 3 the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, with an oath administergd
at the deposition by an individual authorized to pilevsuch an oath. Defendants then point out that
Plaintiff again failed to meet and confer withfBredants prior to filing the instant motion. Thus,
Defendants reiterate their request for this Court toadsh Plaintiff in this regard. Plaintiff did not
file a reply.

Again, this Court finds no viable basis for giiag the instant motion, and notes that the issu{

\1”4

raised by Plaintiff could easily lia been addressed by defense celi$laintiff bothered to meet
and confer. As such, the Court denies theaimtsinotion, and reiterates its earlier warning thag
Plaintiff will be sanctioned if he continues to excessively file discovery-related motions on the re¢ord
without first meeting and conferring with Defendants to resolve discovery issues.
CONCLUSION AND ORDER
Accordingly,I T ISHEREBY ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion for Subpoena Duces Tecum

(doc. # 61) iglenied without prejudice.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff's Amended Motion for Subpoena Duces Tecun)
(doc. # 65) is construed as a Motion to Supplement doc. # 61, grahiged on that basis.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that the Clerk of Court shestrike doc # 93 from the record.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion of Concern (doc. # 77)dsnied.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion Opposing Deposition (doc. # 83) is
denied.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff will be subject to sanctions if he continues tg
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excessively file discovery-related motions on teeord without first meeting and conferring with
Defendants to resolve issues.

DATED: May 8, 2015 j

C.W. HoffmeE 7 J
United Stat agistrate Judge




