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Beatty et al

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERNDISTRICT OFWASHINGTON

AT SEATTLE
SEAN D. ANDERSON
Plaintiff, CASE NO.C17-58RSL-BAT
V. ORDER DENYING PLAINTI FF'S

MOTION TO COMPEL
ALLEN K. RICHARDS,

Defendant

Sean D. Anderson moves to Compel AnswertnterrogatoriegDkt. 45). The Court
concludes Mr. Anderson failed to comply with Rule 37. Accordingly, the motion (Dkits 45
denied.

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37(a)(1):

... On notice to other parties and all affected persons, a party may move for an

order compking disclosure or discovery.he motion must include a certification

that the movant has in good faith conferred or attempted to cortfethei person

or party failing to make disclosure or discovery in an effort to obtaintioat

court action.

Here,Mr. Anderson moves for a Court order compelling defendants to resporsd‘ initinal
interrogatories in a mordbrough and noevasive mannerDkt. 45. Mr. Andersm, however,

failed to certify he onferred or attempted to confer with defendants’ counsel regarding the

requested discoverid. Therefore Mr. Andersm has not complied with Rule 37.
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Further, pursuant to the Court’'s December 26, 20tdeiGGrantingPlaintiff's Motion
for 15 Additional hterrogatories (Dk#3), the deadline by which discovery must be completg
was extended to February 12, 2008. Andersors motion was not filed until February 15,
2018 and, as sh, is also untimely’ Dkt. 45.

As Mr. Anderson has not complied with Rule 37 amiMotion to Compel (Dkt. 45is
untimely, themotion isherebyDENIED.

The Clerk shall send a cppf this Order taheplaintiff and counsel for defendants.

DATED this8" day of March 2018.

/%7

BRIAN A. TSUCHIDA
United States Magistrate Judge

! The Court finds it imot necessary to also addréefendants’ additional argumeritsdetail. However the Court
does nat that, even if it were to consider the substance of Mr. Andersaeotion,he does not contend that
defendantfiave failed to provide answers to his interrogatories but only, itssebat he would like them answere
differently. Furtherrore, Mr.Anderson fas to identify which answers hlxelieves are deficierdr incompleteDkt.
46.
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