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8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

WESTERNDISTRICT OFWASHINGTON

9 AT SEATTLE
1C STUART O'FARRELL CASE NO.C17-637MJP
11 Plaintiff, ORDERON JOINT LCR 37

SUBMISSION

12 V.
13 PARKER SMITH & FEEK INC,
14 Defendant.
B THIS MATTER comes before the Court on the Partisnt LCR 37 Submission. (Dkt.
e No. 18.) Having reviewed the submissemmd the related recarthe CourtORDERS as follows:
o Interrogatory Nos. 4 and 7; Request for Production No. 18: These requests seek
18 information and documents concernmther PSFshareholders and natareholder employees
18 who were terminatetfor causé from 2009 to the preseniMr. O’ Farrell was ahareholder and
2 a participant in PSEdeferred compensation plaP{art). (Dkt. No. 18 at 7.)The Plan
21 providesdeferred compensation payments to sharehotdergnated'without cause,” but
2 denies payments to those who resign otemainated with cause€. (Id.) The Plan defines
2 “causé as“a fair and honest cause or reason, regulated by good faith on the part of t
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Company.” [d.) While Mr. O’Farrell contends that the Plamlefinition of “with causé tracks
the applicablalefinition understateemploymentaw, such thatnformationconcerning non-
shareholder employees is relevant, the Cosdgtliees An inquiry into PSF’s definition of
“causéis not relevant to Mr. GQFarrells ERISA claim

To the extent they have not already done so, the CRIERS PSF toespond to
Interrogatory Nos. 4nd7 andRequest for Productiado. 18, provided thattese responses
shall be limited to shareholders.

Interrogatory No. 6; Request for Production No. 10: These requests seek informatid
and documents concerning J.M., a shareholder vdstarminated for caused whaothereafter
entered into a confidential settlement with P8#. O’ Farrell contends that this information is
relevantas to“whether PSF evenhandedly applied the Plan’s forfeiture provisions and
definitions of caus& andas to “the reasonableness of MrFa¥rell s belief that PSF was
unlawfully discriminating against J.M.(Id. at 13-14)

The Court ORDERS PSF to respondrtterrogatory No6 andRequest for Production
No. 10with information and documents up untiM.'s termination. PSFneed not turn ovehe
confidentialsettlement agreemeantered intdollowing J.M.’stermination.

Request for Production Nos. 15 and 16: These requests seek documents relatedyto 4
complaint of discrimination, retaliation, or harassmentiny ERISA claim made by any
employee or shareholder against PSF from January 1, 2009 to the present.

PSF has indicated that it has alretutyed ovearll documentselated taERISA claims
and that only one othemformal” complaint has been madéd. at 2122.) This“informal’

complaintrelates to gender discriminati@amd was made in June 2012. The Court finds that
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evidence of thigomplaint is not relevant, and th&Phas already turned over all relevant
information responsive to these requests.

The clerk is ordered tprovide copies of this order to all counsel.

Nttt P

Marsha J. Pechman
United States District Judge

DatedJuly 10, 2018.
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