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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT TACOMA

OLUJIMI AWABH BLAKENEY,

Plaintiff, No. C13-5076 BHS/KLS
V.
ORDER DENYING MOTION TO
SUSAN KARR, SGT. BRASWELL, COMPEL
C/O LARSON, CRAIG ADAMS,

Defendants.

Before the Court is Plaintiff's Motion to CorapDiscovery. ECF NA33. Plaintiff states
that despite an agreemenfiimvide responses during the wedkluly 18-19, Defendants have
failed to provide him with responses to fiist requests for productn, interrogatories, and
admissions.Id. The Court finds that the motion shdude denied because Plaintiff did not
include a certification that heonferred with counsel for Defenals before he filed his motion.

While a party may apply to the court fam order compelling discovery “upon reasonal
notice to other parties and pkrsons affected thereby,” the motion must also include a
certification that the movant hasgood faith conferred or attemgtéo confer with the person ¢
party failing to make the discovery in an efftotsecure the information or material without
court intervention.” Fed. R. Ci¥. 37(a)(2)(B). Inddition, “[a] good faith effat to confer with
a party or person not making a disclosure or discovery requires a face-to-face meeting or

telephonic conference.” LocRlule CR 37(a)(2)(A).
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The Court notes that in a letter dated it@/§ible]/13 to Mr. Wist Plaintiff requested a
telephonic meeting prior to Ju2&, 2013. ECF No. 33 at 4. istunclear whether the parties
have conferred and what was discussed. Howéwve Court anticipates that the parties will
confer and make a good faith effort to desaheir discovery disputes without Court
interference. If the parties cannot amicably kestheir issues, Plaintiff may file a motion to
compel, which shall include a ¢#fication stating that theirflorts were unsuccessful and he
shall specifically identify thosareas of disagreement that remanresolved. The Court will
not address any motion which lackuch a certification.

Accordingly, it iSORDERED:

(2) Plaintiff's motion to compel (ECF No. 33)¥ENIED.

(2) The Clerk of the Court shall send a capyhis Order to Plaintiff and to counsel
for Defendants.

DATED this I day of August, 2013.

% A e o,

Karen L. Strombom
United States Magistrate Judge
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