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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERNDISTRICT OFWASHINGTON

AT SEATTLE
TYRONE JOHNSON CASE NO.C17-5403MJP
Plaintiff, ORDERGRANTING IN PART
AND DENYING IN PART
V. PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO
COMPEL
CITY OF OLYMPIA, et al.,
Defendant.

THIS MATTER comes before the Court on Plaintiff's Motion to Compel Discovery
Responses and Motion for Attorney Fees. (Dkt. No. 38.) Having reviewed the Motion, the
Response (Dkt. No. 41), the Reply (Dkt. No. 43) and all related papers, the Court GRANTES |
PART and DENIES IN PARThe Motion to Compel and DENIES the Motion for Attorney Fges.

Background

Plaintiff Tyrone Johnson filed this suit against Defendants City of Olyanudgéhe City
of Olympia Police Departmefithe “City of Olympia Defendantsand Officers Ryan Donald,
George Clark, Jonathan Hazen, Eric Henrichsen, Matthew Renschler, and Risuhy(ihe

“Individual Officers”) for police misconduct.SgeDkt. No. 1.) Plainff alleges that irVlay

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PRT PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO COMPEL- 1

Dockets.Justia.com


https://dockets.justia.com/docket/washington/wawdce/3:2017cv05403/245911/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/washington/wawdce/3:2017cv05403/245911/44/
https://dockets.justia.com/

1C

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

2014 Defendanthiandcuffed him, forced him to the ground, and pointed handguns and assault-

style weapons at himnlawfully andwithout probable causeld() During the course of
discovery, Plaintiff served various requests, tacltne claims Defendants have failed to
provide adequate responses. (Dkt. No. 38 at 5-11.) Plaintiff now moves to compel compl
responses to these requests.

Discussion

Plaintiff served his discovery requests on February 5, 20di8at(4.) To datePlaintiff
claims that Defendant has provided incomplete or inadequate responses andchtsgedade
a privilege log. Id.) Plaintiff asks the Court to compel Defendants to provide more comple
responses to the following requests:

Interrogatories No. 14, 14, 18, and 19 andRFPs No. 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 12-25 are
directed to the City of Olympia Defendants and seek information relatingeoair,its police
protocols and policies, its investigation of the May 2014 incident, and its peréites&r the
Individual Officers. [d. at 58.)

InterrogatoriesNo. 5, 8, 10, 11-14, 16-17, 27, 19, 20, and 22 andRFPs No. 2, 3, 4-11,

13, and 14 are directed to Individual Defendant Ryan Donald and seek information retating t

inter alia, his employment history, his medical records, his social media poskss and
communications concerning the May 2014 incidefd. gt 911.)

In generalthe Court finds that these requestsoverbroad or unduly burdensome or
have already been adequately responded to by Defendidmigever, to the extent that
Defendants have withheld documents under a claim of privilege, they must provide gerivi

log “describ[ing] the nature of the documents, communications, or tangible things not prod
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or disclosed—and do so in a manner that, witlmevealing information itself privileged or
protected, will enable other parties to assess the claim.” Fed. R. C8(bRSX(i)-(ii).

With recard toRFP No. 6 directed to the City of Olympia aiRFP No. 9 directed to
Officer Donald the Court finds that the requested personnel docurassttsthrelevant to the
claims and defenses in this litigation and proportional to the needs of the case. FedPR. C
26(b)(1). With the exception aiformationspecificallyexempt from public inspection under
RCW 42.56.250, responsive documents must be turned over.

Conclusion

The Court GRANTS IN PART and DENIES IN PARPTaintiff's Motion to Compel and
rules as follows:

1. Defendants are ORDERED to provide Plaintiff with documents respotessREP

No. 6 to the City of Olympia and RFP No. 9 to Officer Donald, with the exceptio
informationexempt from public inspection under RCW 42.56.250.

2. To the extent they have withheld any information on the basis of privilege,

Defendants are ORDERED to provide a privilege log in accordance with Fed/.R|

P. B(b)(5)(i)-(ii) within seven (7) days of the date of this Order.
3. After reviewing theprivilegelog, Plaintiffs may request further review of specific
documents or communications that have been withheld based on a claim of priv
4. Plaintiff's Motion for Attorney Fees is hereby DENIED, the majority of requests

having leen resolved in Defendants’ favor.

1 The Court notes that the parties do not appear to have a protective order in place
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The clerk is ordered to provide copies of this order to all counsel.

Nttt 4

Marsha J. Pechman
United States District Judge

DatedMay 9, 2018.
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