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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

Erika Meyer,

Plaintiff,

v. Case No. 04-4099-RDR

Christopher Nava, et al.,

Defendants.

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO COMPEL

This matter comes before the court upon motion by the Plaintiff, Erika Meyer, to compel

Defendants to produce certain information sought by interrogatory.  (Doc. 34).  Plaintiff moves the court

to order Defendants to respond to Plaintiff’s Interrogatory No. 6 stating, “List all female inmates (including

names and last known address or whereabouts and telephone number) who were incarcerated at the Lyon

County Jail during the period of time Christopher Nava was employed at the Lyon County Jail.  Designate

the dates of each of these persons term of incarceration at the Lyon County Jail.”1  

Defendants have filed a timely response to the motion, asserting that although the inmates’ names

are discoverable, their addresses and telephone numbers are not subject to disclosure pursuant to K.S.A.

45-221(a)(29)(A).  Defendants also argue that the discovery sought is overbroad and not justified on a

factual basis.  Plaintiff has not filed any reply and the time to do so has now expired.2  D.Kan. Rule 7.4

provides that the “failure to file a brief or response within the time specified within Rule 6.1(d) shall
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constitute a waiver of the right thereafter to file such brief or response, except upon a showing of excusable

neglect.”3  Therefore, the court considers this motion to be fully-briefed and ripe for decision.  For the

reasons stated below, Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Production of Discovery Requests is granted.

I.  Factual Background

Plaintiff brings this claim seeking monetary damages resulting from a rape committed by a Lyon

County jailer, Christopher Nava, on May 11, 2003.4  Plaintiff also brings suit against the acting shift

supervisor, Gary Eichorn, alleging that he knew or should have known that Nava was engaging in unlawful

activities, and that he failed to properly supervise Nava, creating an environment in which abuses were

likely to occur.5  

Plaintiff has properly served Defendant with interrogatories on January 14, 2005, and Defendants

have timely responded.  However, Defendants refused to answer Interrogatory No. 6 on the basis that the

question was overbroad and burdensome, was irrelevant, involves privacy rights, and is not reasonably

calculated to lead to discoverable evidence.6  Plaintiff objected to Defendants’ refusal in a letter dated

February 15, 2005.7  Defendants responded to this letter by stating that they would stand by their initial

refusal.8  On March 14, 2005, Plaintiff filed the instant Motion to Compel Production of Discovery
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Requests.  (Doc. 34). 

II.  Discussion

It is widely agreed that “‘mutual knowledge of all relevant facts is essential to the proper disposal

of litigation and that prior to trial every party to a civil action is entitled to the disclosure of all such

information in the possession of any person, unless the information is privileged.’”9

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)(1) provides that the “[p]arties may obtain discovery regarding any

matter, not privileged, that is relevant to the claim or defense of any party ....  Relevant information need

not be admissible at trial if the discovery appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence.”10  Thus, parties “may be allowed ‘extensive’ discovery in order to prove his or her

case.”11

“When the relevancy of propounded discovery is not apparent, ... its proponent has the burden to

show the discovery relevant.”12  If, however, the discovery sought appears relevant, the party resisting

discovery can show lack of relevance by demonstrating that the requested discovery (1) does not come

within the broad scope of relevance as defined under amended Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1), or (2) is of such

marginal relevance that the potential harm occasioned by discovery would outweigh the ordinary
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presumption in favor of broad disclosure.13  The relevance of the proposed discovery is apparent because

it is reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.14  Plaintiff seeks to establish a

pattern of misconduct by Nava and a failure to adequately supervise the jailers by Eichorn.  The information

sought would be used to contact those individuals who may have witnessed the conduct of Nava or could

provide insight into the behavior of Eichorn.  Federal Rule of Evidence 404(b) allows evidence of prior bad

acts to show “motive, opportunity, intent, plan, identity, preparation, knowledge, absence of mistake or

accident, [or] other similar purposes.”15  Thus, information gained from other inmates would be

demonstrative for establishing the elements of Plaintiff’s claim against both Nava and Eichorn.

Similarly, a party objecting to discovery on the basis of over-breadth must substantiate its

objection, unless the request appears overly broad on its face.16  In opposing discovery on the grounds of

over-breadth, the opposing party has the burden to show facts justifying their objection by demonstrating

that the time or expense involved in responding to requested discovery is unduly burdensome.17  “This

imposes an obligation to provide sufficient detail in terms of time, money and procedure required to
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produce the requested documents.”18 The requested discovery is not overbroad.  The Defendants have

failed to set forth any facts establishing that the proposed discovery is unduly burdensome.  Furthermore,

the information is reasonably limited to the time in which Nava was employed by the Lyon’s County Jail.

As stated below, much of this information is subject to public disclosure and should be readily available.

Therefore, the requested discovery does not subject the Defendants to undue burden.

Furthermore, there are no privilege considerations preventing disclosure of the desired information.

K.S.A. § 45-211(a)(29)(A) specifically states that the name, sentence data, and address of an identifiable

inmate or releasee shall be subject to public disclosure.19  The releasees’ phone numbers are the only part

of the requested discovery not specifically made public by KORA.   “‘K.S.A. 45-221(a) sets out ... thirty-

five categories of records which public agencies are not required to disclose.  Thus, the act does not

prohibit disclosure of records contained within these exceptions, but rather makes their release

discretionary ....’”20 Even if the information sought cannot be disclosed to the public, such disclosure is not

prohibited in a lawsuit because the information may be protected by a protective order.  As the information
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sought is relevant, it must be disclosed.21  

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(c)(2) provides that a party may seek a protective order limiting

the use of the disclosed information to “specified terms and conditions.”22  In response to Defendants’

concerns regarding the non-public nature of the discovery sought, the court will allow the parties 10 days

from the date of filing this order to confer and then file a joint motion and submit a jointly proposed

protective order.  If the parties disagree concerning the need for, and/or the scope or form of a protective

order, the party seeking such an order shall file an appropriate motion and supporting memorandum by the

same date.  If a request for a protective order is not filed, disclosure of the information sought in these

requests will be required without the protection of any such order. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1.  That Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Production of Discovery Requests (Doc. 34) is granted. 

2.  That Defendant shall provide a list of all female inmates (including names and last known address

or whereabouts and telephone number) incarcerated at Lyon County Jail during Nava’s employment and

the terms of their incarceration within 20 days from the date of filing this order, by June 22, 2005.

3.  That the parties are given 10 days from the date of filing this order, by June 13, 2005, to submit

a motion for a protective order and proposed protective order addressing the information ordered to be

disclosed by this order.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
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Dated this 2nd day of June, 2005, at Topeka, Kansas

s/K. Gary Sebelius        
K. Gary Sebelius
U.S. Magistrate Judge


