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SUMMARY

The court granted a joint discovery motion concerning Plaintiff’s Rule 30(b)(6) deposition Topic 14,
which sought information about vacant or unassigned positions at three CoreCivic facilities during
2019. Applying the federal discovery rules and California FEHA principles, the court held that the
requested information was relevant to Plaintiff’s failure-to-accommodate and failure-to-engage claims.
The court found the original time range overbroad, limited the relevant period to August 21, 2019
through November 4, 2019, and ordered Defendant to produce a responsive witness.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The parties submitted a joint discovery dispute concerning Defendant's
objections to Plaintiff's Rule 30(b)(6) deposition topic seeking
information about vacant or unassigned positions at three facilities
during 2019.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Discovery relevance and proportionality are reviewed under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)(1), with district courts exercising broad
discretion in controlling discovery and determining relevance.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether information about vacant or unassigned positions at Defendant's three facilities was relevant
and proportional to Plaintiff's FEHA failure-to-accommodate and failure-to-engage-in-the-interactive-
process claims.

2. Whether the requested 2019 date range was overly broad and should be narrowed in light of Plaintiff's
medical leave and termination date.

HOLDINGS

1. Vacant or unassigned positions at the three named facilities were relevant to Plaintiff's FEHA failure-to-
accommodate and failure-to-engage-in-the-interactive-process claims because Plaintiff alleged that
Defendant made no accommodation and the interactive process could have included restructuring her
current position or reassignment to another position.

2. Topic 14 was relevant but overly broad as framed for all of 2019; the permissible period for responsive
reassignment information was August 21, 2019, through November 4, 2019.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Unless otherwise limited by court order, the scope of discovery is as follows: Parties may obtain discovery
regarding any nonprivileged matter that is relevant to any party’s claim or defense and proportional to the
needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in the action, the amount in controversy,
the parties’ relative access to relevant information, the parties’ resources, the importance of the discovery in
resolving the issues, and whether the burden or expense of the proposed discovery outweighs its likely benefit.
Information within this scope of discovery need not be admissible in evidence to be discoverable.” (at 3)

“Even where the employer believes it has reasonably accommodated the employee by offering a period of
disability leave, the employer is not exempt from investigating other accommodations (including other job
vacancies), although the employee has not specifically requested those alternative accommodations.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that Defendant knew or perceived her to have a disability, failed to provide reasonable
accommodation, and failed to engage in the FEHA interactive process before terminating her employment.
Plaintiff took medical leave from April 22, 2019, through October 21, 2019, submitted paperwork indicating that
she could return to regular and customary work on October 21, and was terminated on November 4, 2019. Her
Rule 30(b)(6) Topic 14 sought information about vacant or unassigned positions at Defendant's Boston Avenue,
Oceanview, and OMDC facilities during 2019.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff served a Rule 30(b)(6) deposition notice containing Topic 14. After a telephonic discovery conference,
the Court ordered the parties to file a joint brief addressing Defendant's objections. The Court resolved the
dispute by ordering Defendant to produce a witness responsive to Topic 14, subject to a narrowed time period.
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