UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

Ian Lynch v. The Andersons Executive Services LLC, et al.

Lynch v. The Andersons * No. 25-2148-KHV-BGS - Decided December 23, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas rules on Defendants’ motion to compel

discovery in Ian Lynch’s employment discrimination and retaliation action. The court grants the

motion in part, requiring supplemental discovery responses concerning employment-search documents

and privilege assertions, while denying requests concerning attorney-fee agreements and certain

telephone records. The order is signed by Magistrate Judge Brooks G. Severson on December 23,

2025.
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Defendants moved to compel discovery in an employment-
discrimination action removed from Kansas state court. The magistrate
judge granted the motion in part and denied it in part, and also denied
Plaintiff's motion to file a surreply.

Discovery is governed by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)(1),
requiring information to be nonprivileged, relevant, and proportional
to the needs of the case. Under Rule 37, the party resisting discovery
bears the burden of establishing lack of relevance or that marginal
relevance is outweighed by the potential harm of disclosure when
relevance is apparent; otherwise, the requesting party bears the burden
of demonstrating relevance.

Unpublished trial-court memorandum and order; precedential status is

unknown.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendants were entitled to discovery concerning Plaintiff's attorney-fee agreement and

claimed attorney-fee damages before Plaintiff filed a motion for attorney fees.

2. Whether Plaintiff had to provide a supplemental discovery response clarifying whether all documents

relating to his efforts to obtain subsequent employment had been produced.

3. Whether Defendants were entitled to an order compelling production of Plaintiff's personal telephone
logs and text messages.

4. Whether Plaintiff had to supplement his privilege log and discovery responses concerning documents

withheld on the basis of privilege.

HOLDINGS

1. Discovery into Plaintiff's attorney fees and fee agreement was premature and was not compelled before a

motion for attorney fees had been filed.

2. Plaintiff was required to provide a supplemental discovery response specifically stating whether all
responsive documents concerning his efforts to obtain employment had been produced.

3. The motion to compel telephone logs and text messages was denied because Plaintiff represented that he
had produced responsive text messages and had offered to cooperate in subpoenaing call logs from his
cellular provider.

4. Plaintiff was required to supplement his privilege log if additional responsive information was being
withheld on the basis of privilege and to state whether any additional privileged responsive documents

existed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To be discoverable, the information sought must be nonprivileged, relevant, and proportional to the needs of

the case.” (Analysis § 1)

“Simply stated, discovery into attorneys’ fees is “simply not relevant” until a motion for attorneys’ fees is

R

made “and if the parties are unable to reach an agreement [as to those fees] by consultation ... .
§ IL.A)

(Analysis

“The purpose of a privilege log is to provide the opposing party and the Court with enough information to
evaluate the claim of privilege.” (Analysis § 11.D)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff alleges that Defendants subjected him to sex-based stereotyping and removed him from a Manager in
Training program after he complained about an allegedly sexist supervisor and disclosed his wife's cancer
diagnosis. His claims included employment discrimination and retaliation theories, including claims under Title
VII, the ADAAA, and the FMLA. In discovery, Defendants sought information concerning damages and
attorney-fee agreements, Plaintiff's efforts to obtain subsequent employment, telephone and text records, and
documents withheld under a privilege claim.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed suit in the District Court for Johnson County, Kansas, and Defendants removed the action under 28
U.S.C. § 1331. Plaintiff later amended his complaint to assert claims under Title VII, the Americans with

Disabilities Act Amendments Act, and the Family and Medical Leave Act. The district court dismissed Plaintiff's
Title VII associational-discrimination count. After a discovery conference and Plaintiff's supplemental discovery

responses, Defendants filed the motion to compel addressed in this order.
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