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Mayberry · No. 3:23-CV-1023-TLS · Decided March 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana addressed Timothy Marcus
Mayberry's third motion to compel discovery, a motion for law library access, and related requests for
sanctions and to strike. The court partially granted the motion to compel by ordering the Aramark
defendants to provide paper copies of discovery produced on DVD, denied the remaining discovery
requests without prejudice or on other grounds, denied law library access, denied sanctions and the
motion to strike, and set a dispositive-motion deadline.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mayberry was entitled to paper copies of supplemental discovery produced on DVD.

2. Whether Mayberry should receive an additional opportunity to move to compel responses to specified
requests for production after reviewing the supplemental discovery.

3. Whether the State defendants were required to produce documents allegedly in Aramark's possession in
response to Request No. 2.

4. Whether requests for financial information relevant to punitive damages should be denied without
prejudice to renewal after summary judgment.

5. Whether Mayberry was entitled to additional law-library access.

6. Whether sanctions or striking Mayberry's reply were warranted.

HOLDINGS

1. Discovery may encompass any nonprivileged matter relevant to a claim or defense and proportional to
the needs of the case, and the court has broad discretion to determine and manage its scope.

2. The Aramark defendants were required to serve Mayberry with paper copies of discovery that they had
provided to him by DVD.

3. Mayberry was denied an additional opportunity to file a motion to compel concerning the specified
requests because he had lacked diligence in reviewing the supplemental discovery.

4. The court denied the motion to compel as to Request No. 2 because Mayberry had not shown that the
State defendants had control over materials in Aramark's possession, and the court was not required to
order duplicative production.

5. The request for financial information was denied without prejudice to renewal if Mayberry's claims
survived summary judgment.

6. Neither party's arguments warranted sanctions, and Mayberry's reply would not be stricken because
allowing it to remain on the docket would not prejudice the State defendants.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“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.” (at 1)

“Information within this scope of discovery need not be admissible in evidence to be discoverable.” (at 1)

“The court does not find that either party’s arguments warrant sanctions.” (at 5)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mayberry is incarcerated and proceeds without counsel on Eighth Amendment damages claims against prison
officials and Aramark concerning allegedly spoiled food and inadequate nutrition provided from November 2021
through April 2022. Aramark produced supplemental discovery on DVD, and Mayberry claimed he could not
adequately access or review it and therefore sought paper copies and leave to file another motion to compel. He
also sought additional law-library access and challenged the State defendants' position concerning documents in
Aramark's possession.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mayberry, a pro se prisoner, filed Eighth Amendment claims for damages concerning nutritionally inadequate
and spoiled food at Miami Correctional Facility. He served requests for production, filed multiple motions to
compel, and received supplemental discovery responses from both groups of defendants. The court previously
partially granted an earlier motion to compel and vacated the dispositive-motion deadline to resolve remaining
discovery issues. On the present third motion to compel, the court partially granted and partially denied relief,
ordered paper copies of DVD-produced discovery, denied additional law-library access, denied the motion to
strike and sanctions requests, and set a new dispositive-motion deadline.
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