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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Oklahoma grants in part and denies in part

Plaintiff William Morgan’s motion to compel and grants Defendant Imani Express, LL.C’s motion to

compel in a vehicle-accident action. The order addresses discovery concerning ownership and dispatch

records, mechanical failure, driver and personnel records, medical records, financial information,

damages computations, non-retained expert disclosures, and claimed injuries. The parties are ordered

to supplement discovery and produce documents consistent with the order within 21 days of entry.
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The court decided Plaintiff's and Defendant Imani Express, LLC's
motions to compel discovery in a pending personal-injury action

arising from a vehicle accident.

Discovery rulings are governed by the relevance and proportionality
requirements of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)(1), and the trial
court has broad discretion to balance the parties' discovery needs and
burdens. The timeliness of a motion to compel is evaluated under an

eight-factor test identified in Herndon v. City of Henderson.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Plaintiff was entitled to compel additional discovery from Hagdu and Imani Express
concerning accident history, alleged brake malfunction, affirmative defenses, vehicle ownership,
dispatch records, mechanical-failure claims, compensation, employment and driver records, vehicle-

condition reports, other accidents, medical records, and financial information.

. Whether Imani Express's motion to compel was untimely because it was filed after the discovery

deadline.

. Whether Plaintiff was required to supplement his initial disclosures with a computation of damages by

category under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(a)(1)(A)(iii).

. Whether Plaintiff's disclosures for seven non-retained treating physicians satisfied Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 26(a)(2)(C).

. Whether Plaintiff was required to answer an interrogatory concerning permanent scars, disfigurements,

disabilities, and discomforts allegedly resulting from the accident.

HOLDINGS

1.

Discovery requests seeking nonprivileged information relevant and proportional to the claims or
defenses must be answered or supplemented, and objections must be overruled where the requested

information falls within Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)(1)'s scope.

. Imani Express's motion to compel was not untimely under the circumstances, despite being filed after

the discovery deadline.

. A plaintiff must supplement initial disclosures to provide a computation of each category of damages

claimed, including amounts for economic and noneconomic damages, consistent with Rule 26(a)(1)(A)

(iii).

. A party identifying non-retained treating physicians as expert witnesses must disclose the subject matter

of each physician's expected testimony and a summary of the facts and opinions to which each physician
is expected to testify; merely incorporating medical records by reference is insufficient.

. An interrogatory requiring Plaintiff to identify and describe permanent scars, disfigurements, disabilities,

and discomforts allegedly caused by the accident was sufficiently specific and relevant, and Plaintiff was

required to answer it.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The scope of discovery under Rule 26(b)(1) is broad, but it “is not without limits and the trial court is given

wide discretion in balancing the needs and rights” of the parties.” (Analysis § I)



“Plaintiff “cannot satisfy its obligation under Rule 26(a)(2)(C) ‘by merely pointing to large swaths of

information,’ like general references to documents.”” (Analysis § 111.3)

“The parties are to promptly, but in no event less than 21 days of the entry of this Order, supplement discovery

and produce documents consistent with this Order.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The case concerns a vehicle accident between William Morgan and Muez Gebrehiwot Hagdu, who was
employed by Imani Express, LLC. The discovery disputes concerned, among other matters, Hagdu's driving and
accident history, alleged truck-brake malfunction, ownership and dispatch records, driver qualification and
personnel records, medical records, financial information relevant to punitive damages, Plaintiff's damages

computation, treating-physician disclosures, and claimed injuries.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action arose from a vehicle accident involving Plaintiff and Defendant Hagdu while Hagdu was employed
by Imani Express. The case was referred to the magistrate judge on May 30, 2025, for further proceedings under
28 U.S.C. § 636 and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72. After a December 10, 2025 hearing, the court granted

Plaintiff's motion to compel in part and denied it in part, and granted Imani's motion to compel.
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