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SUMMARY

This is an order from the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan directing the
parties to meet and confer regarding a motion to compel discovery. The order requires the parties to
file a joint list of unresolved discovery issues by April 1, 2026, and sets a hearing for April 7, 2026; it
was entered by Magistrate Judge Elizabeth A. Stafford on February 17, 2026.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to compel defendants to produce additional documents
and more complete discovery responses. The district judge referred the
nondispositive discovery motion to the magistrate judge for hearing
and determination under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A). Rather than
immediately decide the motion, the magistrate judge ordered the
parties to meet and confer and submit a joint list of unresolved
discovery issues before the hearing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Objections to the magistrate judge's order on a nondispositive motion
may be sustained only if the order is clearly erroneous or contrary to
law under Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(a) and 28 U.S.C. § 636.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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civil procedure discovery

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What meet-and-confer and joint-submission procedures should govern the parties' dispute over plaintiff's
motion to compel?

2. What standards must the parties apply when describing discovery requests, asserting objections,
addressing relevance and proportionality, claiming burden or privilege, and discussing electronically
stored information?

HOLDINGS

1. The parties must meet and confer in good faith in person or by video as required by E.D. Mich. LR 37.1,
and must file a joint list of unresolved discovery issues before the hearing.

2. The parties' arguments must address relevance to a specific claim or defense and the proportionality
factors under the current version of Rule 26(b)(1); document requests must describe the requested items
with reasonable particularity, and objections must be stated with specificity.

3. A party objecting that document production is burdensome must provide affidavits, other evidence, or
sufficient information for the court to make a common-sense judgment; boilerplate objections and
objections coupled with production may be deemed waived.

4. A responding party claiming privilege must provide a privilege log satisfying Rule 26(b)(5)(A)(ii), and
the parties must engage in informed, cooperative, and transparent discussions concerning the search for
electronically stored information.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The parties’ arguments must address relevance to a specific claim or defense, and the proportionality factors
under Federal Rule of Civil Rule 26(b)(1).” (Order to Meet and Confer)

“A party either objects to production or produces. If it produces, the objections are generally deemed
waived.” (Order to Meet and Confer)

“The parties must engage informed, cooperative, and transparent discussions about the search for
electronically stored information.” (Order to Meet and Confer)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff sought additional documents and more complete discovery responses from defendants. The court
required the parties to confer about the disputed requests, responses, objections, relevance, proportionality,
privilege, and electronically stored information. The order was issued before the scheduled hearing on the
motion to compel and required a joint submission identifying any remaining disputes.
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