UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
INDIANA, SOUTH BEND DIVISION

Jasmine Edwards v. Ryan D. Snyder

No. 3:24-CV-00812-DRL-SJF (N.D. Ind. Feb. 4, 2026) - No. 3:24-CV-00812-DRL-SJF - Decided February 4,
2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana grants Plaintiff’s motion to
compel discovery and grants Defendant’s motion to stay civil proceedings in part. The court declines
to find Defendant’s one-day-late discovery objection waived but grants the motion to compel because
Defendant did not oppose it or meet his burden to justify withholding the requested materials. The
court stays all proceedings except production of responsive documents and requires a status report
regarding the related criminal case.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court resolved Plaintiff's motion to compel discovery and

Defendant's motion to stay the civil action pending resolution of a

related state criminal case.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Discovery rulings and requests for a stay are reviewed under the
district court's broad discretion. The court applied the Rule 26 and
Rule 34 discovery standards and considered general factors governing

stays of civil proceedings based on parallel criminal proceedings.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant's one-day delay in asserting an objection to Plaintiff's second request for production

waived the objection.

2. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to an order compelling production when Defendant did not respond to the

motion to compel or carry his burden of showing why the requested discovery was improper.

3. Whether the civil action should be stayed because of the related criminal prosecution and the potential

effect of civil discovery on Defendant's Fifth Amendment rights.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendant's one-day delay in serving his objection did not warrant total waiver because the delay
resulted from counsel's mistake, caused minimal prejudice, and constituted good cause for relief from

waiver.

2. Plaintiff was entitled to an order compelling Defendant to produce documents responsive to her second

request for production.

3. A partial stay was appropriate because the civil and criminal proceedings arose from the same facts and
civil discovery could burden Defendant's Fifth Amendment rights, but the stay did not apply to Plaintiff's

motion to compel.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The scope of discovery is outlined in Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1), which provides that, “[u]nless otherwise
limited by court order”: 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”

“In a civil action unlike a criminal case, a jury may draw adverse inferences against a defendant that invokes

his Fifth Amendment right to remain silent.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff and Defendant share two minor children, and Defendant had visitation rights. During a July 2024
visitation, Defendant allegedly threatened to kill the children; after police responded, an armed standoff
occurred, and one child was found dead. Indiana then charged Defendant with murder and neglect of a
dependent, while Plaintiff filed this related civil action. Plaintiff sought production of materials Defendant
received from prosecutors in the criminal case, but Defendant withheld them based on a purported nondisclosure

agreement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the civil action on October 3, 2024, arising from the same events as Defendant's pending or

recently concluded state criminal prosecution. Plaintiff served a second request for production seeking discovery



materials provided to Defendant by state prosecutors. Defendant served an objection one day late and did not
respond to Plaintiff's motion to compel. Defendant later moved to stay the civil case because of the overlapping
criminal proceeding. The court granted the motion to compel and granted the stay in part, excluding the

discovery order from the stay.
DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Defendant must produce documents responsive to Plaintiff's Second Request for Production by
March 3, 2026. The parties must file a status report by March 6, 2026 addressing whether the criminal trial
concluded, whether Defendant intends to appeal, and proposing a scheduling plan. All proceedings are stayed

except the discovery order.
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