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SUMMARY

The court denied without prejudice Plaintiff Julian Pierce Williams’s motion for leave to serve
additional interrogatories and requests for admission. The court found that Plaintiff had not shown
whether he had used the previously authorized discovery, identified the number or contents of the
proposed additional requests, or made a particularized showing that the additional discovery was
necessary.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for leave to serve additional interrogatories and
requests for admission beyond the limits in the scheduling and
discovery order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court exercised its discretion under Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 26(b)(2), 33, and 36 to determine whether additional
discovery should be permitted.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished federal district court discovery order; persuasive value
only.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff made the particularized showing required to obtain leave to serve interrogatories
beyond the limits in the Federal Rules and the court's scheduling and discovery order.

2. Whether Plaintiff showed that additional requests for admission should be permitted despite the court's
authority under Rule 26(b)(2) to limit such discovery.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to serve additional interrogatories was denied without prejudice because Plaintiff failed to make a
particularized showing that the additional discovery was necessary and did not adequately identify the
amount or content of the proposed discovery.

2. Leave to serve additional requests for admission was denied without prejudice because Plaintiff failed to
provide a particularized explanation of why the additional discovery was necessary and did not specify
the number or contents of the proposed requests.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In practical terms, the party seeking leave to ... serve more interrogatories than are contemplated by the
Federal Rules or the Court's Scheduling Order, must make a particularized showing of why the discovery is
necessary.” (2)

“Plaintiff has neither presented nor otherwise suggested the contents of his proposed interrogatories and
requests.” (3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The court's scheduling and discovery order limited each party to 25 interrogatories, 10 requests for admission,
and 25 requests for production. Plaintiff sought leave to serve additional interrogatories and requests for
admission, asserting that earlier discovery responses created a need for further requests concerning alleged
constitutional violations, involved individuals, policies, practices, and key factual matters. The motion did not
specify how many additional requests Plaintiff sought or provide the proposed requests.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After a scheduling conference, the court entered an order limiting each party to 25 interrogatories, 10 requests
for admission, and 25 requests for production. Plaintiff later moved for leave to serve additional interrogatories
and requests for admission. The court denied the motion without prejudice.
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