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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Rhode Island grants defendants’ motion for a
protective order concerning plaintiff’s new interrogatories and document requests, and addresses the
related extension of time to respond. The court finds good cause under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 26(c), concluding that the interrogatories exceed the permissible limit and that the discovery
is duplicative, overbroad, insufficiently targeted, or disproportionate. The court permits responses to
certain document requests that defendants had begun addressing but protects Warwick from
responding to the interrogatories and specified remaining requests.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff opposed Defendants' motion for a protective order concerning
new interrogatories and document requests and Defendants' motion for
an extension of time to respond. The magistrate judge granted the
protective-order motion in substantial part and denied Plaintiff's
request to extend discovery deadlines.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A protective order under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(c)(1)
requires good cause, and the court has broad discretion to determine
whether protection is appropriate and what degree of protection is
required. The burden rests on the movant to demonstrate a particular
need for protection from undue burden or expense.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished



PARTIES Jason Boudreau v. Kevin Petit, City of Warwick, Warwick Police
Department

TOPICS

discovery dispute civil procedure municipal liability section 1983

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure civil rights municipal liability discovery

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendants showed good cause for a protective order under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
26(c)(1) concerning Plaintiff's new interrogatories and document requests.

2. Whether Plaintiff could serve more than twenty-five interrogatories by naming the City of Warwick and
the Warwick Police Department separately.

3. Whether the motion should be denied because Defendants failed to certify that they had met and
conferred as required by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(c)(1).

4. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to extend the fact-discovery deadline or obtain advance judicial approval
for future discovery.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants demonstrated good cause for protection because the thirty-three interrogatories exceeded the
twenty-five-interrogatory limit, Plaintiff had already been denied leave to expand that limit, and the
interrogatories were independently overbroad, irrelevant, duplicative, and disproportionate.

2. The court granted a limited protective order as to document requests that were duplicative, irrelevant,
overbroad, disproportionate, untethered to the facts of the case, or directed to privileged material, but
excluded requests to which Warwick was already in the process of responding.

3. The court exercised its discretion to waive strict compliance with Rule 26(c)(1)'s meet-and-confer
certification requirement and declined to deny the motion on that ground.

4. The court denied Plaintiff's request to extend the fact-discovery deadline and denied Defendants' request
to require advance judicial approval of any future discovery.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The ‘good cause’ standard . . . is a flexible one that requires an individualized balancing of the many
interests that may be present in a particular case.” (II)

“Based on the foregoing and in the unique circumstances here, the Court exercises its discretion to waive
strict compliance with the meet-and-confer requirement” (III.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff alleges that Warwick police officer Kevin Petit fabricated, suppressed, and concealed evidence and
pursued an overbroad search warrant in retaliation for Plaintiff's prior civil litigation. Plaintiff also asserts a
Monell claim against Warwick based on alleged failures to train and supervise and a purported code of silence
concerning police misconduct. During discovery, Plaintiff served Warwick with thirty-three new interrogatories
and forty-six new document requests, many of which the court found duplicative, overbroad, irrelevant,
insufficiently tied to the pleaded claims, privileged, or disproportionate.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Boudreau filed this civil-rights action in 2017 and later filed a Second Amended Complaint alleging that Officer
Petit fabricated evidence and caused an allegedly retaliatory embezzlement prosecution, and that Warwick was
liable under Monell. After the case was stayed, discovery began in 2023 and the court issued numerous
discovery rulings. Defendants moved for protection from thirty-three interrogatories and forty-six document
requests served on Warwick in November 2025; the court granted protection as to the interrogatories and most
document requests, while permitting responses to requests already being addressed.
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