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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California denies William Meyer's motion
to compel further discovery responses concerning training materials sought from individual County of
San Diego defendants. The court concludes that most of the requested materials are not relevant to
qualified immunity because they postdated the alleged constitutional violations, and it rejects
arguments that privilege objections were waived. The court also finds that the remaining November

2016 training presentation is protected by attorney-client privilege.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff William Meyer moved to compel individual defendants to

provide further responses to requests for production of documents. The

magistrate judge denied the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Discovery rulings, including relevance and proportionality

determinations, are reviewed under the district court's broad discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the requested training materials were relevant and proportional to the claims or to the

individual defendants' potential qualified-immunity defense.

. Whether defendants waived attorney-client privilege or work-product protection by producing similar

materials in other litigation, asserting qualified immunity, providing an allegedly deficient privilege log,

or making untimely objections.

. Whether the remaining November 2016 training presentation was protected by attorney-client privilege.
. Whether the remaining training materials were protected by the attorney work-product doctrine.

. Whether an in camera review of the withheld materials was necessary.

HOLDINGS

1.

Training materials created after the alleged constitutional violations were not relevant to the defendants'
potential qualified-immunity defense because qualified immunity evaluates whether the law was clearly

established at the time of the alleged misconduct.

. The November 2016 training could potentially be relevant to qualified immunity, but the plaintiff did not

establish that the requested materials were discoverable on that basis.

. The defendants did not waive their privilege or work-product objections through prior disclosure by the

County, implied waiver, an allegedly deficient privilege log, or untimely objections.

. The remaining November 2016 PowerPoint presentation was protected by attorney-client privilege.

. The withheld training materials, including their native form, were protected by the attorney work-

product doctrine.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The relevant inquiry is whether, at the time of the officers’ action, the state of the law gave the officers fair

warning that their conduct was unconstitutional.” (at 7)

“The Ninth Circuit has established that the attorney-client privilege cannot be used both as a “sword and a
shield.”” (at 10)

“The attorney-client privilege protects confidential communications between attorneys and clients, which are

made for the purpose of giving legal advice.” (at 15)

“The work product doctrine is not a privilege but a qualified immunity that “protects from discovery in
litigation ‘mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, or legal theories of a party's attorney’ that were

‘prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial.””” (at 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiffs alleged that County social workers conducted covert video surveillance of them and their minor child
during medical treatment, presented deceptive evidence or false reports in juvenile court proceedings, and
caused nonconsensual medical procedures or examinations. Meyer sought training materials received by the
individual defendants in connection with those claims, arguing that the materials were relevant to qualified
immunity and that privilege and work-product objections had been waived. Most disputed trainings occurred
after the alleged conduct, while one presentation, titled "HS SS SWS SW As Witness — November 2016,"

predated the alleged violations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a second amended complaint alleging that County social workers violated their civil rights
through surveillance, deception or false reporting, and nonconsensual medical procedures or examinations
involving their minor child. The district court dismissed the Monell claims against the County and dismissed
other claims in part, leaving Valenzuela, Craft, Paugh, and Snyder as defendants. After multiple discovery-
extension requests, Meyer moved to compel production of PowerPoint training presentations. Defendants
withdrew objections and agreed to produce four presentations, but continued to withhold eight others based
primarily on relevance, attorney-client privilege, and work-product protection. The court denied the motion,
including as to the one pre-2019 presentation that might have been relevant to qualified immunity.
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