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SUMMARY

The court denied plaintiff Jay Bradshaw’s second motion to compel discovery in his civil rights action
arising from a July 12, 2021 use-of-force incident at Upstate Correctional Facility. The motion was
untimely under the applicable discovery deadlines and local rules, and the court alternatively found
that defendants had adequately responded and that the requested materials were irrelevant, overbroad,
disproportionate, or presented security concerns.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to compel defendants to produce documents
responsive to his eighth request for production in an ongoing prisoner
civil-rights action. The magistrate judge denied the motion as untimely
and, alternatively, on the merits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Discovery rulings and motions to compel are reviewed under the
district court's broad discretion and sound discretion in managing the
discovery process.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff's second motion to compel was timely under the court's scheduling order and Local
Rules 16.2 and 37.1(h).

2. Whether defendants adequately responded to plaintiff's requests for security videos, planning grids, and
unit activity logs under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26.

3. Whether the requested discovery was relevant and proportional to the needs of the case.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to compel was untimely because it was filed more than fourteen days after the March 11,
2025 discovery deadline, and plaintiff offered no justification for the late filing.

2. Even if timely, the motion to compel would be denied because defendants adequately responded and the
requested discovery was either subject to legitimate security concerns, already produced, or irrelevant,
overbroad, burdensome, and disproportionate to the needs of the case.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“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.” (Legal standards)

“A plaintiff's pro se status does not excuse failure to abide by the District Court’s procedural rules.”
(Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The underlying action arises from a July 12, 2021 use-of-force incident at Upstate Correctional Facility. Plaintiff
sought security videos, planning grids for April through July 2021, and unit activity logs for the same period.
Defendants asserted security risks, lack of relevance, overbreadth, burden, and disproportionality, and stated that
plaintiff had already reviewed the relevant videos and received the relevant July 12, 2021 records.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action concerns an alleged use-of-force incident at Upstate Correctional Facility on July 12, 2021. After a
discovery conference, the court extended the discovery deadline to March 11, 2025. Plaintiff filed his second



motion to compel on April 14, 2025, seeking security videos, planning grids, and unit activity logs. Defendants
opposed the motion, and the court denied it.
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