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(Re.served for usc by the Court) 

ORDER 

This matter is before the court on Plaintiffs' and Defendant's motions to compel. On January 
28, 2004, Plaintiffs filed a motion to compel complete answers to discovery reSponses in regards to 
Defendant's employee turnover rates. Plaintiffs have failed to show that the sought information is 
relevant in this suit. In addition, Plaintiffs did not file this motion to compel until a month after the close 
of discovery. Plaintiffs' excuses for the untimely filing arc entirely without merit. Plaintiffs failure to 
seek the information sooner is solely due to their Own lack of diligence. We also note Plaintiffs even had 
more time to complete discovery than originally anticipated because the prior judge in this case even 
granted the parties' an extension of the discovery cutoff date. Therefore we deny Plaintiffs' motion to 
compel complete answers to discovery responses with regard to Defendant's employee turnover rates 

On December 31, 2003, Defendants filed a motion to compel disclosure of the EEOC 
questionnaire, claimant responses, and related interview notes. We grant the motion to compel disclosure 
of the EEOC questionnaire since it is not work product in regards to this action. We grant in part the 
motion to compel disclosure of claim ant responses and related interview notes. Plaintiffis authorized to 
redact all information in the documents other than the claimant's employment history, job qualifications, 
and application to or employment with Defendant. 

On December 16, 2003, Plaintiffs filed a motion to compel Defendants to respond to 
interrogatories and discovery requests. In regards to the information relating to the charges of 
discrimination against Defendant and the personnel records, we agree with Defendant that Plaintiffs' 
request is overly broad and is seeking confidential information without an adequate basis to do so. 
Therefore, we deny the motion to compel in regards to those requests. As to the requests for reports, notes 
and minutes of management meetings, and advisory board meetings, we grant the motion to compel. 
However, since the documents involve confidential and sensitive matters, the documents are to be held 
by Plaintiffs' counsel and may m be viewed by Plaintiffs' counsel and Plaintiffs' experts. 

On December 12, 2003, Defendant filed a motion to exclude certain female claimants. Plaintiffs 
disclosed the names of female class members during discovery in a piecemeal fashion and Defendants 
accordingly sought discovery relating to those class members. However, shortly before the close of 
discovery on November 14, 2003, Plaintiffs inexplicably disclosed approximately 405 additional members 
of the class offemales. Plaintiffs' excuses for such an untimely disclosure arc whol1y inadequate and the 
untimeliness is again due solely to Plaintiffs' own lack of diligence. We agree that Plaintiffs' 
gamesmanship has deprived Defendant of the opportw1ity to engage in meaningful discovery relating to 
the additional female class members. Therefore, defendant's motion to exclude certain female claimants 
is granted. 


