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COURT OF Cltd ... :. 
IN THE COURT OF CLAIMS OF OHIO OF OHIO 

JAMES DANIEL HUGHES, et al. 

Plaintiffs, 

v 

THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

2013 DEC 23 PM 3: 4 7 

Case No.: 2012-09059 

Judge: Patrick M. McGrath 

DEFENDANT THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY'S 
MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS' 

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY REQUESTS 

Plaintiffs seek permission to file an additional 40 interrogatories. They do not, however, 

disclose the topics on which they believe they need more interrogatories or why they should be 

permitted to serve double the number of interrogatories permitted by Civil Rule 33. They also 

did not confer with defendant The Ohio State University ("Ohio State") before serving their 

Motion. Standing alone, these deficiencies require that plaintiffs' Motion be denied for failing to 

demonstrate good cause. See Civil Rules 33(A); 37(E). 

Plaintiffs' Motion should be denied for other reasons. Plaintiffs have already served 

three sets of interrogatories, three sets of requests for the production of documents and one set of 

requests for admissions. Without counting subparts, plaintiffs have already served 45 

interrogatories. If subparts are counted, as required by Rule 33, plaintiffs have served many 

more than that. While preserving its objections to plaintiffs' excess interrogatories, Ohio State 

has provided responsive information to all of the interrogatories in an effort to be cooperative 

and avoid unnecessary motion practice. Ohio State also answered based on plaintiffs' 

representation that if Ohio State answered, plaintiffs anticipated no additional interrogatories 

would be forthcoming. 
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In summary, Ohio State has responded to plaintiffs' discovery requests and cooperated in 

discovery, including providing information responsive to interrogatories well in excess of the 40 

plaintiffs were permitted. Plaintiffs have failed to explain why they need to serve 40 additional 

interrogatories, let alone demonstrated good cause exists for the Court to grant their Motion. See 

Civil Rule 33(A). For these reasons, plaintiffs' Motion should be denied. At a minimum, 

plaintiffs should be required to describe to Ohio State the topics on which they claim to need an 

additional 40 interrogatories so that Ohio State can evaluate their request and possibly avoid 

unnecessary motion practice and use of judicial resources. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MICHAEL De WINE 
Attorney General of Ohio 

·;?~ { £( 
PitTER E. DeMARCO (0002684) 
Assistant Attorney General 
Court of Claims Defense 
150 East Gay Street, 18th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
(614) 466-7447 Fax (614) 644-9185 
Peter .demarco@ohioattorneygeneral. gov 

Michael H. Carpenter (00 15733) 
Timothy R. Bricker (0061872) 
CARPENTER LIPPS & LELAND LLP 
280 Plaza, Suite 1300 
280 North High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
Phone: (614) 365-4100 
Facsimile: (614) 365-9145 

Attorneys for Defendant 
The Ohio State University 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that a copy of the foregoing Defendant The Ohio State University's 

Memorandum in Opposition To Plaintiffs Motion for Leave to File Additional Discovery 

Requests was served this 23 day of December, 2013 by regular U.S. Mail on: 

1228-002:374573 

Stephen S. Crandall, Esq. 
Marc G. Pera 

Crandall Law, LLC 
539 Washington Ave. 

Chagrin Falls, Ohio 44022 

Attorney for Plaintiffs 

One of the Attorneys for Defendant 
The Ohio State University 
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