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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Lindell's motion to strike (ECF No. 54) is
DENIED.

ITIS FURTHER ORDERED that Lindell's motion to impose sanctions (ECF
No. 61) is DENIED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Lindell’'s motion to compel defendants to
provide video/audio recordings (ECF No. 61) is GRANTED IN PART as described

herein.

Dated at Milwaukee, Wisconsin this 22nd day of May, 2020.
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U.S. Magistrate Judge

Case 2:19-cv-00255-LA-WED Filed 05/22/20 Page 3 of 3 Document 65

Y of



(.5

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN

NATE A. LINDELL,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 19-CV-255
WILLIAM J. POLLARD, STEVE SCHUELER,
JOHN KIND, JAY VAN LANEN,
DREW WEYCKER, KYLE PEOTTER,
JOSHUA GOMM, JESSE AULT,
MICHAEL NEVEU, and ALEX BONIS,

Defendants.

ORDER

On May 21, 2020, the court held a telephonic hearing on Lindell's discovery-

related motions and his motion to strike.
1. Motion to Compel (ECF No. 48) _

The court ordered the defendants to respond to Lindell's Request for Admission
34, set forth in his Exhibit 21 at 11 (ECF No. 49-1 at 25), related to prisoners’
complaints about staff housing them in feces-contaminated or filthy cells, which
defendants Pollard, Schueler, and Kind were made of aware of. This request is
relevant to Lindell's claims against Pollard, Schueler, and Kind.

The court also ordered the defendants to produce documents in response to

Lindell's First Request for Production of Documents, Number 3f, set forth in his

Exhibit 23 at 7 (ECF No. 49-1 at 50), which relates to prisoners’ inmate complaints
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alleging the cells they were moved into in the RHU were filthy. The defendants shall
provide inmate complaints, with inmate names and inmate numbers redacted, as well
as the decisions on the inmate complaints.

The court ordered the defendants to answer Lindell's interrogatories that were
directed at all defendants, to which not all defendants answered. (See ECF No. 48 at
6-7.)

In sum, the court grants Lindell’s motion to compel as described above. The
court denies the remainder of Lindell’s motion to compel.

2. Motion to Strike (ECF No. 54)

The defendants’ response to Lindell's motion to strike explains why the
documents in question were delayed, and no basis exists for striking the documents.
The court denies Lindell’s motion to strike.

3. Motion to Impose Sanctions and Motion to Compel (ECF No. 61)

The court orders the defendants to provide any video or audio footage that
exists involving Lindell from November 30, 2018. The defendants shall include an
explanation of efforts made to obtain any video or audio footage that is not available,
to include a declaration from the institution’s inmate litigation coordinator. The court
erants Lindell’s motion to compel, as described.

The court denies Lindell's motion to impose sanctions.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Lindell's motion to compel (ECF No,

48) is GRANTED IN PART AND DENIED IN PART as described herein.
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