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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COI?@\
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS .
DALLAS DIVISION Ve ‘/?
DEMITRI BROWN and DONNA ®@
EVANS-BROWN, \/§)
Plaintiffs,

V.

CHRISTOPHER B. BRIDGES,
ROBERTA SHIELDS, DISTURBING
THA PEACE ENTERTAINMENT
COMPANY, INC,,

Defelfcijgts.

DEFENDANT‘&%STION AND SUPPORTING BRIEF FOR
EN KSQF PROTECTIVE ORDER
VN
AN
Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(C)(jDefendant Christopher B. Bridges (“Bridges”)

Un Un UnN UnN YN UN YN UN N U Un

files this Motion and Supporting Brief fo@&g’y of Protective Order (“Motion for
Protective Order”), showing the Court as followsﬁ&
1. R
Plaintiffs have served written discovery in this cag @%seek documents and

other information from Bridges of a confidential, proprietary, private, and/or sensitive

nature (“Confidential Materials”). For example, Plaintiffs seek Confidential Materials in

@ the form of confidential contracts involving Bridges’ music recording services,

&?@gid?ntial contracts involving Bridges’ DISTURBING THA PEACE® mark,
conﬁd@tial licenses of the DISTURBING THA PEACE® mark, and the like. These
agreement@\%l)tain private business terms, rights, and obligations, of Bridges, his
companies, as (vyg/l’%s various third parties. Plaintiffs also seek certain extremely
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sensitive Confidential Materials, such as confidential revenue\%ﬂmation for any
products and services offered for sale under the DISTURBING THA‘%‘%CE@ mark,
confidential profit information for such products and services, as WGI@@K lated
confidential financial and accounting information concerning expenditures incuri@? )&

promoting the DISTURBING THA PEACE® mark and protecting Bridges’ trademarl&o

o

rights in that mark. Bridges desires to limit the disclosure, and to maintain the O

P

confidentiality, of his Confidential Materials.
é \/5 2.
Bridges had objectc@@he production of his Confidential Materials without the
entry of a suitable protective or@r{b(See, e.g., App. [DE 114], p. 29 (responses to RFP
Nos. 12 & 13)). In addressing these o’l{e;ﬁions, the Magistrate Judge directed Bridges to

Q

file a motion for protective order to go%he production of such Confidential

Materials. (See Order [DE 106], p. 8). "%
5 O

Further, as discussed at page 12 of Bridges’ reg@ Objection to Findings,
Conclusions, and Recommendation of the United States Magistrate Judge [DE 130],

Bridges explained that he intended to produce his Confidential Materials to Plaintiffs at

(> his counsel’s office, in part, to identify which documents Plaintiffs intend to copy. (See,

%App. [DE 114], pp. 19-20 (Bridges’ counsel invited Plaintiff to inspect confidential

conf‘é&bto determine if it would need to be produced on a confidential basis)). Bridges
does not@@ to produce copies of any Confidential Materials directly to the pro se

Plaintiffs becau%en their history of abusive litigation and related improprieties in

O
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the record, Bridges has no assurance that his Confidential Materialswill, in fact, be kept

confidential by Plaintiffs or will be used by them solely for the limitedx)gbrpose of this

suit. ®
%

: 9 2,

The Confidential Materials requested by Plaintiffs, particularly those concerning
confidential contracts and contractual terms, revenue, profit, and other financial
information, are of an Attorneys” Eyes Only nature. Typically, such documents would
be produced solely t((%’)ﬁintiffs’ counsel, but Plaintiffs are proceeding pro se in this suit.
Therefore, to ensure prop§@§eguards for such documents, pursuant to this Motion for
Protective Order, and unless I?a&t\gs are represented by outside counsel of record in
this suit, Bridges seeks to have his‘é’ nsel retain control of such highly sensitive

Confidential Materials, while providing Pl@i@(féwith full and continuing access to the

information contained in such materials. "%
5. O
[}

Specifically, Bridges” proposed protective order, (AQ}@EX. 1), specifies that for
any of Bridges’ responsive documents that constitute Confidential Materials, such

documents shall be maintained by Bridges” counsel, who will provide Plaintiffs with

(> continuing access to view and inspect such documents at Bridges’ local counsel’s office

&%)allas, Texas, or by way of a secure online viewing platform.! As a result, both

Plai}éi\jﬁ will have the ability to view and inspect such documents. Further, the

Q

I In fact, i&/ w of the Magistrate Judge’s recommendation [DE 125], Bridges has
proposed to a modate Plaintiffs by making all of Bridges” responsive documents
available via an viewing platform. (See, e.g., App., Exs. 2 & 3).
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proposed protective order provides that Plaintiffs may make a fQ@r‘/L/;l written request
to, and Bridges shall within seven (7) days, file such documents With‘é’l@Court under

seal. This proposed method of production is permissible under Fed. iv. P.

26(c)(1)(A-C) and balances Bridges’ significant confidentiality concerns in this caséﬁ%

the need to provide Plaintiffs with reasonable access to Bridges” responsive documentéO

under Fed. R. Civ. P. 34. See Seattle Times Co. v. Rhinehart, 467 U.S. 20, 32, 34-36 (1984)
(observing that trial court has broad discretion to fashion protective orders under Rule
26(c) and that such @%s may be necessary to prevent disclosure of information that
“if publicly released cou@@damaging to reputation and privacy”); United Surgical
Partners Int’l, Inc. v. Stitt, No.?@/g-oél%-D, 2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 76895, **5-6 (N.D.

L4

Tex. June 5, 2014) (granting protectivé% er to protect confidential documents based on

good cause shown). ® @(?

Absent entry of the proposed protectiveQrder, disclosure of Bridges’

®
Confidential Materials is quite probable and will almost Ceg%l harm Bridges and his
business interests, causing him “annoyance, embarrassment, oppression, [and] undue

burden [and] expense.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(c). Therefore, and unless a telephonic

(> hearing would be helpful to expedite the Court’s review of the Motion, limit additional

$hd unnecessary filings, and otherwise facilitate communications between the parties,
Brid{e@espectfully requests that his proposed protective order be entered by the Court

and that %rt order such further and additional relief that it deems appropriate.
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Respectfully submitted, @

o

S
63%
%

o

P

Amy E. Davis

State Bar No. 24007083
CHRISTIANSEN DAVIS, LLC
4100 Spring Valley Road, Suite 450
Dallas, Texas 75244

972-386-0818 Telephone
972-332-2306 Facsimile

Admitted Pro Hac Vice:

s/ Anuj Desai

Scott E. Taylor
scott.taylor@agg.com
Georgia Bar No. 785596
Anuj Desai

anuj.desai @agg.com
Georgia Bar No. 193889

Q ALL GOLDEN GREGORY LLP

1 @1 St NW, Suite 2100
Atlan q{f}eorgia 30363

404-873 8 Telephone

404—873—8§§%Simﬂe

Attorneys for Defeandant Christopher B. Bridges
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CERTFICATE OF CONFERENCE X

Defendant’s counsel contacted Plaintiffs by e-mail and Writteﬁégﬁespondence
prior to filing this Motion. (See App., Exs. 2 & 3). In addition, Defenda@@ounsel

telephoned and spoke with Plaintiff Donna Evans-Brown (“D.E. Brown”) concefﬁ}ﬁ

the requested relief. D.E. Brown advised that she would communicate with Plainti@

Timothy Demitri Brown (“T.D. Brown”) and follow up with Defendant’s counsel.
Given the well documented delays involved in sending and receiving correspondence
to and from T.D. Brcﬁéyﬁs penitentiary, Defendant does not believe that he will receive
T.D. Brown’s feedback f0§ omne time. Hence, while Defendant has proceeded to file
the instant Motion, if the parties@re able to further confer and come to an agreement
before the Motion is ruled upon‘,g:%zfendant’s counsel shall notify the Court
immediately. In addition, Defendant m@@s for the Court’s consideration that a
telephonic conference with the Magistrate ]udge‘lﬁ)ﬁbe helpful to expedite the Court’s

review of the Motion, limit additional and urmecessa§>ﬁlings, and otherwise facilitate
[ ]

o

communications between the parties. O

?

s/ Anuj Desai
Anuj Desai
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE @

On this 24th day of July, 2014, I electronically submitted the foréé\o')'jg document
with the clerk of court for the U.S. District Court, Northern District of Texe@@ g the
electronic case filing system of the court. I hereby certify that I have served all ﬁﬁ \/ﬁ
parties of record electronically or by another manner authorized by Federal rule of CiviQ.

Procedure 5 (b)(2), as set forth below:

Donna Evans-Brown

via ECF é

Timothy Demitri-Bgewn
10979-035, P.O. BOX%@;OQ
Florence, Colorado 81 @8500

Y
@ .s/ Anuj Desai

\2 nuj Desai
fﬁ%
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