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SHAW & LINES, LLC
4523 E. Broadway Road
Phoenix, AZ 85040
Phone (480) 456-1500
www.shawlines.com
Augustus H. Shaw IV, SBN 021593
ashaw(@shawlines.com
Dominick D. Detente, SBN 040350
dominick@shawlines.com
Attorneys for Defendants

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

SANDRA RODRIGUEZ,
Plaintiff,
VS.

GARDENS/GILBERT COMMUNITY
ASSOCIATION, an Arizona non-profit
corporation, et al.; FOCUS HOA
MANAGEMENT, LLC, and Arizona
Limited Liability Company; HARMAN
CADIS; ANNA SCHULTZ; AND
BROOKE SORTOR,

Defendants.

Defendants Gardens/Gilbert Community Association, Anna Schultz, Focus HOA
Management, LLC, Harman Cadis, and Brooke Sortor (hereafter collectively referred to

herein as “Defendants”) hereby responds to Plaintiff’s Amended Motion for Protective

Order.

As seen in Exhibit A attached hereto, Plaintiff continues to refuse to meet and
confer with Defendants prior to filing discovery/disclosure dispute motions such as her

Amended Motion for Protective Order (hereafter, the “Motion”) as is required by Rule
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26(i) and Rule 7.1(h) Ariz. R. Civ. P. and as strongly suggested by the Court in its Ruling
Addressing Several Motions and Filings dated November 11, 2025. When Defendants’
Counsel attempted to reach out and schedule a telephone conference to discuss the Motion,
Plaintiff refused and told the Defendants’ counsel to stop attempting to call Plaintiff. (See
Exhibit A attached hereto)

Since the Plaintiff refuses to meet and confer with Defendants’ Counsel concerning

the Motion, the Defendants are forced to respond to the Plaintiff’s Motion.

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

I. PLAINTIFE’S MOTION SHOULD BE DENIED.

Plaintiff’s Motion requests several forms of relief centered around her first Motion
for Protective Order and centered around the Defendants’ appropriate discovery and

disclosure requests, which the Plaintiff attached to her Motion.

The Court in its Ruling Addressing Several Motions and Filings dated November
11, 2025, made it very clear that the Plaintiff was to engage in discovery and disclosure
and was to meet and confer with Defendants’ counsel regarding any discovery or
disclosure disputes. Plaintiff, instead of complying with Rule 26(i) and Rule 7.1(h) Ariz.
R. Civ. P., insists on bringing her inappropriate discovery and disclosure disputes directly

to the Court, which is wholly inappropriate.

Plaintiff does not provide any applicable legal precedence regarding her Motion or
the discovery and disclosure issues discussed in her Motion. Plaintiff attempts to justify
her case by insulting and besmirching the Defendants’ attorney, which is a common tactic

employed by the Plain tiff.

It is clear that the Plaintiff’s Motion should be denied and the Defendants request
that the Court deny the Plaintiff’s Motion.
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II. CONCLUSION

The Court, in its Ruling Addressing Several Motions and Filings dated November
10, 2025, placed the Plaintiff on notice of her requirement to abide by the Arizona Rules
of Civil Procedure. The Court warned the Plaintiff that a “self-represented party is held to
the same standards as an attorney and are to be afforded no additional latitude in abiding

the rules.”

Here, the Plaintiff has clearly shown a patent disregard for the Arizona Rules of
Civil Procedure, which leaves the Defendants with no way to effectively defend

themselves or efficiently litigate this case.

Based on the Plaintiff’s demonstrated behavior in this case, Plaintiff should be
prohibited from filing another Motion unless so authorized by the Court and if such an
Order is violated, the Court should dismiss her case in its entirety. Otherwise, the Plaintiff

will continue to file inappropriate motions that frustrate justice.

As such, the Defendants request that the Court deny the Plaintiff’s Motion in its
entirety, order the Plaintiff to reimburse the Defendants their reasonable attorney’s fees
and costs incurred by the Defendants to respond to the Motion and order the Plaintiff to
cease filing inappropriate Motions that only serve to frustrate justice and elongate the

litigation.

DATED this _9" day of December 2025.
SHAW & LINES, LLC

/s/ Augustus H. Shaw IV, Esq., CCAL
Augustus H. Shaw IV, Esq.

4523 E. Broadway Rd.

Phoenix, Arizona 85040

Attorneys for Defendant
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ORIGINAL submitted for filing this
9% day of December 2025 to:

Clerk of the Court
Maricopa County Superior Court
(Via E-Filing online — Turbo Court)

COPY of the foregoing e-mailed and mailed this
9% day of December 2025 to:

Sandra Rodriguez
4735 E. Besty Lane
Gilbert, Arizona 85296
Plaintiff

By: /s/ Diane Fincher .
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Exhibit “A”




From: Sandra Rodriguez

To: Augustus Shaw
Subject: Follow Quick Call after Pending Motion for Protective Order
Date: Tuesday, December 9, 2025 10:10:47 AM

Dear Mr. Shaw,

I received a missed call from your number today; the call rang only briefly and disconnected
before I had an opportunity to answer. As stated in my pending Motions for Protective Order
and related filings, all communications must be in writing to maintain an accurate record and
ensure compliance with Rule 26(c). Please direct any necessary communication to me by
email.

Thank you,

Sandra Rodriguez


mailto:sandra.rodriguez0339@gmail.com
mailto:ashaw@shawlines.com



