
?CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT FILED B. SILVERNAIL, DEP I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 Sandra Rodriguez 4375 E. Betsy Lane Gilbert, Arizona 85296 Phone Number: 602-688-9720 Email Address: sandra.rodriguez0339@grnaiI.com Representing: Self Represented, without a Lawyer IN THE SUPERIOR COURT IN THE STATE OF ARIZONA IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA SANDRA RODRIGUEZ, Plaintiff, vs. GARDENS GILBERT COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION an Arizona non profit corporation; FOCUS HOA MANAGEMENT, LLC, and Arizona limited liability company; HARNåIN CADIS, BROOKE SORTOR, ANNA SCHULTZ Defendants, MARICOPA COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT Case No.: CV2024-005940 Judge David McDowell, PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER, TO STAY DEPOSITION, AND ISSUE SANCTIONS TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE MCDOWELL: Rodriguez ("Plaintiff'), appearing pro per, respectfully moves this Court pursuant to Ariz R. Civ. P. 26(c), 30(b)(4), 37, and 56(d) for a protective order against Defendants and their counsel, Augustus H. Shaw IV and Shaw & Lines, LLC. Plaintiff requests that this Court stay Plaintiffs deposition until Defendants comply with their discovery obligations and the Court's February 23, 2026 Order, require

that any deposition be conducted remotely, and impose appropriate relief under Rule 37 for Defendants' ongoing discovery violations. Defendants seek to compel Plaintiffs deposition and threaten to file a partial summary judgment motion while



?2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 continuing to withhold discovery, misstate procedural rules, and disregard a Court order. This conduct is prejudicial and abusive, warranting protection. The issues raised in the proposed summary judgment motion were previously decided by the Arizona Court of Appeals (See Exh. 2). 1. FACTUAL BACKGROUND On December 1, 2025, Plaintiff served Requests for Production, Interrogatories, and Requests for Admission on Defendants. Defendants failed to provide responsive materials. During a January 5, 2()26 meet-and-confer, Defendants' counsel claimed that noncompliance was due to confusion regarding "Tier" designations. Despite clarification, Defendants did not produce discovery. Discovery was temporarily stayed but lifted by Court Order on February 23, 2026. Since that time, Defendants have continued to withhold responsive discovery. Plaintiff sent multiple follow-up communications, including most recently on March 2, 2026, clarifying that all discovery requests remain relevant to the Amended Complaint. Defendants' counsel' has Defendants repeatedly claimed confusion about the applicability of discovery despite prior clarifications. Plaintiff also participated in a telephone meet-and-confer with Defendants' counsel, Augustus H. Shaw IV, during which counsel

asserted that discovery obligations applied only to the original complaint and were altered or reset following the stay and the filing of the amended complaint.. Plaintiff clarified that discovery obligations are ongoing and apply to the Amended Complaint. Counsel refused to acknowledge these obligations, continued to withhold evidence, and asked leading questions aimed at mischaracterizing Plaintiffs statements and eliciting self-incriminating responses. During this call, counsel further stated that Plaintiffs statements would be treated as testimony and would be used against her, creating a coercive and adversarial environment inconsistent with good faith consultation. Plaintiff proposed filing a Rule 26(d)(2) joint statement and offered to include Defendants' position to facilitate resolution. Counsel refused and instead attempted to portray Plaintiff as noncompliant by posing leading questions designed to elicit self-incriminating responses and suggest she was electing to submit her own statement in lieu of complying with the joint statement requirements. At the same time, Defendants noticed Plaintiffs deposition and 2



?1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 have indicated an intent to pursue summary judgment, despite withholding discovery and without providing any draft motion or supporting evidence during meet-and-confer discussions. rr. LEGAL STANDARD Under Ariz R. Civ. P. 26(c), the Court may issue protective orders to protect a party from annoyance, oppression, undue burden, or abuse of discovery. Arizona courts broad discretion to control discovery and prevent misuse of the process. Brown v. Superior Court, 137 Ariz. 327 (1983). Arizona Rule of Civil Procedure 26. I imposes a continuing duty of disclosure that persists throughout the litigation and requires timely supplementation as new information becomes available. Arizona courts strictly enforce these obligations. Bryan v. Riddel, 178 Ariz. 472 (1994). Defendants' position that discovery obligations were "reset" by the filing of an amended complaint is contrary to the plain language of Rule 26.1 and Arizona law. Under Rule 37, a party's failure to comply with disclosure obligations or court orders may result in sanctions. See Zimmerman v. Shakman, 204 Ariz. (App. 2003); Allstate Ins. Co. v. O'Toole, 182 Ariz 284 (1995). No rule permits imilateral suspension or modification of discovery obligations; any alteration of deadlines requires court approval under Rule 6(b).

Defendants cannot avoid their disclosure duties by claiming confusion or attempting to redefine the scope of discovery. Under Rule 30(b)(4), the Court may order remote depositions to protect a party from undue burden, expense, or safety concerns, consistent with Rule 26(c). Under Rule 56(d), a party is entitled to discovery necessary to oppose dispositive motions, and summary judgnent requires a suffciently developed factual record. Orme School v. Reeves, 166 Ariz (1990). Summary judgment is improper where facts remain undeveloped or discovery is incomplete. See Wells Fargo Credit Corp. v. Smith, 166 Ariz. (App. 1990). A pa.rty cannot obtain summary judgment while withholding evidence or failing to comply with disclosure obligations. See Zimmerman v. Shakman, 204 Ariz. (App. 2003). Finally, the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article 2, 4 of the Arizona Constitution guarantee due process, including a meaningfrl opportunity to be heard. Curtis v. Richardson, 212 Ariz. 308 (App. 2006). 3



?1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 111. ARGUMENT A protective order is warranted because Defendants are engaging in ongoing discovery abuse, violating a Court order, and attempting to compel Plaintiffs deposition under unfair and prejudicial circumstances that deprive Plaintiff of a meaningful opportunity to prepare and be heard. Defendants have failed to produce discovery served on December I , 2025, despite the stay being lifted on February 23, 2026, and despite repeated follow-up communications. Their continued refrsal to provide responsive materials violates Rules 26. I , 34, and 37. Defendants are further withholding evidence while allowing Court-ordered timelines to run, effectively preventing Plaintiff from timely questioning witnesses and obtaining evidence, and developing the factual record required by this Court. This conduct undermines the Court's February 23, 2026 Order and prejudices Plaintiffs ability to prepare her case. Defendants' assertion that discovery obligations were altered or "reset" following the filing ofthe Amended Complaint and the stay is legally incorrect. Arizona Rule of Civil Procedure 26.1 imposes a continuing duty of disclosure that persists throughout the litigation and requires timely supplementation; it does not permit suspension or restart of obligations based on

amended pleadings. See Bryan v. Riddel, 178 Ariz. 472 (1994). No rule authoriæs a party to unilaterally modify or delay discovery obligations, and any extension or modification of deadlines requires court approval under Rule 6(b). Defendants' position misstates Arizona law and does not justify their continued withholding of responsive evidence. Defendants through legal counsel Shaw now seek to compel Plaintiffs deposition while continuing to withhold discovery and while remaining in violation of the Court's February 23, 2026 Order. A party cannot seek enforcement of court orders while disregarding its own obligations, nor engage in procedural gamesmanship by selectively complying with rules to gain a tactical advantage. Such selective compliance undermines the integrity of the discovery process. Plaintiff has not refused to attend a deposition and remains willing to proceed once Defendants cure their discovery violations, as Plaintiff is entitled to full disclosure before being examined on matters within Defendants' exclusive control. Rodriguez objects only to proceeding before receiving required disclosures and to an in-person format due to safety concems, prior agreement to conduct the deposition remotely, and ongoing harassment reflected in the record. 4



?2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 Under Ariz. R. Civ. P. 26.1 and 37, a party is entitled to full and timely disclosure, and courts may limit or sequence discovery to prevent prejudice. See Ariz. R. Civ. P. 26(c). Compelling a deposition while Defendants withhold discovery would deprive Plaintiff of a fair opportunity to prepare and respond, as Plaintiff cannot be fairly examined on facts and evidence exclusively within Defendants' possession that have not been disclosed, in violation of Rule 56(d) and due process protections under the Fourteenth Amendment and Article 2, 4 of the Arizona Constitution. Plaintiff remains willing to proceed with deposition under reasonable conditions, including a remote format pursuant to Rule 30(b)(4). A protective order is appropriate to ensure the deposition proceeds in a safe, fair, and constitutionally sound manner. Compelling deposition under these circumstances is premature and prejudicial. Plaintiff cannot be fairly examined on information and evidence withheld by Defendants, particularly where such materials are necessary to test credibility, prepare objections, and develop testimony. Arizona courts recognize that a pattern of discovery abuse justifies limiting or delaying proceedings where necessary to ensure faimess and protect the integrity of the judicial process.

Defendants have not acted in good faith and have engaged in a pattern of obstruction and misrepresentation throughout the discovery process. Plaintiff attempted to resolve disputes through meet-and-confer efforts and proposed filing a Rule 26(d)(2) joint statement. Defendants' counsel refused to cooperate and instead attempted to characterize Counsel improperly attempted to portray Plaintiff as noncompliant through misleading characterizations. During the meet-and- confer, counsel asserted that discovery obligations applied only to the original complaint and were "reset" following the stay and the filing of the amended complaint, and posed leading questions designed to elicit statements suggesting Plaintiff was refusing to comply. These statements and tactics created a coercive and prejudicial environment designed to mischaracterize and incriminate Plaintiffs position and are inconsistent with the good-faith requirements of Rule 7.10). Defendants' indication that they intend to pursue summary judgment while continuing to withhold discovery further demonstrates the impropriety of their conduct. A party cannot seek dispositive relief while depriving the opposing party of access to relevant evidence, as doing so prevents the non-moving party from presenting facts essential to oppose the motion under Rule 5



?1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20, 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 56(d). Under Rule 56(d), Plaintiff is entitled to obtain discovery necessary to respond to any such motion. Finally, Defendants' conduct violates Plaintiffs due process rights. Forcing Plaintiff to proceed with deposition and litigation while denying access to evidence and disregarding a court order deprives Plaintiff of a meaningful opportunity to prepare and be heard. This constitutes a violation of due process under both the United States and Arizona Constitutions. lv. PRAYER FOR RELIEF WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court enter an Order as follows: I. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. Protective Order and Stay of Deposition Issue a protective order against all defendants, their legal counsel(s) pursuant to Ariz R. Civ. P. 26(c) staying Plaintiffs deposition until Defendants have fully complied with their disclosure and discovery obligations and the Court's February 23, 2026 Remote Deposition Requirement Order that any deposition of Plaintiff be conducted remotely pursuant to Rule 30(b)(4), in light of Plaintiffs safety concems and to prevent further prejudice; Compel Discovery Compliance Order Defendants to serve full, complete, and verified responses to all outstanding discovery requests, including production of all responsive documents, interrogatory answers, and

requests for admission, by a date certain; Preclusion of Undisclosed Evidence Preclude Defendants, pursuant to Rule 37(c), from using any documents, information, or witnesses not properly disclosed in compliance with Rule 26.1 ; Sanctions Under Rule 37 Impose appropriate sanctions under Rule 37(b) and (c) for Defendants' failure to comply with discovery obligations and the Court's Order, including but not limited to evidentiary sanctions, limitation ofdefenses, adverse inference, monetary sanctions, or such other relief as the Court deems appropriate; Relief Concerning Dispositive Motions Order that Defendants may not file or proceed with any motion for summary judgment until fill compliance with disclosure and discovery obligations has occurred, or 6



?1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 7. 8. alternatively, grant relief under Rule 56(d) to allow Plaintiff adequate time to obtain discovery necessary to respond; Expedited Hearing and Case Management Relief Set a hearing to address Defendants' ongoing noncompliance and modiß' scheduling deadlines as necessary to cure prejudice caused by Defendants' conduct; Clarification of Rule 26(d) Application Clari$' that Rule 26(d) does not bar relief where a party refilses to participate in good faith in the joint statement process or otherwise obstructs discovery; Respectfully submitted this 25rd day of March 2026. 10 11 12 Sandra Rodriguez 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. v. Exmmrrs Exhibit 1 - Plaintiffs Follow Up Discovery Email Requesting Outstanding Discovery Obligations (March 2, 2026) Exhibit 2 ? Defendants' Email Stating Intent to File Summary Judgment Without Providing Motion and While Withholding Discovery (March 23, 2026) Exhibit 3 ? Defendants' through Co-Counsel Dente, under the direction of legal counsel Augustus H. Shaw IV March IO, 2026 Correspondence Misstating Disclosure Obligations and Demanding Supplemental Legal Iheories While Withholding Discovery Exhibit 4 - Defendants, through counsel Augustus H. Shaw IV, March II, 2026 correspondence misstating discovery obligations, asserting delayed

disclosure deadlines, and refusing production while discovery remains outstanding Exhibit 5 - Plainffs Affdavit in support of Protective Order (March 25, 2026) 7



?1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 VI. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 1 served copies of this PL41NTIFF'S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER, TO STAY DEPOSITIONAND FOR SANCTIONS for on all of record via U.S. Mail. OPPOSING PARTY INFORMATION DEFENDANTS: o o o 0 Gardens Gilbert Community Association Focus HOA Management, LLC Harmin Cadis Brooke Sortor Anna Schultz ? Address: 4135 E. Power Road, Suite 133, Mesa, Arizona 85212 DEFENDANT'S LEGAL COUNSEL: ? Name: Augustus 1--1. Shaw IV Firm: Shaw & Lines, LLC ? Address: 1490 S. Price Road, Suite 318 Chandler, Arizona 85286 Respectftlly submitted this 25th day of March 2()26. Sandra Rodriguez 8



?EXHIBIT 1



?M] Gmail Sandra Discovery: Defendants Uniform and Non Uniform Interrogatories, Request Admissions, and Production of Records (Second Attempt) CV2024409540 I message Sandra Rodriguez To: Augusu?s Shaw Sandra Rodriguez Dear Mr. Shaw. Mon, Mar 2, 2026 at 8:00 AM Pleaæ be advised tlat the following dismvery are and saved pursuant to the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. Complete writen responæs are required within ülirty (30) days of service. These dismvery are fre&d to tte forrner and a:rrent Gardens Gflbert Cormnunity Asso&tion CGGCA") Board Members, Focus HOA Management, LLC, and individu± knowledge, including Anna %uttz, Harmin Cadis, and Brooke Sortor. Individuals wit) Knowledge A Former GGCA Board Members ? Anna S&luttz? Former GGCA Board President ? Sara Herrera ? Kristene Celaya ? Fiona (last name unknown; ofthe May 20, 2025 Board Meeting) ? Jennifer Watkins B. Current GGCA Board Members o Anna Foss Q Josh Did( o Corey Krebs Coyan (ament and Board Member) Discovery Materials Served I. Plaintiffs Requests frr Admission 2. Plair«s Fir* Second, and now Third of for ProduÄiort of Documents (Third Attempt) 3. Plainüfs and Non-Uniform Interrogatories note that rnany ofthese requests were previously served on Novernber 28, 2025, December I , 2025, and Decanber 22, 2025.

D&ndarns are requested to ensure ttat ail are complete, supplemented as necessary. verified where required, and served witlin thirty (30) daF and/or no later than by April I. 2026 as required under the Arizona Rules of Civi Proædure. This firw-day deadfine appfies to afl ouBtanding and newiy served discway. induding PhifMs Requests Production of Doajments, Defendants' Requests for Admission, and Uniform Please ensure finely compfiance avoid the need for court intervention.



?Sincerely, Sandra Rodriguez 7 anachments DEFEND-I.PDF 517K DEFEND-ZPDF Defendant Uniform & Non uniform (ALL GGCA BOARD) 03.02.26.pdf DEFEND-I.PDF DEFEND-I.PDF 1155K DEFENDANTS REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS 12.01.25.pdf Third Set for Producüon of Records 03.01.26.pdf



?EXHIBIT 2



?NJ Gmail Sandra Rodriguez Rodriguez v. Gardens Gilbert, et al - CV2024-005940 2 mzsages Diane Fincher To: Sandra Rodriguez Mon, Mar 23, 2026 at 12?35 PM Cc: AugusU.B Shaw cashaw&tzwünesmrrp, Good afternoon, The Defendants intend to file a Motiml to Dismiss. to rule 120) and Rule 7.11b), Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure, we are required to confer witb you in person or by telephone prior to filing the Motion to We are avanable at your convenience for a telqhone conversation or an in-person meeting this week? We look forward to hearing from ym?. Diane Fincher Paralegal SHAW & LINES, LLC We've Moved! 1490 S. Price Rd., Suite 318 Chandler, Arizona 85286 Phone 480-456-1500 Fax 480-456-1515 www.shawlines.com CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT: THIS E-MAIL MESSAGE AND ANY ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS CONTAIN INFORMATION WHICH IS ATTORNEY PRIVILEGED. CONFIDENTIAL AND NTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE ABOVE-NAMED RECIPIENT. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE JS Nor THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, PRINTING OR COPYING OF THIS MESSAGE IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE IN ERROR, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US BY

TELEPHONE OR RETURN THE E-MAIL MESSAGE TO US THANK YOU. This finn act as a debt collector. Any obtained wili used for Sandra Rodrigua To: Diane <Diane@shawIines.com> Cc?. Shaw Bcc: Sandra Rodroez Tue, Mar 24.2026 at 6:02 PM



?Dear Diane, I previously re»onded Olis matter direcdy to Mr. Shaw. This email is to that I have not received any dran or mpy of DefendanV antidpated partial summary judgment motion or supporting evidenæ. Defendants continLE to withhold responsive discovery, in violation of Rules 26 and 34. Arü. R Civ. P.. warranfing relief under Rule 37. the Courts February 23, 2026 Order. Sincerey, Sandra Rodriguez



?EXHIBIT 3



?SHAW & LINES LLC ATTORNEYS AT LAW Aflomeys Mayk E Lines ?t Ad-dress 45B E roadway 800 ?hona/Fat/Web f 480456-1515 March 10, 2026 SENT VIA US MAIL & E-MAIL: sandra.rodriguez0339@gmail.com Sandra Rodriquz 4735 E Besty Gilbert, AZ 85296 RE: SANDRA RODRIGUEZ V. GARDENS/GILBERT COWIMUNITY ASSOCIATION, FOCUS HOA MANAGEB(ENT, LLC, HARMAN CADIS, BROOKE SORTOR, aid ANNA SCHULTZ - CV2024-005940 DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF REGARDmG INITIAL DISCLOSURE AND USB EXHIBITS Ms. Rodriguez, We write in to yotr recem March 9, 2026 email Defal&nts' Initial Disclosure Staternent to the Amended Convlaint First, the reson no included with Defendants' disclosure is Olat fre disclosure was made in ßporse to Amalded Complaint, and Inve not idaltified any additimnl e'&its diat were not previously disclosed to you. Acco:dingly, diere no electronically stored informnion, or tan$ble items to &lose diis time beyond alrady produced or refaenced in prior discloanes. Second, with re»ect to your Hal Disclosure Statement, we note üiat it conüs a list of certain stamtes and msß frat you may intamd rely but does not include any ecplanation of dE theoriß connecting those authorities to fre ofthis Arizona Rule of Civil Pmcedure 26. (a)(2) requires that a disclosure statement

include 'the lewl dieory on which each ome disclosing party's claims or defenses is based, including?if necessary for a reasonable understanding of the claim or defense?citations to relevant legal authorities." The rule distinguishes between the legal freory itself and citations to auülority, maning that merely listing statutes or cases does not satisfr die requirement to disclose the legal theory underlying a claim or defense. In order for D&ndants to reæornbty undastand Cid evalu& your Ie positions, please provide an disclosure st&ment identifing the theoriß on which your clairns rely and explaining how die statutes aid you referenced apply to the facts of dlis



?March 10, 2026 Page 2 Third, oftoday, Tues&y, Mach IO, 2026, our offce has not yet received the USB drive containing the exhibits that you Equested lave to file æld that the Court or&red you to pmvide. As yml are awar, die Court's Febnnry 24, 2026 Order requires that a duplicate USB drive be Erved on Defendants' counsel no later thål Marcb 13, 2026. Please ensure that the USB drive is to our offce by the required deadline. As always, if you questions please feel fiee to rply to this email or contact our offce. nank you, and we hope you have a peat rest of your day. Sincerely, Dominick D. Detente, Esq. For the Firm



?EXHIBIT 4



?Gmail San&a Rodriguez RE: Meet and Confer ? Outstanding Discovery and Interrogatories (Rodriguez v. Gardens Gilbert - CV 2024005940) - Discovery Dispute Augustus Shaw To: Sandra Rodriguez wed, Mar 11, 2026 at 1:03 PM Cc: Brooke Sonor Anna Harman Cadis Ms. Rodriguez, This correspondence will serve to respond to your current discover/disclosure demands/issues. Discovery Request Concerning the Original Complaint Pursuant to the Court's Order (first attachment) Original Complaint was designated a Tier I discovery case. Accordingly, discovery at that time was govemed by Rule l), which limits discovery per side (plaintiffs collectively and defendants collectively) in a Tier I case to five (5) total hours of fact-witness depositions, five (5) Rule 33 interrogatories. five (5) Rule 34 requests for production, ten (IO) Rule 36 requests for admission, absent court order permitting additional discovery for good cause shown. Therefore, we responded to all Of your discovery/disclosure requests pursuant to the First Attached Minute Entry (see second attachment). Any remaining issues are discussed below. We are free to meet and confer regarding this issue aner 2:00pm today, as requested. Discovery Request Concerning the Amended Complaint Pursuant to Rule 33(b)(l), Rule 34(b)(3)(A) and Rule 36(a)(4), Ariz. R. Civ. P.: Subject to

compliance with Rule I ) by the party serving discovery, a defendant may serve its answers and any obpctions within 60 days after service?or execution of a waiver of service?of the summons and complaint on that defendant. Pursuant to the Court's Order (third attachment) "Plaintiff must file a complete copy of her Amended Complaint within ten days of the date ofthis Ruling. A complete copy includes all exhibits. See Rule Pursuant to the Court's Order (fourth attachment) "IT IS ORDERED Plaintiff shall file the USB deliver a copy to the Division, and serve Defendants' counsel with a copy no later than March 13, 2026."



?As we have previously conveyed to you, you have yet to serve upon the Defendants the USB drives containing the Exhibits for the Amended Complaint Therefore, pursuant to the Court's Order, the Amended Complaint has not been served upon the Defendants. Therefore, pursuant to Rule Rule 34(b)(3)(A) and Rule 36(a)(4), Ariz. R. Civ. P., a response to your recent discovery and disclosure requests concerning the Amended Complaint and any Tier 3 designation are not due until 60 days ancr you serve upon the Defendants the USB drives containing the Exhibits for the Amended Complaint, which would perfect service of the Amended Complaint as ordered by the Court. This is our final statement on your discovery disputes. We arc free to meet and confer regarding this issue any time after 2:00pm today, as requested. Augustus H. Shaw IVt* Shaw & Lines, LLC 1490 S. Price Rd., Suite 318 Chandler, Arizona 85286 Phone 480456-1500 e-mail ashaw@shawlines.com web site www.shawlines.com Licensed in Arizona and Nebraska *President- College of Community Association Lawyers *Faculty Associate Professor - Arizona State University O'Connor College of Law CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT: THIS E-MAIL MESSAGE AND ANY ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS CONTAIN INFORMATION WHICH IS ATTORNEY PRIVILEGED,

CONFIDENTIAL AND INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE ABOVE-NAMED RECIPIENT. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION. DISTRIBUTION, PRINTING OR COPYING OF THIS MESSAGE IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE IN ERROR, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US BY TELEPHONE OR RETURN THE E-MAIL MESSAGE TO US. THANK YOU. THIS FIRM MAY Acr AS A DEBT COLLECrOR. ANY INFORMATION OBTAINED WILL BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE. From: Sandra Rodriguez <sandra.rodriguez0339@gmaiI.com>



?Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 6:30 PM To: Augustus Shaw Cc: Dominick Détente <Dominick@shawIines.com> Subject: Meet and Confer ? Outstanding Discovery and Interrogatories (Rodriguez v. Gardens Gilbert - CV 2024005940) Dear Mr. Shaw, Thank you for reaching out I am willing to meet and confer. However, the Court's Order is dear, and my discovery requests are equally clear. The materials recently provided consist largely of Of documents already filed with the Court and do not constitute responsive producüon to my First Set of Requests for Production Of Documents, Requests for Admission, and Uniform and Non-Uniform Interrogatories (see attached). Under Ariz. R. Civ. P. 26.1 (a), parties have an afirrnative and continuing duty to disclose all documents, electronically stored information, and tangible items relevant to any claim or defense. Written discovery responses must be complete and served within the time prescribed by Rules 33(b)(2) and 34(b)(2)(A). Rule 26(d) further makes clear that discovery may proceed in any sequence and is not contingent upon opposing party production. To date, the substantive documents requested ? including maintenance records, enforcement files, communications, policies, board minutes, and other responsive materials ? remain unproduced. If Defendants are contending that such were not

created, that representation must be expressly stated in a verified response, as required under the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. Silence or duplicate production does not satisfy the obligation to respond fully. Additionally, I specifically served Uniform and Non-Unifom Interrogatories directed to each current and former GGCA Board member identified in my discovery. Those interrogatories have not been answered. Rule 33 requires that each interrogatory be answered separately and fully under oath by the responding party. No verified responses from the individual Board members have been provided. Similarly, the First Set of Requests for Production of Records and Requests for Admission remain incomplete and unaddressed as served. While affidavits may be used in motion practice under Rute 56, they do not substitute for required discovery responses, nor do they satisfy Defendants' obligation to produce underlying documents and serve verified interrogatory answers. For clarity, please confirm when all outstanding responsive documents, verified interrogatory responses from each identified current and former GGCA Board member, and complete responses to the Requests for Admission will be served. I am requesting a firm production date for full compliance with the outstanding discovery referenced in my prior correspondence. For your

convenience, I have attached copies of the previously served discovery requests. I am available to meet and confer by telephone tomorrow at I p.m., 2:00 p.m., or 3:00 p.m. Please advise which time works best. Sincerely, Sandra Rodriguez On Tue, Mar IO, 2026, 4:31 PM Augustus Shaw wrote: Ms. Rodriguez,



?First pursuant to Rule 26(d) Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure, all discovery disputes must be addressed in a meet and confer either by conference call or by Zoom followed by a joint statement. Please let me know when you would like to meet and confer regarding your discovery dispute. Next, attached please find the requested exhibits. Augustus H. Shaw IVt* Shaw & Lines, LLC 1490 S. Price Rd., Suite 318 Chandler, Arizona 85286 Phone 480-456-1500 e-mail ashaw@shawlines.com web site www.shawlines.com tLicensed in Arizona and Nebraska *President- College of Community Association Lawyers *Faculty Associate Professor - Arizona State University O'Connor College of Law CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT: THIS E-MAIL MESSAGE AND ANY ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS CONTAIN INFORMATION WHICH IS ATTORNEY PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND NTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE ABOVE-NAMED RECIPIENT. IF TTIE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMNATION, DISTRIBUI'ION, PRINTING OR COPYING OF THIS MESSAGE IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS MESSAGE IN ERROR, PLEASE IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US BY TELEPHONE OR REIURN THE E-MAIL MESSAGE TO US.

THANK YOU. THIS FIRM MAY ACT AS A DEBT COLLECTOR. ANY INFORMATION OBTAINED WILL BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE. From: Sandra Rodriguez <sandra.rodriguez0339@gmail.com> sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2026 2:02 PM To: Dominick Détente <Dominick@shawIines.com> Cc: Augustus Shaw <ashaw@shawlines.com> Subject: Re: Response to : Defendant's Initial Disclosure Statement to Amended Complaint (Rodriguez v. Gardens Gilbert - CV 2024005940) Dear Counsel Dominick and Shaw, along with Defendants:



?Judge McDowell has lifted the stay in this matter. A copy of the Couds Order lifting the stay is attached for your reference. a result, all disclosure and discovery obligations resumed in full. There is no operative order limiting, sequencing, or condifioning compliance. Further, tie Court's February 2 and 23, 2026 Order does not prohibit Defendants from providing any and all required disclosure and discovery materials. Nothing in that Order suspends or excuses compliance with the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. To date, the only document produced is the Gardens Gilbert Community Association insurance policy. No other responsive materials have been provided despite written discovery requests served beginning in November 2025. Under Ariz. R. Civ. P. 26.1(a), parties have an afirmatjve duty to disclose all documents. electronically stored information, tangible items, and other materials relevant to any claim or defense. This duty is continuing under Rule 26. I(b)(2) and is not contingent upon receipt of opposing party disclosures. There is no rule permitting a party to delay disclosure pending review of another party's evidence. Discovery may proceed in any sequence unless otherwise ordered. Ariz. R. Civ. P. 26(d). Additionally, Defendants are violating Ariz. R. Civ. P. 33(b)(2) and 34(b)(2)(A). Those rules require written responses and production to

be served within the time prescribed by the Rules. Responses must be complete, and any objections must be specifically stated. A failure to produce responsive documents, or to serve proper written responses within the required timeframe, consütutes non-compliance with these Rules. At this point, the record reflects that Defendants, along with counsel Mr. Shaw and Mr. Dominick, are withholding and refusing to provide discovery required under Arizona law and in violation Of Rules 26.1 , 33(b)(2), and 34(b)(2) (A). If complete discovery responses and all responsive documents are not received no later than 8:00 a.m. on Monday, March 16, 2026, Plaintiff will file a Motion to Compel pursuant to Ariz. R. Civ. P. 37(a) and will seek all available remedies, including evidentiary preclusion. fee shifting, and sanctions under Rule 37(c) for failure to disclose. This correspondence constitutes a formal good faith effort to resolve this matter without court intervention. Sincerely, Sandra Rodriguez On Tue, Mar IO, 2026, 1:46 PM Dominick Détente <Dominick@shawlines.com> wrote: Ms. Rodriguez, Please see attached dated IO, 2026 regarding response to your March 9.2026 email mnceming tle Initial Disclosure Statement and the USB exhibits.



?A copy of letter is sent to you, today, via U.S. Mail as well. tf you have any quesüors, please feel free reply to this email or contact our omce. Thank you. Dominick Detente, Esq. SHAW & LINES, LLC We've Moved! 1490 S. Price Rd., Suite 318 Chandler, Arizona 85286 480.456.1500 Confidenöality This email and any accompanying files transmitted are confidential and intended solely frr the receipt and use of the individual to whom it is addressed. This confidentiality includes the privilege of attorney/dient protections. This message and files transmitted herewith are not to be forwarded, copied, distributed or disseminated to any person to whom said privileges do not apply. If you have received this message without being addressed by this sender, please and delete the same, and notify this From: Sandra Rodriguez sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 9:45 AM To: Dominick Détente <Dominick@shawlines.com> Cc: Augustus Shaw <ashaw@shawlines.com> Response to : Defendant's Initial Disclosure to Amended Complaint (Rodriguez v. Gardens Gilbert - CV 2024005940) Dear Dominick, Plaintiff notes for the record that Defendants' Initial Disclosure fails to include any documents, electronically styed information, tangible things, or other evidentiary materials supporting their asserted defenses and counterclaims. Pursuant to Ariz. R. Civ. P. a party must

disclose all documents, data compilations, and tangible evidence in its possession, custody, or control that may be relevant to the claims or defenses asserted. To the extent Defendants intend to rely on any such rnaterials, they are required to disclose them. Additionally, under Rule 26. I disclosures must be complete and not evasive. No supporting exhibits were produced.



?Plaintiff reserves all rights under Rule 37(c) regarding predusion of any undisclosed evidence. Sincerely, Sandra Rodriguez On Sun, Mar 1 , 2026, 4:55 PM Dominick Détente wrote: Ms. Rodriguez, I hope you are having a nice weekend. Please see the attached Defendants Initial Disdosure Staternent to the Amended Complaint. Thank you, Dominick Detente, Esq. SHAW & uNES, uC We've Moved! 1490 S. Price Rd., Suite 318 Chandler, Arizona 85286 480.456.1500 Confidenfiality Sbtement: This email and any accompanying files transmitted are confidential and intended solely for the receipt and use of the individual to whom it is addressed. This confidentiality includes privilege of attomey/client protections. This message and files transmitted herewith are not to be forwarded, copied, distributed or disseminated to any person to whom said privileges do not apply. If you have received this message without being addressed by this sender, please disregard and delete the same, and notify this sender. 4 anachments Scheduling Order - Ruling Addressing Several Moüons and Fillings.pdf 393K Responses to Plaintiffs First Set of Discovery Requests.pdf 292K



?Ruling on Motion to Amend.pdf 303K ME Ruling on Filing Physical Evidence.pdf 138K



?EXHIBIT 5



?2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 Sandra Rodriguez 4375 Betsy Lane Gilbert, Arizona 85296 Phone Number: 602-688-9720 Email Address: sandra.rodriguez0339@gmaiI.com Representing: Self Represented, without a Lawyer IN THE SUPERIOR COURT IN THE STATE OF ARIZONA IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA SANDRA RODRIGUEZ, Plaintiff, vs. GARDENS GILBERT COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION an Arizona nonprofit corporation; FOCUS HOA MARICOPA COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT Case No.: CV2024-005940 Judge David McDowell, AFFIDAVIT SANDRA RODRIGUEZ IN SUPPORT FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER MANAGEMENT, LLC, and Arizona limited liability company; HARMIN CADIS, BROOKE SORTOR, ANNA SCHULTZ Defendants, TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE MCDOWELL: I, Sandra Rodriguez being first duly swom, declare as follows: 1. PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE I am the Plaintiff in this action. I make this declaration based on my personal knowledge and am competent to testify to the matters stated herein. If called as a witness, I could and would testifr truthfully to these facts.



?1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 11. BACKGROUND AND IMPACT OF DEFENDANTS' CONDUCT Defendants ' conduct has caused significant harm and disruption to me and my household, both within and outside of this litigation. As a result ofongoing monitoring, targeting, and safety concerns, my children and I were forced to relocate from our home, and those concerns continue to persist. I further allege that Defendants submitted false or misleading information to the Arizona Department of Economic Security, Office of Inspector General ("DES OIG") regarding my eligibility for public benefits. Following those reports, my household experienced termination of food assistance and medical coverage affecting both myself and my children. I am in the process of subpoenaing records related to these communications and determinations. I expect those records will further support the claims in my Amended Complaint and demonstrate a pattern of continued targeting, retaliation, and harassment by Defendants. Additionally, I contend that Defendants, through their counsel, have engaged in litigation abuse by using discovery for improper purposes. Specifically, Defendants have requested documents unrelated to the claims in this case, posed inquiries designed to elicit self-incriminating responses, and used

discovery as a tool for collection efforts rather than for the legitimate purpose of resolving the civil dispute. m. DISCOVERY SERVED AND CONTINUED NONCOMPLIANCE On December 1 , 2()25, I served Defendants with Requests for Production, Interrogatories, and Requests for Admission. Defendants failed to provide complete or responsive discovery. During a January 5, 2026 proceeding, Defendants' counsel stated that discovery had not been provided due to confision regarding "Tier" designation. Despite clarification, Defendants refuse to produce discovery. The Court lifted the discovery stay on February 23, 2026, at which point Defendants' disclosure and discovery obligations resumed. Following the lifting of the stay, I sent multiple follow-up communications, including on March 2, 2026, requesting compliance and clari&ing 2



?1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 that all discovery requests remain applicable to the Amended Complaint. In response, Defendants, through counsel Augustus H. Shaw IV and Dominick Dente, refused to provide the requested discovery. Instead, counsel asserted shifting and inconsistent positions, including falsely claiming that discovery was not yet due, offering varying explanations for their failure to produce records, and imposing new barriers by challenging the sufficiency of Rodriguez disclosures. Rather than curing their own discovery deficiencies, Defendants escalated their demands following my follow-up communications and reports of discovery violations. This included raising new objections, increasing demands directed at me, and insisting on an in-person deposition despite a prior agreement to proceed remotely. Defendants did not previously seek to enforce deposition under these conditions and only did so after I pressed for compliance with discovery obligations. Defendants have continued to withhold responsive documents, interrogatory answers, and admissions in violation of their ongoing disclosure obligations and the Court's February 23, 2026 Order. lv. MISSTATEMENTS AND SHIFTING POSITIONS BY DEFENSE COUNSEL Defendants' counsel has taken inconsistent and shifting

positions regarding discovery obligations. In written communications, counsel asserted that discovery responses were not yet due based on arguments related to service of the Amended Complaint. In other instances, counsel claimed confusion regarding procedural rules, including Tier designation. During a meet-and-confer call, counsel again stated he was "confused" regarding discovery obligations despite the Court's February 23, 2026 Order and my repeated clarifications. Counsel further asserted that discovery obligations were limited to the original complaint or had been "reset, " which is inconsistent with the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. I understood these shifting explanations to be inconsistent and used to justify continued noncompliance and withholding of evidence. 3



?1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 V. IMPROPER USE OF DISCOVERY Defendants served discovery requests seeking information related to allegations that I was operating an in-home daycare. These requests are not relevant to the claims or defenses in this case and were intended to improperly target, defame, retaliate, and discredit me. I further believe they are being used to monitor my activities and interfere with my ability to meet basic needs and pursue lawful means of earning a living. On January 27, 2026, during proceedings in West Mesa Justice Court (Case No. CC2026016797), Defendants' counsel testified under oath that discovery was being used, at least in part, for collection-related purposes. Based on that testimony and the nature of the requests served in this case, I understand that Defendants are using discovery for purposes unrelated to the claims and defenses at issue here. Specifically, the requests seek information that is not tied to any element of the claims in this action, but instead appears directed toward identifring information, personal activities, and other matters unrelated to liability or damages in this case. This indicates that discovery is being used as a tool to gather information for collateral purposes?such as collection efforts or personal scrutiny?rather than to resolve the

legal issues before this Court. In my understanding, this use of discovery is improper because it is not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence relevant to the claims or defenses in this case and exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. VI. GOOD FAITH EFFORTS TO RESOLVE I multiple good faith efforts to resolve discovery disputes without court intervention. I communicated with Defendants' counsel in writing, provided clarifications, and participated in a meet-and-confer discussion with legal counsel Augustus H. Shaw IV on Wednesday, March 25, 2026 at 10:30 am. I also offered to prepare and file a joint statement pursuant to Rule 26(d)(2) and to include Defendants' position. Defendants' counsel declined to participate in that process and instead attempted to characterize me as noncompliant. 4



?1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 WI. MEET-AND-CONFER CONDUCT During a meet-and-confer telephone call on Wednesday, March 25, 2026, Defendants' counsel stated that my statements would be treated as testimony and could be used against me. I experienced this as coercive and inconsistent with a good faith effort to resolve discovery issues. "Ihe tone and structure of the discussion were adversarial and appeared designed to elicit statements that could later be used against me rather than to resolve disputes. vm. PREJUDICE AND DEPOSITION ISSUES Defendants have noticed my deposition while continuing to withhold discovery and while not complying with the Court's February 23, 2026 Order. I have not refused to attend a deposition. I am willing to proceed once Defendants comply with their discovery obligations. I object to proceeding before receiving required disclosures and to an in-person deposition due to safety concems and a prior agreement to conduct the deposition remotely. I am unable to adequately prepare for deposition without access to Defendants through their legal counsel(s) withheld discovery. 'Ihe information necessary to prepare, evaluate claims, and respond to questioning remains within Defendants' exclusive control. I am willing to appear for a deposition under

reasonable conditions, including a remote format after Defendant's discovery violations are cured. rx. SUMMARY JUDGMENT CONCERNS Defendants have indicated an intent to pursue summary judgment or other dispositive relief. I have not received any draft motion or supporting evidence during meet-and-confer discussions. I believe it is improper for Defendants to seek dispositive relief while withholding discovery necessary for me to respond. Without to relevant evidence, I am deprived of the ability to present facts essential to oppose such motions. X. CONCLUSION Defendants' conduct, including withholding discovery, misstating procedural Riles, and attempting to compel deposition while the record remains incomplete, has prejudiced my ability to prepare and mirly litigate diis case. I respectfully request that the Court issue a protective order, 5



?1 2 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 require compliance with discovery obligations, and grant appropriate relief to prevent further prejudice. DECLARATION I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Arizona that the foregoing is true and correct. Respectfully submitted this 25th day of March 2026. Sandra Rodriguez


