
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA 

MONROE DIVISION 
 
 

CARL C. CHESHIRE    Civil Action No. 3:15-cv-00933 
 Plaintiff, 
 
Vs.      DISTRICT JUDGE ROBERT G. JAMES 
 
 
AIR METHODS CORP.   MAGISTRATE JUDGE KAREN L. HAYES 
 Defendant 
 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR LEAVE TO 
CONDUCT DISCOVERY FOR LIMITED PURPOSE 

 
 Now into Court, through undersigned counsel, comes Carl C. Cheshire, and respectfully 

represents: 

 Defendant seeks an Order to conduct exploratory discovery in this matter. Specifically, 

Defendant desires to obtain an order compelling Plaintiff to travel from Santa Fe, New Mexico, 

to Ruston, Louisiana, for the limited purpose of questioning him about an interview he gave over 

a week ago. Said interview lasted approximately thirty (30) minutes.  Plaintiff has offered to 

appear for the deposition via telephone. In the interest of time, as claimed by the Defendant, a 

telephone deposition is the most expedient way to question the Plaintiff. Further, it is the most 

economically sensible way to question the Plaintiff. 

Plaintiff is unemployed due to the actions of the Defendant and does not even possess a 

vehicle in New Mexico. He is without funds to travel to Louisiana on a whim. Defendant wants 

the Plaintiff deposed in Ruston within fifteen days, and that is not possible given the calendar for 

Plaintiff’s counsel.  Undersigned counsel has prior engagements in excess of 200 miles from 

Ruston, Louisiana, as well as a jury trial. Immediately following the jury trial, counsel will be 
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out of the country for almost three weeks. A telephone deposition is logistically possible as it 

may be done from a remote or foreign location.  

 Defendant is not entitled to an order placing such a burden on the Plaintiff to conduct a 

mere fishing expedition to determine if a Protective Order was violated. By Defendant’s own 

admission, “to the extent that Plaintiff’s testimony if not sufficiently detailed, Defendant may 

then issue a subpoena to ABC.” Defendant seeks the most expedient route to ascertain the 

contents of the interview. The best evidence is clearly the video footage itself and not the 

recollection of the Plaintiff. That Defendant assumes they will face opposition from ABC is not a 

sufficient reason to make an unreasonable demand of the Plaintiff.  

 As Mark Neal, on behalf of Pafford Emergency Medical Services, Inc. has an 

overzealous interest in this case, he was present at the time of the interview and videoed a 

significant portion with his cell phone.  Defendant has clearly articulated that Mark Neal is their 

source of erroneous information as they allege that counsel for Plaintiff is a member of a 

Facebook page on which she is not a member. Imputing actions of others on counsel for Plaintiff, 

without any factual basis, is a stretch and should not be considered evidence or sound argument 

in this case.  

 Defendant has not presented one item of specific factual basis to articulate that this 

discovery is even remotely reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of anything relevant or 

probative in this matter.  As stated by the Defendant, safety is a broad topic. Safety was the topic 

of the interview. The case was not discussed during the interview. No confidential information 

was disclosed prior to, during, or subsequent to the interview. Expert reports were not discussed, 

nor were their findings.  
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 That the timing of a post on a Facebook page is “suspect” is not evidence of any 

wrongdoing. Ruston is not a large metropolitan environment. There were at least twenty (20) 

people present at the airport when the interview was being conducted. Practically the entire day 

shift of the Ruston Police Department was also present, for reasons which remain under 

investigation. Upon information and belief, the referenced Facebook page has over 5,000 

members. That ABC’s presence found its way into gossip channels in Ruston, and that the 

presence may have been linked to this case, is not in any way connected to any actions of the 

Plaintiff.  Counsel for Plaintiff has provided one item of information related to the presence of 

ABC in Ruston and that was to state that ABC had permission to be in the hangar where they 

were filming. Mark Neal, however, discussed Pafford with the media.  Mark Neal also videoed a 

significant portion of the interview after arriving inside the hangar with the Ruston Police 

Department. Mark Neal mentioned Pafford to the media before any reference was made to this 

case. It is not implausible that it was Mr. Neal’s mention of Pafford that created the needed tip to 

link ABC to this case in local media. 

 Defendant makes another unreasonable accusation and claims that the interview was 

merely leverage for Plaintiff in the litigation.  It is beyond absurd to urge that Plaintiff or his 

counsel had the clout to convince ABC to come to Ruston, Louisiana, as a favor to them in this 

case.  It is just as logical, or more so, that Defendant or Mark Neal have leaked information with 

the intent of blaming Plaintiff so that Defendant may attempt to have this matter dismissed. 

 Plaintiff does not aver that Defendant is not entitled to explore the possibility of a breach 

of a protective order, but, absent some evidence to support that claim, the discovery should be as 

non-intrusive and non-burdensome as possible. Plaintiff does not oppose giving a deposition via 

telephone. Plaintiff does not oppose the issuance of subpoenas. Plaintiff does not oppose the 

Case 3:15-cv-00933-RGJ-KLH   Document 170-1   Filed 05/12/16   Page 3 of 4 PageID #:  2762



issuance of written discovery. Plaintiff only opposes being compelled to travel at least 12 hours 

each way for a deposition that may result in subpoenas being sought anyway. 

 WHEREFORE, Carl C. Cheshire desires that this Motion be DENIED as it relates to 

ordering his appearance in Ruston, Louisiana within fifteen (15) days. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
      s/Ashley L. Page    
      Ashley L. Page, 30285 
      Law Office of Ashley L. Page, LLC 
      P.O. Box 129 
      Ruston, LA  71273 
      Tel 318.224.3288 
      Fax 888.298.6155 
      Email: Ashley@page-law.net 
 
 
 
 

Certificate of Service 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was served on Defendant through the Court’s electronic 
delivery system. 

/s/ Ashley L. Page 30285 
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