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FITZWATER, District Judge:

When a party who has already taken the maximum number of depositions allowed by Fed. R.
Civ. P. 30(a)(2)(A) moves for, but is denied, leave to take additional ones, to demonstrate abuse of
discretion the party must establish the necessity not only of the added depositions but of those taken
without court permission pursuant to the presumptive limit of Rule 30(a)(2)(A). Because, in this
appeal from a decision of the magistrate judge, plaintiff has not made the required showing, the court
affirms the magistrate judge’s August 3, 2001 order denying her second motion for leave to take in
excess of ten depositions.

I

Plaintiff Karen Jo Barrow (“Barrow™) brings this civil rights action against defendants
Greenville Independent School District (“GISD”) and Dr. Herman Smith (“Dr. Smith”), its former
Superintendent, contending that GISD declined to interview her for an administrator positionbecause
her children attend a local private Christian school rather than the GISD public schools. By June 29,
2001 motion, as supplemented on July 19, 2001, Barrow sought leave to take more than the ten

depositions permitted by Rule 30(a)(2)(A). The magistrate judge, who had earlier refused a similar



request, denied Barrow’s motion.! He noted that defendants had agreed to permit her to take 15
depositions,” and he specifically refused her request for additional depositions so that she could
conduct a Rule 30(b)(6) deposition duces tecum of a representative of the Texas Association of
School Boards (“TASB”), depose Carol Petty (“Petty”) and Kara Lu Pope (“Pope”), re-depose Dr.
Smith, and depose the records custodians of Dr. Smith’s other employers. The magistrate judge
concluded that her assertion that any TASB communication may be relevant to the case was pure
speculation, and that the breadth of her request was contrary to the factors set out in Rule 26(b)(2);
that he had already denied her request to depose Petty and would adhere to the reasons set out in his
prior order; that Barrow could have used one of her allotted depositions to depose Pope and her mere
speculation concerning Pope’s situation was insufficient to warrant granting leave to exceed the
numerical limit on depositions; that Barrow had not satisfied the Rule 30(a)(2)(B) standard for re-
deposing Dr. Smith; and that her desire to depose the record custodians of Dr. Smith’s other
employers was a fishing expedition.

Barrow appeals the order, contending the magistrate judge clearly erred in certain respects.

'The magistrate judge on October 24, 2000 denied Barrow’s October 3, 2000 motion for
leave to take in excess of ten depositions.

’Barrow asserts in her objections that she has deposed 13 witnesses, “not fifteen as the
[magistrate judge’s] Order states.” P. Objs. at 3. The magistrate judge’s order does not state that
she has taken 15 depositions. It states that “Defendants have agreed to permit her to take a total of
fifteen depositions,” Aug. 3, 2001 Order at 1, that plaintiff “could have used one of her fifteen
authorized depositions to obtain [Pope’s] testimony,” id. at 3, and that Barrow “has been permitted
to take” 15 depositions, id. at 4.
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