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January 25, 2023 
 

Via E-Mail 
Andy Taylor  
ANDY TAYLOR & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 
2628 Highway 36S, #288 
Brenham, Texas 77833 
ataylor@andytaylorlaw.com 
 
Sonya Aston 
SONYA ASTON LAW PLLC 
1151 Curtin Street 
Houston, Texas 77018 
sonya@sonyaaston.com 
 
 
RE: Cause No. 2022-79328; Erin Elizabeth Lunceford v. Tamika “Tami” Craft.; In the 164th 

District Court of Harris County, Texas. 
 
Dear Counsel: 
 

I am writing to request that you supplement and cure your client, Former Judge Erin 
Lunceford’s, deficient discovery responses to Judge Tami Craft’s First Set of Discovery Requests. 
As always, we hope to work these issues out amicably without the need for Court intervention at 
Friday’s scheduled hearing. 
 

General and Global Objections to Request for Production 
 
 At the outset of Contestant’s responses to Contestee’s First Set of Discovery Requests, 
Contestant lodges the following improper “general” and “global” objections: 
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 Texas law is very clear that these types of boilerplate objections are improper for several 
reasons. First, these objections violate Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 193.2(c) for two reasons: (1) 
the objections are hypothetical because they are lodged only “to the extent” that a request suffers 
from some deficiency; and (2) Rule 193.2(c) limits a party’s objections to those for which a “good 
faith factual and legal basis…exists at the time the objection is made.” TEX. R. CIV. P. 193.2(c); 
accord In re Park Cities Bank, 409 S.W.3d 859, 877 (Tex. App.—Tyler 2013, orig. proceeding).  
 
 These boilerplate objections also violate Rule 193.2(a) which requires a responding party 
to “state…the extent to which the party is refusing to comply with the request.” TEX. R. CIV. P. 
193.2(a). These objections are so nonspecific that there is no possible way for my client to know 
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what information is actually being provided and what information is being withheld (and the 
reason it is being withheld). Texas courts have routinely held these objections to be improper and 
grounds for waiver. In De Anda v. Jason C. Webster, P.C., the 14th District Court of Appeals 
recently held that a plaintiff waived her objections to written discovery when she repeatedly lodged 
“the same global, prophylactic string of objections” to each discovery request. De Anda, No.14-
17-00020-CV, 2018 WL 3580579, at *7 (Tex. App.—Houston [14th Dist.] July 26, 2018, pet. 
denied) (mem. op.); see also In re Park Cities Bank 409 S.W.3d at 878 (explaining that 
“prophylactic objections are now prohibited by the rules of procedure”).  
 
 A review of your client’s responses to Contestee’s Requesst for Production reveals that 
you lodged the same prophylactic, generic, and nonspecific objection to every single one of the 
29 Requests for Production, an example of which I have included below: 
 

 
 
The addition of the language “which are incorporated herein by this reference to this 

specific Request” fails to specifically identify which objections your client lodges against each 
request. At the end of the day, Contestee has no idea what the good faith factual and legal basis 
for the objection(s) is, what about the request is objectionable, and what information is being 
provided and/or withheld subject to the objection. To use your client’s own words, “[t]actics like 
this are what give lawyers a bad name, and create needless public disdain for our profession.” 
Practice what you preach. 
 

That brings us to the next glaring problem. Throughout your client’s responses to 
Contestee’s First Request for Production, Contestant responded, “Contestant will produce all 
responsive documents to counsel for the Contestee via Drop Box.” Such a vague response is 
directly at odds with Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 196.2(b)(2) which requires a responding party 
to state that “the requested items are being served on the requesting party with the response.” With 
that vague and ambiguous response, Contestee has no way to know which documents your client 
believes are responsive to each request. For example, the email below was produced via Drop Box, 
which shows Harris County Republican Party Chair Cindy Siegel lamenting about not being able 
to find a candidate to file an election contest until December:  
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(See Bates Nos. Erin Lunceford 000345-000346) 
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For documents like these emails, Contestee has no way of knowing whether this email is supposed 
to be responsive to all RFPs, some of them, or only one of them. That creates a real problem, 
because in drafting the requests, we were very deliberate and specific in tying the requests to the 
so-called “examples” in your client’s Original Petition. This was done for two reasons: (1) the 
phrase “upon information and belief” was never once used in Contestant’s Original Petition; and 
(2) my client shared the same worry that the individual in the email below shared: 
 

 
See Bates Nos. Erin Lunceford 000350. 
 

 As officers of the Court, you and your client know that Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 13 
requires that the information contained within the pleading “is not groundless and brought in bad 
faith or groundless and brought for the purpose of harassment.” Assuming that the information 
contained within Contestant’s Original Petition is not groundless and brought in bad faith—and 
that evidence was somehow discovered in the period between November 17, 2022 and the date of 
Contestant’s Original Petition—Contestant should be able to specifically identify which of the 
produced documents are responsive to each of the “examples.”  
 

For every response where that language or other similar language is used, which I will 
represent to you is every response except RFP 29, please do the following: (1) confirm the 
requested documents have been produced and identify by Bates number(s); or (2) confirm that 
your intent is to supplement those responses.  
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Request for Admissions 
 
 Rather than going through each objection and/or response that Contestee contends is 
improper or deficient in this letter, we believe it would be more appropriate and efficient to take 
up those issues with Judge Peeples in the Friday morning hearing and through the upcoming 
deposition of Contestant. 
 
 I am happy to discuss any and all of the issues and deficiencies raised in this letter prior to 
Friday morning’s hearing. Please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

                                                                      
 

Ryan S. MacLeod 
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