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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Advanced Reimbursement Solutions LLC,| No. CV-17-01688-PHX-DWL
Plaintiff, ORDER
V.

Slpring Excellence Surgal Hospital LLC, et
al.,

Defendants.

On August 22, 2018, the Court issuedoader staying this niger because one of
the parties, Defendant Joanna Davis (“Dayig/as involved in bankruptcy proceedings
Texas. (Doc. 165.) It was the Court’s underdiag, at the time this order was issued, th
the parties were in the procedsseeking an order from therdauptcy judge in Texas thaf

would authorize a lift of the stayld. Thus, the Court orderdtie parties “to notify the

Court within ten days after ¢hbankruptcy stay has been lifiteo a conference call can be

scheduled to set new deadlinesd:

The parties have now fillea series of pleadings (Docs. 171, 172, and 1
addressing recent developmeimsthe Texas bankruptcy @as Unfortunately, those
pleadings reveal a factual disagreement albdnat has occurred. Aording to Plaintiff
Advanced Reimbursement Solutions LLCARS”), the Texas bankruptcy judge
authorized a lift of the sta¥for the limited purposes of: Jaallowing the parties to the
District Court Case to conduct discovemcluding deposing the Debtor, and (&

authorizing the District Court to rule 0®RS’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgmer
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currently pending in the District Court CasgDoc. 171-1 at 3.) Meanwhile, Defendaf
Spring Excellence Surgical Hasgd LLC (“SESH”) contends the Texas bankruptcy judg
only authorized a lift of the ay with respect t&6ESH’s pending motion (Doc. 149) t
transfer this case to Texas. (Doc. 172 EfAhe SESH Orders authorize stay relief firg
as to the venue transfer motion while exprepsbhibiting discovery as to the Debtors.”].

As the stay-related pleadings were nigeifiled, there was another significar
development: ARS and Dauvis filed a stipulatedtion to dismiss Davis as a defendant
this case. (Doc. 173.) On Member 19, 2018, the Court issued an order granting
motion and dismissing as to Davis. (Doc. 175.)

The Court finds that, because Davis has been dismissed as a party, there is
need to resolve the partiessgdute about the scope and natifrthe recent order(s) issues
by the Texas bankruptcy court. The Courtisglist 22, 2018 stay order was premised
Davis’s status as a party. Because she’s nceloagarty, the stay shld be lifted in all
respects.

Accordingly,

IT ISORDERED that the stay imposed on tluase (Doc. 165) is lifted.
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IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that the response to the Motion to Transfer Venue

(Doc. 149) is due by December 2018. The Reply is dueithin the time set by the Loca
Rules.
IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that an Order setting a further Rule 16 conferer

before the undersigned will follow.

(13| To éhe extent the partiesedeto conduct this conferentelephonically, that request ig
enied.
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IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that the Court will not ¢ea deadline for SESH to
file a response tthe Motion for PartiaBummary Judgment (Do87) until after hearing
from the parties, ahe Rule 16 conference, concernimlgether additional discovery an
depositions are needed for SESH to prepare its response.

Dated this 7th day of December, 2018.

A

Dominic W. Lanza
United States District Judge




