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Jack Duran Jr.
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Attorney For:

Grindstone Rancheria et al

UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

GRINDSTONE INDIAN RANCHERIA, et al

Plaintiff

VS.

TERRANCE OLLIFF et al

Defendants.
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Case Number: 2-17-cv-02292-JAM-EFB
STIPULATION TO EXTEND
DISCOVERY CUT-OFF DATE AND
ORDER

F.R.C.P. 16(b)(4)

The parties to the above-entitled action bgreintly request tahe extension of the

Discovery Cut-Off period pending a good faith atps to settle the dispute. The parties,

Plaintiffs, Grindstone Rancheré al (collectively “Plaintiffs”)and Defendants, Terrence Olli

et al (collectively “Defendanst), through their reggctive attorneys of oord, hereby jointly

stipulate to an extension ofelturrently scheduled discovetgadlines as set forth below.
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RECITALS/GROUNDS FOR RELIEF
Pursuant to Rule 16, a party may sewidification of a scheduling order,

including modification of a discovery cut-afate, “only for good cause and with a judge’s
consent.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 16(b)(4). “Good calusxists when a scheduling deadline “cannot
reasonably be met despite the diligence of thiy g@eking the extermi.” Schaffner v. Crown
Equipment Corporation, No. C 09-00284 SE2811 WL 6303408, at *2 (N.D. Cal. Dec. 16,
2011) (citing Johnson v. Mammoth Recreations, Inc., 975 F.2d 604, 609 (9 Cir. 1992). A
may establish good the cause by showing (1) thabflsée] was diligent in assisting the cou

creating a workable Rule 16 order; (2) that mdier] noncomplianceith a rule 16 deadline

occurred or will occur, notwithahding [his or her] diligent efforts to comply, because of the

development of matters which could not have lreasonably foreseen or anticipated at the
of the Rule 16 scheduling conference; and (3) that [he or she] was diligent in seeking am
of the Rule 16 order, once it became apparent that he or she could not comply with the ¢
Hood v. Hartford Life & Accident Ins. &, 567 F.Supp.2d 1221, 1224 (E.D. Cal. 2008) (citg
omitted).

WHEREAS, the current deadline to completérain-expert discovery is December 2
2018.

WHEREAS, the Parties stipulate to extene thritten discovery cut-off deadline
because they are making a diligeffbrt to settle this matter and believe that additional timg
needed to remedy a good faith misunderstandihgdan the parties and adequately and fair
complete the discovery process, specifically wépards to several depositions that could ng
scheduled before the discoyeut-off date expired;

WHEREAS, the parties originally believed at the time of the Rule 16 scheduling
conference that non-expert discovery woulccbmpleted by the current discovery cut-off
deadline and worked together to prepare a comprehensive proposed scheduling report f
Court’s convenience;

WHEREAS, the parties recently discussed a goath fattempt to settle their dispute

prior to the expiration of #gnnon-expert witness discovetgte, which has resulted in
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postponement of depositions and other issudsyaakes compliance with the current discove
cut-off date unlikely;

WHEREAS, the current non-expert discovery diéae recently past, putting pressure|
the parties, thereby creating a situation thag become more adversarial than otherwise ne
be;

WHEREAS extending the deadline pursuant to gtipulation will allow the parties ar
opportunity to negotiate informally to complébe discovery processitivout involvement with
the court;

WHEREAS, the parties make thriequest to extend the viten discovery cutoff date
almost an entire month prior to its arrivahdeonly after diligent attempts by both parties to
avoid such, but ultimately conaling doing so is not feasible;

AND WHEREAS, THE PARTIES STIPULATE AND AGREE TO THE
FOLLOWING DISCOVERY SCHEDULE MODIFICATION:

* Expert witness disclosure: 3/29/19;

* Supplemental disclosure: 4/12/19;

* Discovery cutoff: 5/31/19;

* Dispositive motion filing: 712/19;

* Dispositive motion hearing: 7/30/19 @ 1:30 p.m.;
* Joint pretrial statement due: 8/30/19

* Pretrial conference: 9/6/19 @ 10:00 a.m.
* Jury trial: 10/21/19 @ 9:00 a.m.

SO STIPULATED.

Dated: 01/09/19 /Sack Duran, Jr.

Jack Duran, Jr. Counsel for Plaintiff, Grindstone
Rancheria

Dated: 01/09/19 /S/David R. Griffith
David R. Griffith, Counsel for Defendants, Terrance
Olliff et al
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The Stipulation of the parties is accepted #neddiscovery schedule is acceptable to the

Court and is so modified.

IT ISSO ORDERED.

Date: 1/9/2019
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ORDER

/s/ John A. Mendez

Judge of Federal District Court
Eastern District of California
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