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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

GEORGE STOBAET AL, Case No. 13-cv-02925-BAS(NLS)
Plaintiffs, ORDER:

(1) DENYING PLAINTIFFS’

V. MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION BY
SAVEOLOGY.COM, LLC,ET AL, THE DISTRICT COURT OF
MAGISTRATE JUDGE’S
Defendants. RULING (ECF NO. 79); AND

(2) DENYING PLAINTIFFS’
MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION BY
THE DISTRICT COURT OF
MAGISTRATE JUDGE'’S
RULING (ECF NO. 96)

On July 2, 2015, plaintiffs Georggtoba and Daphne @&ia (collectively
“Plaintiffs”) filed a motion fa reconsideration of United &es Magistrate Judge N
L. Stormes’ June 18, 2015 Order Determining Joint Motion for Determinati
Discovery Dispute and Denying Plaintiffs’ &eest to Compel Further Response
First Set of Interrogatories (ECF No. 6dhe 18 Order”)), and Judge Stormes’ J
25, 2015 Order Denying Plaintiffs’ Motionf&keconsideration (ECF No. 72 (*Jy
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25 Order”)). (ECF No. 79.) Plaintiffs adjt to the factual aniégal findings in th¢
June 18 Order and the JuneQ#filer. Defendants oppos€éECF No. 92.) On Jul
23, 2015, Plaintiffs also filed a motion forcansideration of Judge Stormes’ July
2015 Order Denying Ex Parte Motion to Appe the Parties’ Agreement Re: Jq
Motions for Determination of Discovery §putes Concerning Plaintiffs’ Discove
(ECF No. 83 (“July 8 Order”)), objecting the factual and legal findings there
(ECF No. 96.) Defendantppose. (ECF No. 126.)

The Court finds these motions suitablor determination on the pap;s
submitted and without oral argumerfteeCiv. L.R. 7.1(d)(1). For the reasons
forth below, the CourDENIES Plaintiffs’ motions for reconsideration (ECF N
79 and 96).
l. BACKGROUND

A.  Scheduling Order and Chambers’ Rules

Plaintiffs commenced this putativedass action on October 8, 2013 ag4
Saveology.com, LLC @aveology”), Elephant Group, Inc. (“Elephant Group”)
Time Warner Cable, Inc. (*TWC”) (cdkttively, “Defendants”). Followin
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determination of Defendants’ motions thsmiss, an Early Neutral Evaluation

Conference was held before the magistpadige on September 24, 2014. (ECF
27.) The following day, the magistrate judgsued an order setting class discoy
deadlines. (ECF No. 28 (“Scheduling Order’Pursuant to the Scheduling Org

class discovery was to be completed by altipa on or beforé&ebruary 27, 201%

(Id. at p. 1.) As stated the order, “completed” means:

[AJll discovery under Rules 30-3®f the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure, and discovesybpoenas under Rule 4Bust be initiated a
sufficient period of time in advana# the cut-off date, so that it may
be completed by the cut-off dataking into account the times for
service, notice and response as sdhfom the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure. Counsel shall prompdélgd in good faith meet and confer
with regard to all discovery dispsd in compliance with Local Rule
26.1(a). The Court expects counseirtake every effort to resolve all
disputes without court interveoti through the meet and confer
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process. If the parties reach ampasse on any discovery issue, counsel
shall, within forty-five (45) days of the date upon which the event
giving rise to the dispute occurrdide a joint statement entitled, “Joint
Motion for Determination of Discoveg Dispute” with the Court (see
attached “Chambers’ Rules” on Discovery Disputes).

(Id. at pp. 1-2 (emphasis added).)
The “Chambers’ Rules” on Discovery $piutes attached by the magisti
judge state:

C. Joint Motion Procedure. If the parties do not resolve their dispute
through the meet and confprocess, counsel mustjthin forty-five
(45) days of the date of the ent giving rise to the dispute gee
VI.C.2 below), file a joint statement entitled “Joint Motion for
Determination of Discovery Dmte No. " with the Court.

2. Date of Event Giving Risdo the Dispute (“Trigger Date").
The Court uses these parametiergletermine the date of the
event giving rise to the dispute:

b. For Written Discovery: the event giving rise to the
discovery dispute is the sereiof the initial response, or
the passage of the due telawithout a response or
document production.

c. Effect of Meetand Confer Efforts: The Trigger Date
Is not the date that coungelach an impasse in meet and
confer efforts.

d. Court Order Required for Extensions: The 45-day
deadline will not be extended without a prior court order,
l.e., counsel cannaomilaterally extend the deadline. Also,
ongoing meet and conferfferts, rolling document
productions or supplemental responses do not extend the
deadline.

(Judge Stormes’ Chambers’ Rules (Ci@dse Procedures) at § VI(C) (“Chambd
Rules”) (emphasis added).)

I

I
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B. Discovery and Extensions
On December 15, 2014, Plaintiffsrdi served Saveology with extens

written discovery requests, including a Efset of Interrogatoeis. (ECF No. 33%es

ve

alsoECF No. 59-3 at { 2, ECF No. 96-1 adp. As of January 15, 2015, Plaintiffs

had not served any written discovery ®WC or conducted any depositions. (E
No. 33.) Therefore, the gaes jointly requested an ext&on of the discovery cU
off. (Id.) OnJanuary 21, 2015, the magistjatige granted a joint motion extend
the class discovery completion deadlio April 27, 2015. (ECF No. 34.)

On February 11, 2015, Saveology servsdahitial responses to Plaintiff's Fir
Set of Interrogatories. (ECF No. 59-31a8.) On Februarg6, 2015, Saveolog
served its responses to Plaintiffs’ First Set of Requests for Admission, and on
6, 2015, Saveology served additional responses #@ontfs’ First Set of
Interrogatories and addinal responses to Plairf document requests.ld(; see
alsoECF No. 42 at p. 4, 1 &ECF No. 96-1 at p. 5.) Gfebruary 12, 2015, Plaintif
served TWC with written discovery reais. (ECF No. 42 at p. 4, e als&CF
No. 96-1 at p. 4.)

On March 12, 2015, Plaintiffs serv&aveology with a second set of writt

discovery requestand served Elephant Group withritten discovery requests fi
the first time. [d.; see alsdECF No. 96-1 at p. 4.) Saveology and TWC served
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responses on March 24, 201%d. @t p. 5see als&ECF No. 96-1 at p. 4.) Saveology

provided supplemental responses to Plaintiffs’ First Set of Interrogatories
same day. (ECF No. 59-3%8.) Several gmsitions were scheduled for April 20
(ECF No. 42 atp. 5.)

On March 25, 2015, the parties fllea second joint motion to extend
discovery completion deadline, in light oktlfact the parties had agreed to cong
a private mediation on April 1, 2015 and wishegbause their discovery effortdd.(|
at pp. 1-6.) The magistrate judge exted the class discovery completion deag

a second time to June 26, 2015. (ECF4®) In her order extending discovery,
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stated that she “will not graany further extensions absenttraordinary cause”
(1d.)

On April 7, 2015, Defendastmoved for a two-week extension of timg to
respond to pending written discoyeand to continue thApril depositions due tp
Defendants’ counsel withdrawing from tb@se. (ECF No. 44.) Finding good cauise,
on April 9, 2015, the magistrate judgeagted Elephant Group and Saveology a fwo-
week extension to respond to writtesabvery until April 28, 2015, and permitted
the scheduled depositions to be continteedates commencing within thirty days.
(ECF No. 49.) In the sammder, the magistrate judgkenied, without prejudice,
Plaintiffs’ request to continue the déiaé to file motions to compel and the
discovery cutoff deadline, finding no reasatnthe time “to believe that the partjes

will have problems complying witthe current deadlines.ld at p. 3.) Thereafte

=

on April 28, 2015, Elephant Group served its initial responses to Plaintiff's written

discovery, and Saveology served its initial responses to Plaintiffs’ second|set of

written discovery. (ECF No. 96-at p. 4.) On June 2015, Saveology, with new
counsel, provided amended respE® Plaintiff's First Satf Interrogatories. (ECF
No.59-3atp. 2, 3.

C. DiscoveryDisputes

On June 11, 2015, Plaintiffs filed Joint Motion for Determination of
Discovery Dispute re: First Set of Integatories Propoundezh Saveology (“Joint
Motion”). (ECF No. 59.) Riintiffs sought to compéfull and complete responsgs
to their Interrogatory Nos. 6, 8, 9, 111, 14, 18 and 20, over Saveology’s blanket,
boilerplate objections.” (ECF No. 59-1 at3n)) The June 18 Order denied Plaintiffs’
Joint Motion to compel further responsedhe First Set of Interrogatories because
the Joint Motion “was not timely filed asquired by the chambers’ rulesSdeECF
No. 62 at p. 1.)

On June 19, 2015, Plaintiffs filed a naotifor reconsideration of the June|18
Order. (ECF No. 66.) On June 25, 201te magistrate judge denied Plaintiffs’

-5- 13-cv-2925
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motion for reconsideration. (ECF No. 72T)hereafter, on July 2, 2015, Plainti

filed objections to the Jur8 Order and the June 25 Orgirsuant to Federal Ryle

of Civil Procedure 72(a). (ECF N@9.) Defendants oppos€ECF No. 92.)

On June 25, 2015, Plaintiffs filed ax partemotion asking the Court
approve — nunc pro tunc to June 25, 201be-parties’ alleged agreement to al
the filing on June 25, 2015 of Joint Motidies Determination of Discovery Disput

regarding the sufficiency of Saveology&sd TWC'’s responses to first sets

ffs

ow
£S

of

requests for admission and document reguestd the sufficiency of Saveology’s

responses to Plaintiffs’ second setlitcovery (interrogatories, admissions, and

requests for documents), ancefthant Group’s responsesRtaintiffs’ first sets o
discovery (interrogatories, adssions, and requests for dogents). (ECF No. 75
Defendants opposed. (ECF No. 77.) On &I2015, the magisite judge denie
Plaintiffs’ ex partemotion. (ECF No. 83.)

On July 23, 2015, Plaintiffs filed a riion for reconsideration of the July
Order. (ECF No. 96.) Defelants oppose. (ECF No. 126.)
.  STANDARD OF REVIEW

A party may object to a non-dispositiveepral order of a magistrate jud

within fourteen days after service of the ordé8eeFed. R. Civ. P. 72(a). TI

[

)
d

ge
ne

magistrate judge’s order witle upheld unless it is “clearBrroneous or is contrary

to law.” 1d.; 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A). The “cldgrerroneous” standard applies
factual findings and discretionary decisionade in connection with non-disposit
pretrial discovery mattersk.D.I.C. v. Fid. & Deposit Co. of Md196 F.R.D. 375
378 (S.D. Cal. 2000)]oiner v. Hercules, In¢169 F.R.D. 695, 697 (S.D. Ga. 19
(reviewing magistrate judgetsder addressing attoey-client issues in discovery
clear error). Review underighstandard is “significantlyleferential,requiring &
definite and firm conviction thad mistake hasden committed.”Concrete Pipe &
Prods. of Cal., Inc. v. Consttaborers Pension Tr. of S. Cab08 U.S. 602, 62
(1993) (internal queaition marks omitted).
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On the other hand, the “contrary to law” standard penmispendent revie

of purely legal determinains by a magistrate judgeSee, e.g.Haines v. Liggeit

Grp., Inc, 975 F.2d 81, 91 (3d Cir. 1992) (“the phrase ‘contrary to law’ indi
plenary review as to matters of law.Qandee v. Glasei785 F. Supp. 684, 686 (S
Ohio 1992)aff'd, 19 F.3d 1432 (6th Cir. 1994); 12 Charles A. Wright, efalderal

Practice and Procedure 3069 (2d ed., 2010 update). “Th[ike district court] must

W

cates
D.

exercise its independent judgment witbspect to a magistrate judge’s lggal

conclusions.”Gandee 785 F. Supp. at 686. A decisimcontrary to law “if it fails

to apply or misapplies relevant statuytease law, or rules of procedureUnited
States v. CathcariNo. C 07-4762 PJH, 2009 WL 17646422 (N.D. Cal. June 1
2009).
[ll. DISCUSSION

A.  Objections to June 18 Order and June 25 Order

1. Timeliness of Joint Motion

Plaintiffs first argue “the June 1[&)rder miscalculated the timeliness of

Joint Motion by not calculating the date o&Riltiffs’ deadline to file a Joint Motign

the

commencing 45 days from the date of smrwof Saveology’s third set of amended

responses on Juné&!2 (ECF No. 79-1 at p. 7, linek7-20.) In the June 18 Ord
the magistrate judge reviewed the Jointtidio and determined that “[f]or all t
interrogatories except for numbers 6 ddd Saveology assertegveral objection
on February 11 and did not indicate thavduld serve any responsive documer
(ECF No. 62 at p. 2.) Accordingly, the gisirate judge determined that Febru
11 was the event giving rise to the disagveispute, thereby triggering the 45-¢

deadline to file any motion to compeld,( The deadline tolg a motion to compe

interrogatories 8, 9, 10, 11, 181ch20 was therefore March 30, 201%d.X

The magistrate judge conducted the samnalysis for interrogatory numb

14, as “on February 11 Santegy asserted several objens and did not indicat

that it would produce any responsive documentsd: dt pp. 2-3.) The magistrg
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judge therefore determined that Mar8@, 2015 was also the motion to com
deadline for interrogatory number 14, despite fact Saveology asserted differ

objections in declining to produce docemnts in its Marcl6, 2015 response.ld( at
p. 3.)

The magistrate judge calculated a difiet trigger date for interrogatory

number 6 because, on February 11, Slbgy responded that it would produ
responsive documentsld() It was not until March 8yhen Saveology asserted t
it would not produce responsive documetitat the motion to compel deadline v
triggered. [d.) Therefore, the magistrate juddetermined the motion to comj
deadline for interrogatory nuser 6 was April 20, 2015.Id.) As the Joint Motiol
was not filed until June 12015, well after both deadks, the magistrate jud
denied Plaintiffs’ motion to compel further responses to the First S

Interrogatories as untimelyld()

pel
ent
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hat
vas
el

5
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ot of

Plaintiffs argue that Saveology'sirde 2, 2015 second amended responses

should have triggered the motion to cahpeadline because they “alter[ed]

nature of Saveology’s objectionsdnd this Court’'s decision irGuzman .
Bridgepoint Educ., In¢ No. 11-cv-69-BAS-WVG, 2014 WL 3407242 (S.D. ¢

July 10, 2014) “stands for the proposition that joint motion deadlines are

calculated from the service date of amendsponses, especially those that altef

asserted objections.” (ECF No. 79-1 at p. 6.)

The Court does not agree tlatizmanstands for the proposition set forth
Plaintiffs. The defendants (Buzmarobjected to certain integatories and reques
for production. SeeGuzman 2014 WL 3407242 at *1-3. Eneafter, the defendar
filed supplemental responses, but “did nibérathe nature of their objection or {

dispute at all from their responsedd. at *5. Therefore, #h Court determined th

magistrate judge did not err in caldihg the applicable delline from the initial

response.ld. at *6. Guzmandoes not suggest, however, that if the defendant

filed supplemental responses, continuinglgect to the interrogatories and requs
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for production at issue, but altering theijextiions, that the motion to compel clack

would be re-started by the supplemental respoiather, as the magistrate judg

ein

Guzmanstated, and this Court affirmed: &fendant’'s Supplemental Resporses

served on February 3, 2014 also did nottrédse clock as Plaintiff contends.
follow Plaintiff's logic, the 30-day clockvould never begin to run as long as
opposing party continued 'imend or supplement earlier responsdd.”at *4. In

this regard, Judge Stormes explicitly sgain her Chambers’ Rules: “suppleme

responses do not extend the deadline.” (ChashBeres at § IV(C)(2)(d).) Instead,

the “event giving rise to the discovery dispute is the service ohited response,

o

the

ntal

which, in this case, was the date Sdwgy first indicated it would not serve any

responsive documentsld(at 8§ IV(C)(2)(b);see als&ECF No. 62 at pp. 2-3.)
Plaintiffs further argue that to the text the magistrate judge’s Chambg
Rules prohibit review cinyamended responses servedytdinie (45) days after th

initial response, they violate Rule 37 oéthederal Rules of @i Procedure and du

process. (ECF No. 79-1 at p. 8.) Howeteis argument relies on a misinterpretat

of the magistrate judge’s Chambers’ Raule Nothing in the magistrate judgs
Chambers’ Rules would prohibit reviewarfyamended responses served forty-
(45) days after Saveologytiginal response. For exg@he, Saveology served
original response to Plaintiffs’ interrogatory number 6 on February 11, but first
it would not produce responsive documemtsts amended responses serveg
March 6. (ECF No. 62 at 8.) Therefore, in the Jurd& Order, the ngistrate judgs
calculated the 45-dayatk from March 6. I¢l.)

For the foregoing reasons, the Court camooiclude that thenagistrate judg
made any mistake in calculagj the applicable deadlineSee Concrete Pip&08
U.S. at 623. The Coualso cannot identify any failui misapplication of releva
statutes, case law, the Scheduling€dy or the Chambers’ RuleSee Cathcar2009
WL 1764642, at *2. Therefore, the magistraudge’s calculations of the applica

deadlines and her finding that the loMotion was untimely are neither cleg|
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erroneous nor contrary to lavieeFed. R. Civ. P. 72(a); 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1)(4

2. PriorPermission

Next, Plaintiffs argue they are nogrered to seek permission from the Cq
to extend the 45-day deadline because thant Motion was timely. (ECF No. 7
1 at pp. 8-12.) As discussed herein, hosvethe magistrate judge did not com
clear error or rule contrary to law in caumding that the Joint Motion was untime
As the magistrate judge’s Chambers’ Rud&plicitly state that the “45-day deadli
will not be extended without a prior couwtder, i.e., counsaetannot unilaterall)
extend the deadline” (ChambeRules at 8§ VI(C)(2)(d)), if Rlintiffs wish to exteng
the 45-day deadline, they must seeknussion from the magistrate judge.

For the foregoing reasons, the COONERRULES Plaintiffs’ objections t¢
the June 18 Order and the June 25 Ordes.the Court overrules the objections
declines to rule on the relief requested in the Joint Moti8eeECF No. 79-1 at py
12-20.)

B.  Plaintiffs’ Objections to July 8 Order

Plaintiffs argue the July 8 Order iseakly erroneous because the magisi
judge misinterpreted Plaintiffs’ argument in thexrpartemotion. SeeECF No. 96;
1 at pp. 13-15.) Plaintiffs contend that contrary to the matgsjndge’s assertio
that “Plaintiffs do not argue good causeataend the scheduling order; rather, t
argue that the parties’ agreement toaltbe filing of discovery motions on June
‘doesnotinvolve a “scheduling order”” (ECF No. 83 at%), they did in fact argu
good cause in theax partemotion. (ECF No. 96-1 at p. 14.) Plaintiffs quote
following portion of theirex partemotion in support of this argument:

Here, there is good cause for the &ste of the requested order and

relief requested because the partigsressed [sic] agreed to the relief

requested; Defendantdhave refused to enter into a stipulation

notwithstanding their prior expressed agreement; Plaintiffs have been

prejudiced by Defendants’ failure toteninto stipulation; and the relief

requested does not violati any orders issued in this case, the local
rules, “Chamber Rules,” or the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

—-10 - 13-cv-2925
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(ECF No. 96-1 at p. 14 (citing ECF No. 75 aflplines 8-13).) Plaintiffs assert tf
with respect to the ScheduyrOrder, they “were simply arguing that neither
‘discovery completion deadline’ found inemost recent scHaling order (Docke
No. 43) nor the Court’s Civil Case Proceesiprevented the Magistrate Judge f
approving the parties’ agreemeatsd the Ex Parte Motion.”ld. at p. 14.)

Upon review of the July 8 Order, the @bfinds the magistrate judge did

fact consider Plaintiffs’ good causegument and determined there was no (¢

nat
the
t

fom

in

jood

cause to amend the Schedul@gder. In the July 8 Order, under the sub-heading

“There Is No Good Cause tmend the Scheduling Ordéthe magistrate judg
addresses “Plaintiffs’ attemptwabrdsmithing” in a “third attempt at getting the cg
to change its mind on the motion filing déad.” (ECF No. 83 at pp. 5,6.) T
magistrate judge found that in Plaintiffshitd attempt at getting the court to cha
its mind on the motion filing deadline, Pl&iffs fail to cite any good cause.”ld()
In finding a lack of good cause, the magistrate judge highlighted the following
Plaintiffs delayed in issuing discovetyhe 45-day deadline to file a joint discov
motion was part of the Scheduling Ordesued in September 2014; Plaintiffs w

aware of the magistta judge’s deadline%;Plaintiffs missed the applical

1 SeeECF No. 83 at p. 2 (“On Decembl5, 2014—nearly three mon
after discovery opened—RPlaintiffs served their first set of discovery on Saveol
p. 3 (“On January 15, 2015—nearly fomronths after discovery opened—:
without having served any discovery any defendant othgéhan Saveology—th
parties jointly asked the court to extethé five-month class discovery period by
additional four months.”; “On February 12015—nearly five months after discov
opened—~Plaintiffs served their firsttsef discovery on TWC.”; “On March 1
2015—nearly two months after the courtended the class discovery deadlin
April 27, 2015 and six months after discoveqyened—RPlaintiffs served their fi
set of discovery ofElephant Group.]”)

2 Plaintiffs contend that the magigggudge’s finding of a lack of gog
cause is clearly erroneous to the extdratt it solely relies on emails exchang
between the parties regandiextensions. (ECF No. 96at pp. 17-19.) Howeve
the portions of the emails cited by the magistrate judge in the July 8 Order
demonstrate that the parties were awlee magistrate judge had imposed cel
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deadlines, and “even though Defendts agreed to the extensions, such agree
did not negate the requirement that Pl&sget court approval for the extensior]
(Id. at p. 6.)

While Defendants may be correct issarting that nothing in the Schedul
Order or in the magistrate judge’s Chamsbh®ules prevented ¢hmagistrate judgy
in her discretion and upon a showinggufod cause, from approving the part
agreement and granting tke& partemotion; Defendants fail to acknowledge tl
the magistrate judge would Ve been forced to flaumvery rule and deadline s
had put in place to ensure efficient treatmaemd resolution of the case and Plaint
failed to demonstrate good cause to do soth&gnagistrate judge explained in
July 8 Order, there are sound reasons fordmovery rules as they are “mean
prevent a flurry of discovery motions beifigd at the end othe discovery perioc
exactly what Plaintiffs appear to deing here.” (ECF No. 83 atp. 7.)

As further stated in the July 8 Ordehere is “sound circuit-wide policy
supporting the enforcement of Rule 16 deadlin&gelfCF No. 83 at pp. 7-8 (citin
Guzman 2014 WL 1057417, *3 (quoting/ong v. Regents of the Univ. of C4l10
F.3d 1052, 1060 (9t@ir. 2005))).) See alsdohnson v. Mammoth Recreations, }
975 F.2d 604, 610 (9th Cir. 1992) (“A schédg order is not a frivolous piece

paper, idly entered, whictan be cavalierly disregarded by counsel without p¢

(internal quotations and citation omittedpornwell v. Electra Cent. Credit Unign

deadlines to file motions {wompel. There is nothing smggest the magistrate jud
solely relied on these emails determining good cause or for any reason other
to highlight the parties’ awareness, aatther reliance on themwas clearly erroneol
or contrary to law.

3 In their Objections, Plaintiffs again cite ©Guzman arguing thg
magistrate judge’s interpretation@tizmans clearly erroneous and contrary to |

(ECF No. 96-1 at pp. 15-16.) For the m@as stated above, this Court disagrees|

4 However, it appears Plaintiffgx partemotion failed to comply wit
the magistrate judge’s requirement tmafuests to continua scheduling ordg
deadline must be made “in writing no less tsamen (7) calendar daybefore thg
affected date.” (Rules at p. 2, §1Il.)
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439 F.3d 1018, 1027 (9th Cir0@6) (“The use of orders establishing a firm discoyery

cutoff date is commonplace, and has impgetserally helpful to the orderly progress

of litigation, so that the enforcement of swahorder should conees a surprise to no
one.”);Singh v. Arrow Truck Sales, InR006 WL 1867540, at *¢.D. Cal., July 5,

2006) (“Rules are rules—and tparties must play by them. In the final analysis

judicial process depends heavily onetludge’s credibility. To ensure su

credibility, a district judge must often dEm in managingcrowded dockets and

demanding adherence to announced deadlitieee or she sets a reasonable

date, parties should not b#oaved casually to flout it opainlessly to escape t

foreseeable consequencesiohcompliance”), citingtegault v. Zambrandl 05 F.3q

24, 28-29 (1st Cir. 1997).

For the foregoing reasons, the Court camooiclude that thenagistrate judg
committed clear error in interpreting Plaintifisk partemotion or in determinin
there was no good cause toeard the Scheduling OrdeiSee Concrete Pip&08

U.S. at 623. To the extent Plaintiffskathis Court to exercise its discreti

differently in determininggood cause, the Court declinesdo so, deferring instead

to the magistrate judge’s sound judgme8eeid. The Court also cannot ident
any failure or misapplicatioaf relevant statutes, caseviahe Scheduling Order,
the Chambers’ Rules.See Cathcart2009 WL 1764642, at *2. Therefore,
magistrate judge’s denial of Plaintiffgk partemotion to approve the belatedly fil
joint motions for determinations of discoyedisputes is neither clearly errones
nor contrary to law.SeefFed. R. Civ. P. 72(a); 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A).
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V. CONCLUSION & ORDER
In light of the foregoing, the CourDENIES Plaintiffs’ motions fof

reconsideration of the June 18 Order, JR&erder, and Julg Order, because t

orders were neither clearlyreneous nor contrary to lawseeFed. R. Civ. P. 72(a);

28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A).
IT IS SO ORDERED.

: /[ X i
DATED: August 26,2015 ( uidlig }f)/b( |

Hoy. Cynthia Bashant
United States District Judge
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