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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

BEATA MARIANA DE JESUS MEJIAMEJIA,
Plaintiff,
V. Civil Action No. 18-144%PLF)

U.S. IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS
ENFORCEMENT gtal.,

~ e T o o T

Defendants.

CLAUDIA ARELY MOLINA DE RAMIREZ,
Plaintiff,

V. Civil Action No. 18-1516PLF)

JEFFERSON BEAUREGARD SESSIONS, llI,

in his official capacity as Attorney General
of the United Stategt al.,

Defendants.

NORMA AMABILIA LOPEZ-SALES
Plaintiff,

V. Civil Action No. 18-170QPLF)

JEFFERSON BEAUREGARD SESSIONS, lll,

in his official capacity as Attorney General
of the United Statesgt al.,

~ o T O o T o

Defendants.
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ORDER

The Court currently has befatehree related cases that hden filed by the

law firm of McFadden & Shoreman, LLC: Civil Action No. 18-148%ejia-Mejiav. ICE; Civil

Action No. 18-1516, Ramirez Bessionsand Civil Action No. 18-1700, Lopezafes v.

Sessions.n each of these cases, the same Georgia attorney, Mario B. Williams, was granted
leave to appearro hacvice. Civil Action No. 18-1445 was randomly assigned to the
undersigned in the ordinary course. Civil Action Nos. 18-1516 and 18-1700 amséetredo
the undersignelly aher judgef this Courtas related cases. In neither of theselataseslid
plaintiffs’ counsel identify them as related cases under Local Ciléd B0.5. The Court issues
this Orderto remind counsel of their obligations under the Csurtcal Rules.

Local Civil Rule 40.5(a)(3) provides that ciwhses are related whtrey involve
“common issues of fact” or “grow out of the same event or transaction.” CogaRule 40.5
providesanexception to the random assignment system and is based on the need for judicial
economy.As Judge Lamberth has explainett will oft en prove wasteful of time and resources
for two judges to be handling cases that are so related that they involve commondsicasabr

grow out of the same event or transactioBeeTripp v. Exec. Officeof President196 F.R.D.

201, 202 (D.D.C. 2000

Recently, n Singh v. McConville, 187 F. Supp. 3d 152 (D.D.C. 2016), Chief

Judge Howell held that related case status was appropriate because the caduitbevaquired
to make similar factual determinations in both cases related to the defeqpdacéss for issuing
religious accommodations, the defendants’ justifications for their reggasind policies, and
the defendants’ discriminatory conduct and/or intent, if al8e®&id. at 156. In addition, both

cases sought essentially the same relief, including a permanent injunaed. &157. See



alsoAutumn Journey Hospice, Inc. v. Sebelius, 753 F. Supp. 2d 135, 140 (D.D.C. 2010) (Urbina,

J.); Assiniboine& Sioux Tribe ofFort Peckindian Reservation v. Norton, 211 F. Supp. 2d 157,

158 (D.D.C. 2002) (Lamberth, J.).

Henceforth, if counsel file any additional cases in this Court, they areaedai
read and follow th&ocal Rules They maydecline to designate cases as related orthel
believe in good faith, consistent with their professional responsibilitiesiasrefbf the Court,

thatthe caseare genuinely not related.

SO ORDERED.
Is/
PAUL L. FRIEDMAN
DATE: August 7, 2018 United States District Judge



