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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

CHAMBERS OF 101 WEST LOMBARD STREET
STEPHANIE A. GALLAGHER BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE (410) 962-7780

Fax (410) 962-1812
September 2, 2018

LETTER TO COUNSEL

RE: CXRensurance Company Limited v. Homewood Realty Inc., et al.,
Civil No. JKB-15-3136

Dear Counsel:

| am in receipt of the September 26, 2018 letteitten by counsel for Plaintiff CX
Reinsurance @npany(“CX R€’). [ECF No. 160]. On September 25, 2018, CX Re mowed f
voluntary dismissal of this action, with prejudice, pursuant to Federal Rule of Gogédure
41(a)(2). [ECF Na 159]. On September 26, 2018, counsel for Intervenor Defendants Chauncey
Lyles (“Lyles’) and Shyliyah Streetgf Streetef) advised the Court that they were evaluating
Plaintiff s Motion to Dismiss and intended to submit a writteresponse within the time
permitted by the Local Rules. [ECF No. 163X Renow seeks to stay discovery pending the
reolution of its dismissal motionNo hearing is deemed necessafee Local Rule 105.6 (D.
Md. 2016). For the reasonstated below, will grant CX Rés request to stay discovery.

FederalRule of Civil Procedure26 provides that documents are odligcoverablef they
are “relevant to any partg claim or defense and proportional to theeds of the case
considering. the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues, and whether the burden or
expense of the proposed discovery outweighs its likely beheffied. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1)Rule
26 alsoprovides that[tlhe court may, for good cause, issue an order to prateeirty or person
from annoyanceembarrassmenbppression, or undue burden or expense, including...forbidding
the disclosure or discovety. Fed. R. Civ. P. Z486)(1)(A). To establish*good causg the
moving party “must present aparticular and specific demonstration of faes to why a
protective ordefstaying discovery] should isstie.Wymes v. Lustbader, No. WDQ-10-1629,
2012 WL 1819836, at *3quotingBaron Fin. Corp. v. Natanzon, 240 F.R.D. 200, 202 (D. Md.
2006)). The movingarty mustmake”a specific factual showing that th@erestof justice and
considerations of prejudice and undue burden to the parties require a protective orddrtaad tha
benefits of a stay outweigh the cost of dé€lajd. (citations omitted).“It is not uncormon for
courtsto stay discovery pending resolution of dispositive motiorid. at *4 (citing Thigpen v.
United States, 800 F.2d 393, 396-97 tfACir. 1986)).

Stayng discovery in this case wousdveboth partiespotentiallyunnecessary expenses
and outweighs any benefit gained from producing documentsriay no longerbe relevant.
Accordingly, | find it appropriate to stay discovery pendihgdge Bredas resolution of CX
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Re's Motion to Dsmiss. Should the Motion to Dismiss be denied, | will impose new deadlines
for the filings required in m$eptember 7, 2018 letter. [ECF No. 155].

Despite the informal nature of this letter, it should be flagged as an opimibdocketed
as an order.

Sincerely yours,
/sl

Stephanie A. Gallagher
United States Magistrate Judge



