Strawder-McCurry v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.
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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

MELISSA STRAWDER-MCCURRY, ))
Plaintiff(s), ) Case No. 2:13-cv-00618-JCM-NJK
VS. ORDER DENYING PROPOSED
DISCOVERY PLAN (Docket No. 12)
WAL-MART STORES, INC., et al., ) )
Defendant(s). ) )

Pending before the Court is the second Proposed Discovery Plan and Scheduling Order,
Docket No. 12, which is herelENIED. The Court previously identified a number of deficiencies
in the parties’ initial proposed discovery pla®ee Docket No. 11. “First, the Local Rules require
proposed discovery plans to ‘state the date the first defendant answered or otherwise appeared
Local Rule 26-1(e)(1). The submitted discovery plan fails to do so. . . . Fourth, requests for
extending discovery deadlines must be filed no later than 21 days before the subject deadline s
to be extendedSee Local Rule 26-4. The submitted discovery plan misstates Local Rule 26-4.”
Docket No. 11. The second Proposed Discovery Plan includes the same deficiencies.

The Court’s previous order identified a number of violations of the Local Rules by the
parties. See Docket No. 11 at 2. In resubmitting their discovery plan without correcting the
deficiencies identified by the Court, the parties haow also failed to comply with a Court order.

Once again, the Court reminds the parties that it expects strict compliance with the Local Rules
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Court orders, and that failure to do so in the future may result in sancBesksocal Rule 1A 4-1.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

DATED: June 10, 2013 P
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NANCY T-RSD) g/ — -
United S*ates Vi igtrate Judge




