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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
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DISTRICT OF NEVADA
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TRACY MEADOWS,
2:14-cv-02188JAD-CWH
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Plaintiffs,

VS. ORDER
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
etal.,
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Defendants.
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This matter is before the Court on Plaintiff’ s Motion to Extend Discovery Deadlines (doc.
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# 39, filed November 3, 2015 and Defendants’ resporse (doc. # 36, filed November 4, 2015
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In hermotion, Plaintiff asksthe Court to extend dscovery deallines by 60 diys because of
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scheduling issues arising from her coursel’s case load.
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Defendants, in resporse, oppcse Plaintiff’ s request, bu state that they would be willi ngto
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extend dscovery by 30 ays and to extend the dealine for resporses to interrogatories and
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document requestsby 14 ays. Defendantsexplainthat Plaintiff’ scounsel was" undouledly aware”
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of thetrial datein his other case because that date was set threemonths ago and therefore coursel
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shoud have allowed sufficient time to manage trial prepardion in that case while managing
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discovery deallinesin this case. Defendants next paint out that a 30-day extension d discovery
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! Also beforethe Court is aletterfrom defense coursel, faxed di redly to this Court’schambers, informingthe
Court that all parties will be at the federd courthouse in Las Vegas, Nevada, for a deposition onNovember 9, 2015.
Given such, the parties ask the Court to consider heaiing Plaintiff’ s motion onthat day. Because the Court addresses
Plaintiff smotionin the instant order, the request for amotion heafngis denied as moot.
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would result in a discovery cut-off in February 2016, which would acommodate Plaintiff’ s
coursel’ sthree-weé trial in November 2015for the other case, andwould all ow sufficient timefor
the completion d discovely in this case. Defendants also pant out that a 14-day extension for
resporsestointerrogatoriesand dacument requestsis appropriate because Plaintiff hasdenied neaty
every request of Defendants propouncdd requests for admissins. As such, the answers to
Defendants' interrogatoriesand dacument requestswould all ow Defendantsto ascettain the factual
basis for Plaintiff’ s denials. Defendants further argue that requiring them to wait another two
monthswould prevent them from obtaining crucial information. Finally, Defendants paint ou that
Plaintiff fails to demonstrate excusable negled to explain why a 60-day extension d discovely is
warranted in this case.
The Court has reviewed the parties' arguments and agrees with Defendants. As such, the
Court denies the instant motion.
Accordingly, IT ISHEREBY ORDERED that Plaintiff s Motion to Extend Discovery
Deallines (doc. # 35 is denied.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Court adopts Defendants proposal to extend
discovery by 30 diys and to extend the deadline for resporses to interrogatories and dacument

requestsby 14 dys.

DATED: November 6, 2015 (W
C\m"}

C.W. Hoffm'an{’ .
United States Magistrijte Judge




