Hudson Insurance Company v. Miller et al
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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA
HUDSON INSURANCE COMPANY,
Plaintiff,

Case No. 2:15-cv-00349-GMN-CWH

ORDER
VS.

JAMES MILLER, et al.,

Defendants. )

)
This matte is before the Couri on the parties Stipulatior to Stay Discovery (doc # 34),filed

Novemba 9, 2015. The parties seek to stay discovery based on pending motions for sumi
judgment and a motion to dismiss in this case.
A courfhasbroac discretionar powel to contro its docket which extend to the issuanc of

astay Seee.g, Landicv. North Americar Co,, 29€ U.S 248 254 (1936). This power to stay is

“incidenta to the powel inheren in evely court to control the disposition of the causes of action o
its docke with econom of time anc effort for itself, for counse anc for litigants.” Id. In exercising
its discretion, the co. must consider factors such as “wise judicial administration, giving regard

conservatio of judicialresource anccomprehnsive disposition of litigation.ColoradcRiver Water

Consen Dist. v. Unitec State, 424 U.S. 800 817 (1976) An overly lenient standard for granting a

motior to staywould resul in unnecessa delayin many cases Moreover, a court should not grant
astayabser a showing¢ of hardshiif “thereis ever afair possibility thai the stay.. will work damage

to someon else.” Dependabl Highway Express Inc. v. Navigators Insurance (, 498 F.3d 1059,

106¢€ (9th Cir. 2007) Therefore, a court must balance the competing interests affected by a stay
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as the “hardshig or inequity which a party may suffer in being required to go forwardLockye| v.
State of Californi, 398 F.3d 1098, 1110 (9th Cir. 2005).

Here the partie: fail to file points and authorities isupport of their request for a stay, as
require(by Local Rule 7-2. The parties also fail to cite case law showing that the pending motig
necessaril require the Court to stay the instant case. A<lsuthe Court finds that a stay is not
warranted.

Accordingly IT ISHEREBY ORDERED that the parties’ Stipulation to Stay Discovery

el

C.W. HoffmarIU‘\ .
United States istrate Judge

(doc. # 34) idenied without preudice.
DATED: November 10, 2015
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