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City, Nevada et al

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA
n—_—
TODD ROBBEN CaseNo. 3:13ev-00438RFB-VPC
Plaintiff, ORDER
V.
CARSON CITY, NEVADA et al.,

Defendants

Pending before the Coui$ a Motion to Reconsider filedx parte by Plaintiff Todd
RobbenECF No. 107In his motion, Mr. Robben seeks reconsideration of the Court’s Order d
February 29, 2016, which denied his earlier motion to appear telephonically for alllpr,

hearings._Se&CF No. 106. Mr. Robben states in his motion that he does not havdere

transportation, nor does he have the finances, to travel to Las Vegas fogéielde also stateg

that he does not have a governmiestied identification card and therefore will not be able

enter the courthouse. Finally, Mr. Robben argues that rtot his fault that his cases werge

transferred from Reno, where they were originally filed, to Las \dgaaddition, Mr. Robben
hassubmitted a notice that he is unable to attend an upcoming hearing scheduledcfo2lMa
2016 because he does not hamg governmenissued identification. ECF No. 108.

“As long as a district court has jurisdiction over the case, then it possesselettent
procedural power to reconsider, rescind, or modify an interlocutory order fa saes by it to

be sufficient.”City of Los Angeles, Harbor Div. v. Santa Monica Baykeeper, 254 F.3d 882,

(9th Cir. 2001) (internal quotation marks omitted).

Dockets.Justia.c

Doc. 113

lated
etria

iab

885



https://dockets.justia.com/docket/nevada/nvdce/3:2013cv00438/96323/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/nevada/nvdce/3:2013cv00438/96323/113/
https://dockets.justia.com/

© 00 N oo o b~ w NP

N NN DN DN DN N NDN R P RB B B B B R R
0w ~N o 00~ W N RFP O © 0 N O 01~ W N R O

The Court finds good cause to partially reconsider its previous Order. Mr. Robbeeds c
that he was not the one who decided that his cases should be transferred from Renodgad.aj
Therefore, the Court will hold its upcoming hearing in Mr. Robbea’se in Reno.

However, the Court does not find good cause to reconsider its previous order denying
for Mr. Robben to appear telephonically. Mr. Robben filed this case in Reno. Litigants deeo
a right to telephonic appeancesin order to accommodate Mr. Robben’s lack of identificatig
the Court will order that he be permitted to enter the Reno courthousedy slemtifyinghimself
by first and last name and case numbédgher than this, heill be subject to all other security
and screening procedures for the federal courtholibe Court notifies Mr. Robben that failurg
to appear at the scheduled hearing in Reno could result in sanctions, up to and includin
dispositive sanctions such as dismissal of his case.

Therefore,

IT 1SORDERED that Plaintiff Todd Robben’s EmergenEx Parte Motion to
Reconsider (ECF No. 10§ GRANTED IN PART and DENIED IN PART.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that the hearing and oral argument set for March 21,
2016 is RESET tdMonday, March 21, 2016 at 10:00 A.M. in Reno Courtroom [to be
determined]. The Court will issue a further Order specifying twairtroom for the hearing.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff Todd Robben’s Notice regarding inability t
attend March 21 hearing (ECF No. 108) is DENIED. Plaintiff Todd Robbenlshakkrmitted to
enter the Reno courthouse for his scheduled hearing on March 21, 2016 by identifying him
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by first and last namand case numbers. Other than this, he will be subject to all other security

and screening procedures for the federal courthouse.

DATED: March 11 2016.

-

RICHARD F. BOULWARE, II
United States District Judge




