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1 HONORABLE RICHARD A. JONES
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! UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

8 WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

9 AT SEATTLE
10 SPENCER ALPERT,
11 o CASE NO. C15-1164 RAJ

Plaintiff,
12 ORDER
V.
13
14 NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE LLC,
et al.,
15
Defendants.

16
17
18 This matter comes before the Court oaiftiff's Motion to Extend Deadline to
19 Provide Written Reports. Dkt. # 67. Defamtls American Secity Insurance Company
20 (ASIC), Standard Guaranty Insurancen@many (SGIC), Nationstar Mortgage LLC
21 (“Nationstar”), and Haneod Service Company (“Harwar@ollectively “Defendants”)
29 oppose the motionDkt. ## 69, 70.
23 “A schedule may be modified only for g cause and with éhjudge’s consent.”
o4 Fed. R. Civ. P. 16(b)(4). “Mere failure tomplete discovery within the time allowed
25 does not constitute good cadsean extension or contiance.” W.D. Wash. Local
26 Rules LCR 16(b)(5). The Court ordered thetiparto disclose expewtitnesses and their
27 reports by November 30, 201Dkt. # 62. The parties thestipulated to extend this
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deadline to December 2017. Dkt. # 66. On the day of the deadline, Plaintiff move
this Court for a last minutextension, stating that axpert witness had only just
informed counsel that hispert would not address the exped subject matter and woy
not be submitted by the deadline. Dk6#at 2. Plaintiff eventually submitted
incomplete expert witness reports to Defamd on December 8 and PA17. Dkt. # 70
at 3. Therefore, Defendants just barehd the benefit of the reports in time for
Plaintiff's deposition olbecember 14, 2017d. at 2.

Plaintiff had sufficient time to secupgoper expert witasses who would be
capable of addressing thdlfsubject matter in this litigtion. However, Plaintiff
contends that there were budgetary obstatelsrather extremeealth issues that
prevented such efficiency. Dkt. # 72 at 3Moreover, he argues that Defendants we
not prejudiced in that theytimately had the benefit of theports in time for Plaintiff's
deposition. Dkt. # 72 at 5.

The Court finds that this situation fallsthin the margin®f good cause and
thereforeGRANT S Plaintiff's motion for extension tthe extent that the reports he
already submitted may remain in the recoiithe Court will notafford Plaintiff
additional time to prepare expert reportd anll not accept any additional or modified
expert reports. Moreover, if BEndants find that an additiondeposition is necessary {
account for the fact thalhey received the final expegport on the day of the prior
deposition, the CouRANT S Defendants this opportunity @orders Plaintiff to cove
all costs of this deposition.
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Plaintiff's counsel is cautimed that future delays will not be tolerated by this
Court. The Court expectsdntiff and his counsel to fiy comply with the Court’s
Scheduling Order as well as all rules cfadivery or suffer consequences including
sanctions and exclusion.

Dated this 5th dagf February, 2018.

V)
The Honorable Richard A. Jones
United States District Judge
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