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Plaintiffs file this response to Document 20, the letter filed by Defendant
Gurbir Grewal seeking a status conference and requesting a stay.
Discussion
Yesterday, Defendant Gurbir Grewal submitted a “letter to seek a status
conference tomorrow, March 4, 2019, and to request a stay of all proceedings in this
case.” Doc. 20 at 1. Grewal did not confer with the Plaintiffs about this submission.
Plaintiffs hereby set forth their position.
First, the letter seeks a status conference. Plaintiffs do not object to the
procedure by which Grewal seeks a status conference, and would gladly participate
in any status conference the Court sets. But for the reasons set forth below, no status
conference is warranted.
Second, the letter requests a stay. Plaintiffs object to the procedure by which
Grewal seeks the stay. This request should have to comply with the orthodox rules
governing an application for relief, which have not been complied with here.
Specifically, Grewal’s submission of Document 20 violates Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 7 and Local Civil Rule 7.1 multiple times over. Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 7 mandates that any “request for a court order must be made by
motion,” Fed. R. Civ. P. 7(b)(1), and Local Civil Rule 7.1 provides that, unless the
Court advises otherwise (which it has not), “all motions, regardless of their
complexity and the relief sought, shall be presented and defended in the manner set
forth in L.Civ.R. 7.1.” Thus, this application is subject to Local Civil Rule 7.1(d)(1):
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“No application will be heard unless the moving papers and a brief, prepared in
accordance with L.Civ.R. 7.2, and proof or acknowledgment of service on all other
parties, are filed with the Clerk at least 24 days prior to the noticed motion day.”
The application for a stay with the Document 20 letter violates all of these rules.
Plaintiffs object to Grewal’s application being heard in violation of those
rules. No action should be taken on the application unless and until both (1) Grewal
presents the application in compliance with the applicable procedural rules, and (2)
the Plaintiffs are afforded an adequate opportunity to present a substantive response.
Enforcing the Court’s orthodox procedural rules does not cause unfairness.
Grewal can assert whatever arguments he wishes in response to Plaintiffs’ motion
for a preliminary injunction. Apart from that, Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12
supplies a completely adequate procedural framework for Grewal’s assertion of the
defense/objection at issue. Nothing said in Document 20 constitutes an emergency
or otherwise warrants a departure from standard operating procedures.
Conclusion
For these reasons, Plaintiffs request that the Court take no action on the
Document 20 application for a stay unless and until both (1) Defendant Gurbir
Grewal presents the application in compliance with all applicable procedural rules,
and (2) the Plaintiffs are afforded an adequate opportunity to present a substantive
response to the application. Plaintiffs also suggest that, in light of this, no status
conference is required at this time.
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Date: March 4, 2019
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