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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA TALLAHASSEE
DIVISION

CAIR-FOUNDATION, INC., and

CAIR-FLORIDA, INC.,

Plaintiffs,

V.

RONALD DESANTIS, in his

official capacity as Governor, Case No. 4:25-cv-00516-MW-
State of Florida, MJF

Defendant.

JOINT MOTION TO CONTINUE DISCOVERY AND
DISPOSITIVE MOTION DEADLINES

CAIR-FOUNDATION, INC., and CAIR-FLORIDA, INC,
(“Plaintiffs”) and Ronald DeSantis, in his official capacity of Governor of
the State of Florida (“Defendant”) (collectively “the Parties”) hereby move
jointly pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 16(b)(4) to extend the
deadline to complete discovery to January 15, 2027, along with
corresponding extensions to the other deadlines in the Court’s current
Schedule Order, Dkt. 63. In support of this motion, the Parties state as
follows:

1. Plaintiffs filed their Complaint on December 15, 2025, and their

First Amended Complaint on January 16, 2026. On January 23, 2026,
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Plaintiff CAIR Foundation, Inc. filed a motion for a preliminary
Injunction and that injunction was granted on March 4, 2026.

2. On July 14, 2026, the Court entered a revised scheduling order in
this case that set the discovery deadline on October 26, 2026, the deadline
for filing summary judgment motions on November 16, 2026, and
scheduled a bench trial to commence March 15, 2027. The deadline to
commence mediation was set for November 9, 2026, to be completed by
November 23, 2026, and the mediation report is due by December 7, 2026.
3. Defendant filed his motion to compel discovery on July 22, 2026,
and Plaintiffs filed their motion in opposition on August 5, 2026. On
August 18, 2026, this Court referred the discovery motion to the
Magistrate Judge, who ordered on August 28, 2026, that Defendant file
a notice containing any written stipulations about the scope of discovery
and that Plaintiffs supplement the record with their initial disclosures
and their latest privilege log. Both parties supplied the Magistrate Judge
with their respective notices on September 4, 2026, (1) outlining that no
stipulations have been made and (2) providing Plaintiffs’ initial

disclosures but stating to the Magistrate Judge that no privilege log has
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been produced by Plaintiffs to date. As of the filing of this motion, the
Magistrate Judge has yet to issue his order.

4. The Parties have been diligently pursuing discovery in this matter
since their last request to modify the case schedule. However, discovery
has been stymied by unresolved discovery disputes regarding the scope
of discovery, and, absent resolution, the Parties’ ability to engage in
meaningful discovery is limited.

5. Further, both Parties seek to depose fact witnesses and 30(b)(6)
representatives. Plaintiffs have deposed a 30(b)(6) witness and a fact
witness. During the 30(b)(6) deposition, Defendant’s counsel invoked
privileges, which were explained prior to the deposition (the Parties’
counselors did not agree as to the scope of privilege), and instructed the
witness not to answer certain questions. Plaintiffs have since notified
Defendant of their intent to file a motion to compel that testimony.
Plaintiffs also sent Defendant a letter identifying deficiencies with prior
written discovery responses. Defendant has proposed that the Parties
meet and confer over that letter on September 29, 2026. Plaintiffs have
requested to depose two of Defendant’s attorneys, and the Parties have

met and conferred on that issue on September 22, 2026. Defendant
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intends to depose Plaintiffs’ 30(b)(6) witness(es), and the parties have not
yet conferred over the noticed topics. Plaintiffs also believe that this
deposition should not occur until after the Court rules on Defendant’s
motion to compel, because of the overlapping issues raised in that motion
and Defendant’s proposed topics. The Parties are diligently trying to
resolve these issues.

6. The Parties have scheduled depositions of each expert witness, but
some issues remain regarding a subpoena duces tecum (SDT) served on
Defendant’s expert. The Parties met and conferred regarding the SDT
on September 14, 2026, and Defendant served additional objections to the
SDT on September 21, 2026. The Parties are diligently trying to resolve
these issues.

7.  The Parties have conferred about the impact of pending discovery
motions, discovery disputes, and depositions and agree that an extension
of the discovery deadline to January 15, 2027, (extension by 82 days) is
appropriate.

8.  This extension will also allow the Parties to continue to attempt to

settle their respective discovery disputes related to various objections
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raised by each side in connection with their discovery requests and
depositions.

9.  “Trial courts are afforded ‘great latitude’ with respect to scheduling,
and judges enjoy ‘broad discretion’ in ruling on motions for continuances.”
United States v. Pendergrass, 995 F.3d 858, 870 (11th Cir. 2021) (quoting
United States v. Garmany, 762 F.2d 929, 936 (11th Cir. 1985)); see also
United States v. Uptain, 531 F.2d 1281, 1285-86 (5th Cir. 1976)
(explaining the highly deferential standard of review given to trial courts
regarding scheduling).

10. “A schedule may be modified only for good cause and with the
judge’s consent.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 16(b)(4). “To establish good cause, the
party seeking the extension must have been diligent.” Romero v.
Drummond Co., 552 F.3d 1303, 1319 (11th Cir. 2008). “[G]ood cause
exists if the schedule ‘cannot reasonably be met despite the diligence of
the party seeking the extension.” Green Island Holdings, LLC v. Brit.
Am. Isle of Venice, Ltd., 521 F. App’x 798, 800 (11th Cir. 2013) (quoting
Fed. R. Civ. P. 16 advisory committee notes). Here, both Parties seek this

extension.
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11. Good cause exists for granting an extension of deadlines in this case
because the existing deadlines cannot reasonably be met despite the
Parties’ diligence. As outlined above, both Parties are making diligent
efforts to respond to each other’s requests. Neither party would be
prejudiced by extending the discovery deadline and corresponding dates
in this action. Contra Laurie v. Ala. Ct. of Crim. Appeals, 256 F.3d 1266,
1275 (11th Cir. 2001) (explaining that when an extension would prejudice
a party, that prejudice mitigates against granting an extension),
abrogation recognized on other grounds by Washington v. Albright, 814
F. Supp. 2d 1317, 1321-22 (M.D. Ala. 2011).

12.  Accordingly, the Parties request that the Court continue the
deadline to complete discovery to January 15, 2027, along with a
corresponding 82-day extension to all remaining pretrial deadlines, as
well as a continuance of the trial date. The Parties are prepared to
participate in a status conference at the Court’s convenience, if
necessary.

Respectfully submitted on September 23, 2026.
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Counsel for Defendant:

/s/ Tyler E. Gustafson
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