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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

 
CASE NO. 20-81163-CV-MIDDLEBROOKS/Brannon 

 
JEFFREY LAGRASSO and 
DEBORAH LAGRASSO,  
          
      Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
        
SEVEN BRIDGES HOMEOWNERS  
ASSOCIATION, INC. and  
RACHEL ABOUD TANNENHOLZ, 
 
 Defendants.       
                                                                            / 
 

 ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO DISMISS 
 

 THIS CAUSE comes before the Court on Defendant Rachel Aboud Tannenholz’s 

(“Tannenholz”) Motion to Dismiss, filed on August 25, 2020. (DE 22). Plaintiffs Jeffrey LaGrasso 

and Deborah LaGrasso (collectively “the LaGrassos,” individually “Jeffrey” and “Deborah”) 

responded in opposition on September 8, 2020, to which Tannenholz replied on September 15, 

2020. (DE 28; DE 31). For the following reasons, the Motion is granted. Although I find that 

supplemental jurisdiction over the state law claim exists, I decline to exercise that jurisdiction in 

light of Tannenholz’s pending state court action.  

BACKGROUND 

In September 2018, Plaintiffs Jeffrey LaGrasso and Deborah LaGrasso, husband and wife, 

purchased a home in the Seven Bridges community in Boca Raton, Florida. (DE 1 ¶¶ 7–8, 11). In 

this lawsuit, the LaGrassos bring two claims against the Seven Bridges Homeowner’s Association 

(“the Association”) under the Fair Housing Act (“FHA”), 42 U.S.C. § 3601 et seq. (Counts I and 
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II) and one claim under Florida law against Tannenholz for intentional infliction of emotional 

distress. (Count III).1 

In early 2020, Deborah began to receive “personal attacks” on an anonymous Facebook 

page she created called “Bridges Seven.” (Id. ¶¶ 30–32). The purposes of the page were to 

“promote discussions about the community,” to “rally homeowner participation at HOA 

meetings,” and to provide “editorial comment and opinion about Seven Bridges.” (Id. ¶¶ 31, 33). 

The page’s content included re-posted media articles covering Seven Bridges specifically and 

recent trends experienced by homeowner’s associations generally. (Id. ¶ 32). The page also 

featured opinion-based posts that were sometimes accompanied by political cartoons. (Id. ¶ 33). 

The LaGrassos allege that these personal attacks primarily came from one Seven Bridges 

resident, Tannenholz, and transpired over a period of five days in May 2020. On May 16, 2020, 

Tannenholz identified Deborah as the administrator of the “Bridges Seven” Facebook page and 

subsequently began posting “hateful comments” on that page attacking Deborah’s “Christian 

faith.” (Id. ¶¶ 9, 34–35). One such comment was “Move out you stupid Shikska.”2 (Id. ¶ 35 

(internal quotation marks omitted)). Then, on May 17, 2020, Tannenholz texted Deborah the 

 
1 The Complaint and my Order Denying Motion to Dismiss (DE 50) describe an incident at the 
tennis courts in the Seven Bridges community where Deborah and a tennis league of approximately 
eight women had a confrontation due to the league women’s harassing conduct toward the 
LaGrassos’ three children. (DE 1 ¶¶ 10–28). As a result of this incident, the Board and compliance 
committee of the Seven Bridges Homeowner’s Association ultimately suspended Deborah’s use 
of the community’s facilities for three months. (Id. ¶ 28). Because Tannenholz was not involved 
in the tennis court episode and it therefore does not form the basis for the intentional infliction of 
emotional distress claim brought against her, I find it unnecessary to describe the incident in further 
detail here.  
 
2 “Shiksa” is a “disparaging and offensive term applied to a non-Jewish girl or woman.” (DE 1 ¶ 
36). Rabbi Jack Abramowitz has described the word as “simply indefensible,” “inherently 
condescending, racist and misogynistic.” (Id. (citing Jack Abramowitz, The Jewish N Word, 
ORTHODOX UNION (Dec. 18, 2014), https://www.ou.org/life/inspiration/jewish-n-word/)).  
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message “I know who you are . . . [g]et ready to be exposed.” (Id. ¶ 37 (internal quotation marks 

omitted)). The following day, May 18, 2020, Tannenholz again texted Deborah “[b]usted . . . 

[s]oooo busted I suggest you follow the real 7b residents page you will see your name plastered 

on there.” (Id. ¶ 38 (internal quotation marks omitted)). Tannenholz then made a post on the official 

Seven Bridges Facebook page, stating “[s]o apparently there is this new page up that is bashing 

the community and the owner of it is a true anti Semite . . . After much research it was found that 

the page is owned by a Deborah LaGrasso that lives on Labelle court.” (Id. ¶ 40 (internal quotation 

marks omitted)).  

That same day, Tannenholz went to the LaGrassos’ home, rang the doorbell repeatedly, 

banged on the front door, and yelled for Deborah to come outside. (Id. ¶ 41). After Tannenholz 

refused to leave the LaGrassos’ property, the police were called. (Id.). The police issued 

Tannenholz a warning, advising her that if she returned to the LaGrassos’ home, she would be 

arrested for trespass. (Id.). The next day, Tannenholz and her daughter drove to the LaGrassos’ 

home and yelled “move out, bitch!” leading the LaGrassos to hire a bodyguard. (Id. ¶¶ 42–43 

(internal quotation marks omitted)). On May 20, 2020, Tannenholz again drove to the LaGrassos’ 

house and yelled profanities. (Id. ¶ 44). In addition, that day, during a telephone conversation, 

Tannenholz told the LaGrassos that they “d[id] not belong” in Seven Bridges, a neighborhood that 

according to Tannenholz, is “80% Jewish.” (Id. (internal quotation marks omitted)). Tannenholz 

advised the LaGrassos to “[m]ove to a Klan neighborhood . . . a white supremacist area.” (Id. 

(internal quotation marks omitted)). Tannenholz continued that if “[she] was hated as much as 

[Deborah] [she] would move out” to avoid living somewhere where she cannot walk outside 

without everybody looking at her like she is “fucking crazy.” (Id. (internal quotation marks 

omitted) (alteration not in original)). 
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One week after the last of the above-described episodes, Jeffrey sent correspondence to the 

Association, in which he requested that the Board “open a case and initiate its formal complaint 

and sanctioning process for the extremely disturbing, harassing and discriminatory conduct toward 

my wife and children by Rachel Aboud Tannenholz, a neighbor in our community.” (Id. ¶ 45 

(internal quotation marks omitted)). Jeffrey advised in the letter that they had video and audio 

recordings pertaining to some of the episodes described in the letter. (Id. ¶ 46). The LaGrassos 

allege that the Association “took no action to investigate the matter or to control the conduct of” 

Tannenholz, whose husband apparently serves on the Board’s compliance committee. (Id. ¶¶ 25, 

47). Instead, the Association initiated a sanctioning process against Deborah.  

On June 12, 2020, Deborah received a letter from the Association, alleging that she made 

certain “baseless and false” comments on her Bridges Seven Facebook page and had allegedly 

verbally assaulted Tannenholz when she was trespassing on the LaGrassos’ property. (Id. ¶¶ 48–

49 (internal quotation marks omitted)). The Association sanctioned Deborah for the Facebook 

posts pursuant to the “Nuisance” and “Improper Use” provisions of the community’s governing 

documents, which, by their terms, seek to restrict “obnoxious activity . . . at any Home or Lot or 

in or about any portion of the Community.” (Id. ¶ 50). The correspondence further stated that the 

Board had unanimously voted to assess a $5,000 fine against Deborah and to suspend her use of 

the community’s common areas for 330 days. (Id. ¶ 51). 

On July 1, 2020, the compliance committee again conducted a hearing to review the 

Board’s sanctions, and on July 8, 2020, the Board sent a letter advising that it had decided to affirm 

the sanctions against Deborah. (Id. ¶¶ 52–53). 
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LEGAL STANDARD 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) authorizes dismissal of an action where the court 

lacks subject matter jurisdiction. Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1). A 12(b)(1) motion can be based on 

“either a facial or factual challenge to the complaint.” McElmurray v. Consolidated Gov’t of 

August-Richmond Cty., 501 F.3d 1244, 1251 (11th Cir. 2007) (citing Williamson v. Tucker, 645 

F.2d 404, 412 (5th Cir. 1981)). A “facial attack” on the complaint “require[s] the court merely to 

look and see if [the] plaintiff has sufficiently alleged a basis of subject matter jurisdiction, and the 

allegations in his complaint are taken as true for the purposes of the motion.” Id. (internal quotation 

marks and citations omitted). Conversely, “[f]actual attacks . . . challenge the existence of subject 

matter jurisdiction in fact, irrespective of the pleadings, and matters outside the pleadings, such as 

testimony and affidavits are considered.” Id. Here, Tannenholz brings a facial 12(b)(1) challenge. 

DISCUSSION 

 The LaGrassos bring a single state law claim against Tannenholz for intentional infliction 

of emotional distress (“IIED”) (Count III). (DE 1 ¶¶ 75–81). Tannenholz argues that Count III 

should be dismissed for two reasons: (1) the Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over the 

LaGrassos’ state law claim, and (2) even if the Court could properly exercise jurisdiction, the 

LaGrassos have failed to state a claim under Florida law for intentional infliction of emotional 

distress.3  

 

 

 

 
3 Because I decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the LaGrassos’ state law claim, I 
ultimately do not reach Tannenholz’s argument that the LaGrassos failed to state a claim for IIED 
under Rule 12(b)(6). 

Case 9:20-cv-81163-DMM   Document 56   Entered on FLSD Docket 12/10/2020   Page 5 of 14



6 
 

I. Dismissal for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under 12(b)(1) 

The LaGrassos allege that this Court has original jurisdiction over their two federal FHA 

claims pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 3613(a) and that it may exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the 

state law IIED claim pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367. (DE 1 ¶ 3).4  

Generally, “in any civil action of which the district courts have original jurisdiction, the 

district courts shall have supplemental jurisdiction over all other claims that . . . form part of the 

same case or controversy under Article III of the United States Constitution.” 28 U.S.C. § 1367(a). 

Federal and state claims brought in one action “form part of the same case or controversy” when 

they arise from a “common nucleus of operative facts,” such that one would ordinarily expect a 

plaintiff “to try them all in one judicial proceeding.” Id.; United Mine Workers of Am. v. Gibbs, 

383 U.S. 715, 725 (1966). In determining whether claims derive from a “common nucleus of 

operative facts,” the Eleventh Circuit has considered whether the claims “involve the same 

witnesses, presentation of the same evidence, and determination of the same, or very similar, 

facts.” Palmer v. Hosp. Auth. of Randolph Cty., 22 F.3d 1559, 1563–64 (11th Cir. 1994).  

Once a district court has concluded that the federal and state claims form part of the same 

case or controversy, the decision of whether to exercise such supplemental jurisdiction over the 

state law claim rests within the sound discretion of the court. See Gibbs, 383 U.S. at 726 

(“[P]endent jurisdiction is a doctrine of discretion, not of plaintiff's right.”). “[C]onsiderations of 

judicial economy, convenience and fairness to litigants” should guide a district court’s exercise of 

its discretion. Id. In addition, § 1367 enumerates several circumstances in which a district court 

 
4 Though the LaGrassos do not so allege, original jurisdiction exists pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 
(“The district courts shall have original jurisdiction of all civil actions arising under the 
Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States.”). 
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may appropriately decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction, including, in pertinent part, where 

“exceptional circumstances” or “other compelling reasons” exist. 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c). 

A. Power to exercise supplemental jurisdiction 

Here, Tannenholz asserts that the LaGrassos’ FHA claims against the Association arise out 

of “the tennis incident in November 2019, Deborah’s purportedly derogatory and anti-Semitic 

Facebook posts and Deborah’s verbal assaults” and involve an examination of the Association’s 

decision-making processes, including the motivation behind and/or outcome of same. (DE 22 at 

7–8). In contrast, Tannenholz maintains that the LaGrassos’ IIED claim against her arises out of 

“comments, texts and actions” occurring over a five-day period in May 2020 and involves an 

assessment of “the purported conduct of Tannenholz alone . . . .” (Id. at 8). The LaGrassos counter 

by characterizing their case against the Association as closely connected to their IIED claim, which 

they submit is “based upon [the Association’s] failure to act to control the abusive and harassing 

conduct of Tannenholz.” (DE 28 at 10).  

I agree with Tannenholz that the factual allegations pertaining to the tennis court incident 

and the Association’s handling thereof do not implicate Tannenholz, a position that the Association 

does not appear to dispute.5 (See generally DE 1 ¶¶ 10–28; DE 28 at 9–11). I am not persuaded, 

however, by Tannenholz’s argument that her allegedly harassing conduct toward the LaGrassos 

and the Association’s apparent inaction in response to same and subsequent sanctioning of 

Deborah do not derive from a “common nucleus of operative facts.” Rather, I view Tannenholz’s 

conduct that Jeffrey reported to the Association on May 27, 2020 and the Association’s subsequent 

 
5 The only allegation concerning the tennis court incident that mentions Tannenholz at all states 
that Tannenholz’s husband “was selected by the HOA Board as one of the members of the 
compliance committee.” (DE 1 ¶ 25). I find that this single allegation is not enough to render the 
tennis incident factually relevant to the IIED claim. 
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failure to investigate same or to control Tannenholz’s behavior to be based in the same factual 

predicate—Tannenholz’s conduct. (DE 1 ¶¶ 34–54). 

In her Reply, Tannenholz contends that the FHA claims and the IIED claim entail different 

witnesses, evidence, and factual determinations and for these reasons, the Court lacks 

supplemental jurisdiction over the IIED claim. (DE 31 at 3–7). This argument is based on the 

analysis in Palmer v. Hosp. Auth. of Randolph Cty., which considered these factors in determining 

whether the district court had supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s state law claims. 22 F.3d 

1559 (11th Cir. 1994). Palmer does not require, however, that the federal claim and state claim 

each include all of the same witnesses, evidence, and factual determinations as Tannenholz seems 

to imply it does. Palmer, 22 F.3d at 1563–64.  

As to the witnesses factor, Tannenholz states that the IIED claim against her would most 

likely involve as witnesses herself, the LaGrassos, and a third party who may have been present at 

two of the alleged incidents involving Tannenholz., while the FHA claims against the Association 

would involve a larger pool of witnesses consisting of Tannenholz, the LaGrassos, members of the 

Association’s Board during the relevant time period, and various other employees of the 

Association. (DE 31 at 3–4). That each claim does not involve the exact same witnesses is not 

jurisdictionally fatal, especially where the potential witnesses germane to the state law claim are 

among those implicated by the federal claim. As such, I conclude that the witnesses factor favors 

finding that the claims derive from a “common nucleus of operative facts,” such that they may be 

considered the same case or controversy for purposes of determining whether supplemental 

jurisdiction lies. 

Regarding the presentation of evidence factor, Tannenholz maintains that the evidence 

necessary to prove the IIED claim exclusively focuses on Tannenholz’s conduct, including 
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whether she deliberately or recklessly inflicted mental suffering on the LaGrassos; whether her 

conduct was outrageous; whether her conduct caused the LaGrassos’ emotional distress; and 

whether that distress was severe. (Id. at 4). In contrast, according to Tannenholz, the FHA claims 

concern only the Association’s conduct, such as “what the [Association] knew or should have 

known, what actions the [Association] took or should have taken, and why the [Association] did 

what it did.” (Id.). Though I am cautious to speculate what evidence would be required to prove 

the respective claims at this motion to dismiss stage, I find that Tannenholz’s articulation of the 

respective evidentiary requirements are well taken. Nonetheless, again, just because the federal 

and state claims do not require identical presentations of evidence does not foreclose a finding that 

the claims essentially arise from a common nucleus of operative facts and therefore supplemental 

jurisdiction may exist. This is especially so when the evidence involved in proving the state law 

claim is a factual predicate to determining liability on the federal claim. Here, since the crux of the 

LaGrassos’ FHA claims is that the Association failed to control Tannenholz’s allegedly harassing 

and discriminatory conduct, that conduct would necessarily need to be proven so that the Court 

could determine what the Association failed to respond to. Accordingly, I find that the evidentiary 

presentation factor favors finding supplemental jurisdiction exists over the IIED claim.  

With respect to the determination of the facts, Tannenholz argues that the Association is 

“trying to convince the Court that the facts necessary to prove their claim against Tannenholz are 

a subset of the facts necessary to prove their claims against the [Association].” (Id. at 5). 

Tannenholz further asserts that the LaGrassos are not “suing Tannenholz for discriminatory 

housing practices.” (Id.). This is true; however, whether a plaintiff sued the federal claim defendant 

and the state claim defendant for the same alleged violation is not the test for determining whether 

a court has supplemental jurisdiction over a state law claim. Rather, supplemental jurisdiction 
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exists where the federal and state claims arise from a “common nucleus of operative facts.” I find 

that the factual allegations in paragraphs 31–54, which pertain to both Tannenholz and the 

Association, form that nucleus. Thus, the factual determinations factor weighs in favor of finding 

supplemental jurisdiction exists over the IIED claim. 

B. Discretion not to exercise supplemental jurisdiction 

Having determined that supplemental jurisdiction exists over the IIED claim under 

§ 1367(a), I now turn to the distinct, discretionary inquiry of whether I ought to exercise that 

jurisdiction. As mentioned above, § 1367(c) enumerates several reasons why a district court may 

appropriately decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction as follows:  

(1) the claim raises a novel or complex issue of State law, 

(2) the claim substantially predominates over the claim or  
claims over which the district court has original jurisdiction, 

 
(3) the district court has dismissed all claims over which it has  

original jurisdiction, or 
 
(4) in exceptional circumstances, there are other compelling  

reasons for declining jurisdiction.  
 

28 U.S.C. § 1367(c) (emphasis added). The only reason relevant in this case is that concerning 

“exceptional circumstances” and “compelling reasons.” Id. § 1367(c)(4). In evaluating whether 

“exceptional” or “compelling” circumstances to decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction 

exists, the Eleventh Circuit has considered “the Gibbs factors of judicial economy, convenience, 

fairness to the parties, and whether all claims would be expected to be tried together . . . .” Parker 

v. Scrap Metal Processors, Inc., 468 F.3d 733, 745–46 (11th Cir. 2006).  
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1. Judicial economy 

“[T]he policy of supplemental jurisdiction is to support the conservation of judicial energy 

and avoid multiplicity in litigation.” Rosado v. Wyman, 397 U.S. 397, 405 (1970). “Having a state 

court rehash issues that have already been argued in federal court is . . . likely to cause multiplicity 

in litigation . . . .” Parker, 468 F.3d at 746. Put differently, “[a]djudicating state-law claims in 

federal court while identical claims are pending in state court would be a pointless waste of judicial 

resources.” Hays Cty. Guardian v. Supple, 969 F.2d 111, 125 (5th Cir. 1992) (concluding that it 

was within the district court’s discretion to dismiss state law claims against state officials in their 

individual capacity where the same claims against the state officials in their official capacities were 

being adjudicated in state court).  

Here, Tannenholz represents that “[t]he subject matter of [the LaGrassos’ IIED claim], 

namely the social media posts by Tannenholz in May 2020 and by Deborah [LaGrasso] in May 

and June 2020 and the verbal exchanges and confrontations between them in connection therewith, 

is the subject matter of a pending lawsuit filed by Rachel Tannenholz against Deborah LaGrasso” 

in the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit Court in and for Palm Beach County, Florida, on July 29, 2020.6 

(DE 22 at 10). In Tannenholz’s state court lawsuit she brings seven counts against Deborah 

LaGrasso: defamation per se, libel, intentional infliction of emotional distress, negligence, 

violation of the Security of Information Act, and malicious prosecution. (See Tannenholz v. 

 
6 A district court may take judicial notice of matters of public record without converting a Rule 
12(b) motion into a Rule 56 motion. Madura v. Bank of Am., N.A., 767 Fed. App’x 868, 870–71 
(11th Cir. 2019); see also Lozman v. City of Riviera Beach, 713 F.3d 1066, 1075 n.6 (11th Cir. 
2013) (“Although this matter is before the court on a motion to dismiss, we may take judicial 
notice of the court documents from the state . . . action.”). Accordingly, I judicially notice the state 
court docket and filings in Tannenholz’s lawsuit against Deborah LaGrasso, Case No. 50-2020-
CA-007982-XXXX-MB. Tannenholz represents in her Motion that a copy of the state court 
Complaint is attached thereto as Exhibit A; however, Exhibit A, as it appears on the docket, is a 
motion for extension of time in another action. (See DE 22-1). 
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LaGrasso, Case No. 50-2020-CA-007982-XXXX-MB (hereafter “the State Court Action”) at DE 

2). Tannenholz concedes that although “the claims in the state court action are not identical to 

those alleged in this Court, the very Facebook postings, confrontations, and recorded phone 

conversations that are at issue in Count III are the subject of the pending state court action.” (DE 

22 at 10). Deborah Lagrasso accepted service in that action on November 19, 2020. (State Court 

Action at DE 10). The LaGrassos do not address Tannenholz’s argument that the Court should 

decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction in its Response. (See generally DE 28). 

Given that the single state law claim for IIED against Tannenholz concerns the same 

subject matter as the presently pending claims Tannenholz has brought against Deborah LaGrasso 

in state court, claims that cannot be removed to federal court, adjudicating the LaGrassos’ IIED 

claim while the underlying facts of same are adjudicated in state court could result in “duplicative 

litigation, wasted judicial resources, needless expenditures for both parties, conflicting case 

schedules, a potential race to judgment, and/or the possibility of inconsistent verdicts.” West Cost, 

Inc. v. Snohomish Cty., 33 F. Supp. 2d 924, 925–26 (W.D. Wash. 1999). Thus, pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. § 1367(c)(4), I find that the Gibbs judicial economy factor favors finding the pending State 

Court Action an “exceptional” or “compelling” circumstance warranting declining to exercise 

supplemental jurisdiction over the LaGrassos’ IIED claim. 

2.  Convenience and fairness to the parties 
 
The remaining Gibbs factors—convenience, fairness to the parties, and whether all claims 

would be expected to be tried together—do not strongly favor either exercising or declining to 

exercise supplemental jurisdiction in this forum. The convenience factor is certainly not implicated 

in any meaningful way, as both the federal and state courthouses are located in downtown West 

Palm Beach, Florida. As to fairness, both the State Court Action and this lawsuit have been pending 
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for approximately the same length of time (since July 2020), and, and as of the date of the instant 

Order, no substantive ruling has been entered in either case. 

3. Whether all claims would be expected to be tried together 
 
With respect to whether the FHA claims and the IIED claim, or Tannenholz’s state law 

claims and the LaGrassos’ IIED claim would be expected to be tried together, it is not abundantly 

clear whether one grouping would be more anticipated than the other. Because the factual 

circumstances that underly the LaGrassos’ IIED claim predominate in Tannenholz’s state court 

action, whereas Tannenholz’s conduct is a subset of the larger conduct by the Association giving 

rise to the FHA claims, I find that this expectation factor slightly weighs in favor of declining to 

exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the IIED claim.  

Because the judicial economy factor is persuasively present in favor of declining to 

exercise supplemental jurisdiction, and the remaining factors are either neutral or slightly in favor 

of declining to exercise jurisdiction, I decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the 

LaGrassos’ IIED claim.  

CONCLUSION 

Accordingly, based on the foregoing, and after careful consideration of the Parties’ 

submissions, applicable law, and the record as a whole, it is hereby ORDERED AND 

ADJUDGED that:  

(1) Defendant Rachel Aboud Tannenholz’s Motion to Dismiss (DE 22) is GRANTED. 

(2) Defendant Rachel Aboud Tannenholz’s Motion for Protective Order Staying 

Depositions and her Discovery Deadlines Pending Decision on Dispositive Motion (DE 

41) is DENIED AS MOOT. 

Case 9:20-cv-81163-DMM   Document 56   Entered on FLSD Docket 12/10/2020   Page 13 of 14



14 
 

(3) Defendant Rachel Aboud Tannenholz’s Renewed Motion for Protective Order Staying 

Depositions and her Discovery Deadlines Pending Decision on Dispositive Motion (DE 

54) is DENIED AS MOOT. 

SIGNED in Chambers at West Palm Beach, Florida, this 9th day of December, 2020. 

 
Donald M. Middlebrooks 
United States District Judge 

 

 
cc:  Counsel of Record 
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