
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

 
CASE NO.:  9:20-cv-81163-MIDDLEBROOKS/MATTHEWMAN 

 
 
JEFFREY LAGRASSO and     
DEBORAH LAGRASSO, 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
vs. 
 
SEVEN BRIDGES HOMEOWNERS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., a Florida 
corporation, and RACHEL ABOUD 
TANNENHOLZ, 
 
 Defendants. 
 
_________________________________/ 
 

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION TO 
CONTINUE TRIAL FOR 21-DAYS 

 
 COME NOW the Plaintiffs, JEFFREY LAGRASSO and DEBOROAH LAGRASSO (the 

“LaGrasso’s”), by and through their undersigned counsel, and pursuant to Local Rule 7.6, hereby 

respectfully file this motion to continue the Trial in this matter to begin anew 21-days after the 

resolution of certain pending, dispositive motions. 

The primary ground supporting this motion is that with only a single week until the begin-

ning of the trial period, certain issues remain unresolved within complex cross-motions for sum-

mary judgment and, as a result, the parties are unclear about which issues will need to be tried 

before the jury.  Under the circumstances, the existing disputes that will have to be resolved by 

this Court, as well as the costs that will be incurred from having to prepare for trial assuming all 

possible permutations of the Court's final resolution of the pending cross-motions for summary 

judgment, can be minimized significantly if the case is continued until the motions are fully and 

completed resolved. 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

Through no fault of their own, the parties are unsure of the issues and claims that remain 

to be tried before the jury during a trial that could begin in a week.  The parties cross-moved for 

summary judgment and the Court recently issued its Order resolving certain, but not all, of the 

issues at bar.  As a result, it is impossible to know which witnesses, which exhibits, and which 

arguments should be presented to the jury and the Court. 

  This court has the inherent power to control its docket. The Supreme Court has “... long 

recognized that courts have inherent power to stay proceedings and ‘to control the disposition of 

the causes on its docket with economy of time and effort for itself, for counsel, and for liti-

gants”.” Stone v. INS, 514 U.S. 386, 411, citing Landis v. North American Co., 299, U.S. 248, 254-

255 (1936). The broad discretion District Courts have to control their docket and manage their 

cases includes broad discretion over pre-trial activities, including discovery and scheduling. 

See, Johnson v. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of Georgia, 263 F.3d 1234, 1269 (11th Cir. 2001). 

Moreover, pursuant to Local Rule 7.6. his Court may, for good cause, continue a trial. Good 

cause is present here.   

As the Court is aware from litigation that has transpired in this case and from its consider-

ation of the pending cross-motions for summary judgment, this is a complex discrimination action 

arising under § 3604(b) and § 3617 of the Fair Housing Act (the “FHA”).  Indeed, the specific 

claims herein involve an emerging area of the law that is without any precedent in the Eleventh 

Circuit on some of the issues.  The Court has agreed that certain of the harassment and discrimi-

nation at issue is reprehensible and Plaintiffs take the position that there is extensive direct and 
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circumstantial evidence upon which a reasonable jury could find that religion at least in part mo-

tivated the adverse treatment that Plaintiffs experienced between November 2019 and at least July 

2020. 

The predicament that necessitates the instant motion to continue is that the parties are ex-

actly one week before the beginning of the start of the June 1, 2021 trial period.  However, as noted 

above, the parties' respective motions for summary judgment, which present novel issues of law 

for the Court's resolution, remain unresolved as of the filing of this motion.  Indeed, the May 14, 

2021 Order on Cross-Motions for Summary Judgment (DE 178) (the “Order”) appears to leave 

unresolved certain claims asserted in the pleadings while, at the same time, also appears to grant 

summary judgment in favor of the Defendant.  The Order allowed Plaintiffs seven days to file 

supplemental briefing on the open issues pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(f) “before the Court enters 

judgment against them on that count.”  Order at 20.  Plaintiffs complied with that portion of the 

order and on May 21, 2021, timely filed their supplemental brief.  No further orders have been 

entered. 

As a result, it is unclear whether there are some, several or no issues that remain to be tried 

– that is, one reading of the Order could conclude that nothing is left to be tried; whereas another 

reading of the Order could conclude that some issues remain (even though then, it is unclear which 

issues those are).  Thus, without a further ruling from the Court, it is unclear what factual issues 

will remain for the jury's resolution.   

In short, it has become more difficult than originally anticipated for the parties to prepare 

for trial because final trial preparation cannot be reasonably or efficiently completed without 

knowing what will be tried, all of which says nothing of the fact that Plaintiff’s trial counsel is 

admitted pro hac vice and will be traveling to Florida from Louisiana for the trial period.    
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Plaintiffs make this motion with an acute understanding of the heavy time demands and 

caseload under which the Court operates and with full knowledge that motions for summary judg-

ment are not infrequently decided very close to the beginning of trial. In this instance, however, 

given the estimated length and complexity of the trial of this case [8 full days], it is difficult, if not 

impossible, to prepare for trial without guidance from the Court on the manifold legal issues pre-

sented by this matter. 

Even if trial preparation could be completed without guidance from the Court, which is 

questionable, it is becoming apparent that completing what is left of trial preparation has required 

so much guesswork and speculation that final trial preparation has become unwieldy and far too 

expensive. The requested relief may, in the long haul, result in judicial economies as well given 

that a narrowed, more targeted presentation at trial limited to certain defined issues would result 

in a much more efficient, and shorter, trial.  

For these reasons, Plaintiffs respectfully request the Court to continue the trial in this matter 

until at least 21 days after the Court completely resolves the cross-motions for summary judgment. 

This continuance will allow the Court sufficient time to issue a clarifying order, or judgment, on 

the parties' pending motions for summary judgment now that the Rule 56(f) response has been 

filed by Plaintiffs, which may obviate the need for some or all of the work required to prepare for 

complete preparation for trial or, at least, give the parties sufficient time after such a ruling to 

prepare the matter for trial with the guidance contained in such order.  

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Court is respectfully requested to remove this case from the 

June 1, 2021 pilot docket, and to reset the trial for a docket that begins at least 21 days after the 

Court fully resolves the outstanding potentially dispositive motions, together with such other and 

further relief as is just and proper. 
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH LOCAL RULE 7.1(a)(3) 

The undersigned hereby certifies that it has conferred (orally or in writing), or made rea-

sonable effort to confer (orally or in writing), with all parties or non-parties who may be affected 

by the relief sought in the motion. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 25th day of May, 2021, I electronically filed the forego-

ing document with the Clerk of the Court using CM/ECF.  I also certify that the foregoing docu-

ment is being served this day on all counsel of record, Karen Nissen, Esq. and Josef Fiala, Esq., 

counsel for Defendant Association, or pro se parties either via transmission of notices of Electronic 

Filing generated by CM/ECF or in some other authorized manner for those counsel or parties who 

are not authorized to receive electronic Notice of Electronic Filing. 

MURDOCH WEIRES PLLC 
      Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
      14 Southeast 4th Street 
      Boca Raton, Florida  33432 
      Tel.:  (561) 347-8700 
      Fax:  (561) 409-2341 
          

        
           By:_____________________________________  
      Scott A. Weires, Esq. 
      Florida Bar No. 0113761 

sweires@murdochweires.com 
jliotta@murdochweires.com 
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SERVICE LIST 

CASE NO. 9:20-cv-81163– MIDDLEBROOKS/MATTHEWMAN 
 

VERNIS & BOWLING OF PALM BEACH, 
P.A.  
Counsel for Defendant, Seven Bridges 
HOA  
884 U.S. Highway One  
North Palm Beach, Florida 33408  
Telephone No. 561.775.9822  
Facsimile No. 561.775.9821  
Primary: gjvernis@national-law.com  
Knissen@florida-law.com  
jfiala@florida-law.com  
Secondary: Cschrader@florida-law.com  
pbfiling@florida-law.com  

James M. Williams, Esq. 
Inemesit U. O’Boyle, Esq. 
Patrick R. Follette, Esq. 
Phillip J. La Borde, Esq. 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
Chehardy, Sherman, Williams, Murray, Recile, 
Stakelum & Hayes, LLP 
One Galleria Blvd., Ste 1100 
Metairie, LA 70001 
Telephone No. (504) 833-5600 
james@thretrialteam.com 
inem@thetrialteam.com 
phillip@thetrialteam.com 
patrick@thetrialteam.com  
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