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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION
RALPH S. JANVEY, IN HIS CAPACITY AS
COURT-APPOINTED RECEIVER FOR THE
STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD.,
ET AL.,

§
§
§
§
§
Plaintiff,
§
§
v.
§
Case No.: 03:09-CV-2151-N
§
REBECCA REEVES,
§
§
Defendant.
§
______________________________________________________________________________
DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO STAY DISCOVERY
PENDING THE COURT’S RULING ON DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS
AND BRIEF IN SUPPORT
COMES NOW, the Defendant, REBECCA REEVES, by and through her undersigned
attorneys and hereby files this her Motion to Stay Discovery Pending the Court’s Ruling on
Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss, and states as follows:
1.

On or about November 19, 2009, the Plaintiff served the Defendant, REBECCA

REEVES (“Defendant”), in the instant action, which Complaint includes claims for
disgorgement of Receivership assets, disgorgement of assets fraudulently transferred to
Defendant, and conversion of the Key Biscayne property, her previous homestead.
2.

On or about December 9, 2009, the Defendant filed her Motion to Dismiss the

Complaint, in its entirety, for lack of standing, lack or personal jurisdiction, lack of subject
matter jurisdiction, violation of the statute of limitations, improper pleading, and concerns of
privilege. The Court has not yet ruled on Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss.
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On May 7, 2010, the Plaintiff served discovery upon the Plaintiff, namely, the First

Requests for Production and First Interrogatories. Responses to the Requests for Production and
Answers to the Interrogatories are due on Monday, June 7, 2010.
4.

The Motion to Dismiss, as stated above, seeks to dismiss the entire action, and good

cause exists for such dismissal based upon the outcome of R. Allen Stanford matter as it pertains
to the Defendant herein. Specifically, prior to filing this action against Defendant, the Receiver
claimed in an action against Mr. Robert Allen Stanford (SEC v. Stanford International Bank, et
al., Civil Action No.: 3:09-CV-0298-N) (“the original action”) that, despite being a non-party to
this proceeding, Defendant somehow violated an injunction by selling her home. The Defendant,
however, did absolutely nothing wrong. Nonetheless, on August 13, 2009, the Receiver filed his
Motion for Order to Show Cause Why Rebecca Reeves-Stanford Should Not Be Held In
Contempt.
5.

The Defendant objects to the Requests for Production and Interrogatories, in their

entirety, because she has a pending Motion to Dismiss this action in its entirety. As such, the
discovery is unduly burdensome, irrelevant, made for the sole purpose of harassment. Due to the
nature of the Motion to Dismiss for lack of standing, lack of jurisdiction (personal and subject
mater), Defendant objects in order to preserve any and all rights therein. Moreover, for reasons
explained more fully below, Defendant respectfully requests that the Court stay discovery in this
matter until it rules on Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss.
ARGUMENT & AUTHORITY
6.

The Supreme Court and the Fifth Circuit have long held that “a district court

possesses inherent power to control its docket.” Marinechance Shipping, Ltd. v. Sebastian, 143
F.3d 216, 218 (5th Cir. 1998); see Landis v. North Am. Co., 299 U.S. 248, 254 (1936)
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(acknowledging “the power inherent in every court to control the disposition of the causes on its
docket with economy of time and effort for itself, for counsel, and for the litigants”). Indeed,
“[a] trial court has broad discretion and inherent power to stay discovery until preliminary
questions that may dispose of the case are determined.” Petrus v. Bowen, 833 F.2d 581, 583 (5th
Cir. 1987) (discovery properly deferred where nothing that Plaintiff could have learned through
discovery could have affected resolution of motion); see also Fed. R. Civ. P 26(c) (which
provides that a federal district court has discretion to stay discovery “for good cause shown.”);
Von Drake v. NBC, 2004 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 25090; 2004 WL 1144142 (N.D. Texas 2004)
(holding that discovery may be stayed pending the outcome of a motion to dismiss).
7.

Where there is a preliminary question that may dispose of the case—like the one

presented in Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss—a “trial court has broad discretion and inherent
power to stay discovery . . . .” Petrus, 833 F.2d at 583; see also Joseph N. Main P.C. v. Elec.
Data Sys. Corp., 168 F.R.D. 573, 575 (N.D. Tex. 1996) (noting that Magistrate Judge stayed
discovery pending resolution of issues concerning compliance with local class certification rule).
A stay of discovery may be appropriate where the disposition of a motion to dismiss might
preclude the need for the discovery altogether thus saving time and expense. As noted above,
good cause to stay discovery exists where the resolution of a preliminary motion may dispose of
the entire action, as is the situation in the instant case. As a result, Defendant asks that the Court
stay discovery until the Court rules on the pending Motion to Dismiss.
8.

Moreover, the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995 (“PSLRA”), which, if

applicable in this matter, provides as follows:
15 U.S.C. 78u-4
(b) Requirements for securities fraud actions.
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(3) Motion to dismiss; stay of discovery.
(B) Stay of discovery. In any private action arising under this title [15 USCS §§ 78a et
seq.], all discovery and other proceedings shall be stayed during the pendency of any motion to
dismiss, unless the court finds upon the motion of any party that particularized discovery is
necessary to preserve evidence or to prevent undue prejudice to that party.
(C) Preservation of evidence. (i) In general. During the pendency of any stay of
discovery pursuant to this paragraph, unless otherwise ordered by the court, any party to the
action with actual notice of the allegations contained in the complaint shall treat all documents,
data compilations (including electronically recorded or stored data), and tangible objects that are
in the custody or control of such person and that are relevant to the allegations, as if they were
the subject of a continuing request for production of documents from an opposing party under
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. . . .
9.

This case is precisely the type of matter in which the Court should exercise its

inherent discretion to stay discovery and other related matters. If Defendant’s motion to dismiss
is granted, the Parties will have wasted valuable time and resources litigating a case in a forum
that lacks subject matter jurisdiction. Granting a stay in this case would not prejudice the
Plaintiff in any way. For the reasons set forth herein, discovery should be stayed until this Court
rules upon Defendant’s motion to dismiss.
WHEREFORE, Defendant, REBECCA REEVES STANFORD, respectfully requests
that this Court stay discovery until it rules on Defendant’s motion to dismiss, and that the Court
grant such other and further relief, at law and equity, general or special, to which Defendant may
show herself justly entitled.
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Respectfully submitted,

By:

s/ Jeronimo Valdez
R. JERONIMO VALDEZ
Texas State Bar No. 24042079
jvaldez@vwlegal.com

VALDEZ | WASHINGTON LLP
Highland Park Place
4514 Cole Avenue, Suite 600
Dallas, Texas 75205
(214) 361-7800 – Telephone
1 (469) 327-2629 – Facsimile
AND
Bradford M. Cohen
Appearing Pro Hac Vice
Florida Bar No. 118176
lawronin@aol.com
Vanessa L. Prieto
Appearing Pro Hac Vice
Florida Bar No. 124613
lawvlp@aol.com
BRADFORD COHEN LAW
1132 SE 3rd Avenue
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33316
Telephone: 954-523-7774
Facsimile:
954-523-2656
ATTORNEYS FOR REBECCA REEVES-STANFORD

CERTIFICATE OF CONFERENCE
I certify that on July 7, 2010, I conferred with counsel for Plaintiff, David T. Arlington
regarding the relief requested in this motion.

Mr. Arlington informed me that Plaintiff is

opposed to the relief sought in this motion.
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s/ Jeronimo Valdez
R. JERONIMO VALDEZ
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I certify that on June 7, 2010, I electronically filed the foregoing document with the clerk
of court for the U.S. District Court, Northern District of Texas, using the Court’s electronic case
filing system. The electronic case filing system sent a “Notice of Electronic Filing” to all
attorneys of record who have consented in writing to accept this Notice as service of this
document by electronic means.

s/ Jeronimo Valdez
R. JERONIMO VALDEZ
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