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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho deferred ruling on Plaintiffs’ motion for
summary judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(d). The court found that Defendants had
identified essential information likely to be obtained through ongoing discovery and had demonstrated
that discovery was still at an early stage. The motion was held in abeyance, and Defendants’ request
for Rule 56(d) relief was granted.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants moved for summary judgment.
Defendants/Counter-Claimants sought relief under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 56(d), asking the court to defer ruling until discovery
was completed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(d), the party seeking
additional discovery must show that the information sought would
prevent summary judgment and that the information exists; the request
must identify the specific facts further discovery would reveal and
explain why those facts would preclude summary judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants satisfied the requirements of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(d) for deferral of a
summary-judgment motion because they lacked essential facts and needed additional discovery.

2. Whether the court should hold plaintiffs' summary-judgment motion in abeyance until discovery was
complete.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants satisfied the requirements for Rule 56(d) relief by identifying the information needed to
respond to the summary-judgment motion, explaining why existing information was insufficient, and
showing that the information existed and was likely within plaintiffs' custody or control.

2. The court deferred ruling on plaintiffs' summary-judgment motion and held it in abeyance until
discovery was complete.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In sum, the Court finds the interests of justice are best served by deferring ruling on Porter’s Motion for
Summary Judgment.”

“Once discovery is complete, the parties can supplement their existing filings or file wholly new motions.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The action involves breach-of-contract and securities-fraud claims, along with multiple claims, counterclaims,
and defenses among interrelated parties. The parties had agreed to extend the schedule to complete discovery,
including international discovery, but plaintiffs filed for summary judgment before any depositions or third-party
discovery had occurred. Defendants asserted that material information likely within plaintiffs' custody or control
was necessary to test the evidence supporting the motion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The parties amended the scheduling order to allow additional discovery, including international discovery, and to
evaluate whether dispositive motions were appropriate. Plaintiffs filed a summary-judgment motion the
following day, before depositions or third-party discovery had occurred. The court granted defendants' Rule
56(d) request, held the summary-judgment motion in abeyance, and deferred ruling until discovery was
complete.
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