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5
6 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
7 FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
8 |
9 || Virgil E.Holt, No. CV 1-04-6073-MHM
10 Plaintiff ORDER
11 |f vs.
12
D. G. Stockman, et al.,

P Defendants.
14
15
16

Pending before the Court are seyeral motions filed by Plaintiff. The Court has reviewed
v cach motion and the applicable law and now enters its ruling. ‘
® Plaintiff haé filed a “Request That the Court Except (sic) Late Filing of the Attached
v Motion to C‘ompel.” Good cause appearing,
20 IT IS ORDERED granting said motion. (Doc. 172)
2 Plaintiff has filed a “Motion and Request for Reconsideration of the Court’s [May 10,
22 2001] Order denying his Motion for Additional Discovery to Oppovse Defendants’ Motion
2 for Partial Summary Judgment.” Plaintiff having filed his Opposition to Defendants’
> summary judgment motion, the Court finds no basis to reconsider its prior decision.
2 Accordingly,
26 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED denying Plaintiff’s Motion and Request for
Z Redonéidergtidn of the Court’s May 10, 2001 Order. (Doc. 173)
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Plaintiff has filed two related motions: a “Request for Leave to F 11e Response to Reply
Br1ef in Support of Defendants’ Motion for Partial Summary Judgment and Defendants’
Obj ectlons to Plaintiff’s Evidence Submitted in Opposition to Defendants’ Motion for Partial
Summary Judgment” (Doc. 174), and a “Request for Leave (and an Extension of Time) to
Amend and Supplement Plaintiff’s Opposition to the Defendants’ Motion. for Partial
Summary Judgment, Nunc Pro Tunc” (Doc. 180). Plaintiff asserts that he Wishes to correct
certé_in r:riiiSt‘.ailk'es that have been pointed out by Defendants as well as present new arguments
in sﬁpport of his Opposition to Defendants’ summary judgment motion. Plaintiff has had a
full opportunity to respond to Defendants’ summary judgment motion. A sur-reply is neither
contemplated by Local Rule 78-230(1) nor warranted in these circumstances. Accordingly,

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED denymg said motions. (Docs. 174, 180)

Plamtlff has also filed a Request for an Extension of Time to File a Reply to Defendants’
Opposition to Plaintiff’s Revised Motion to Compel. Plaintiff’s proffered reason - that he
has been otherwise engaged in preparing for litigation with respect to two other cases he has
filed - does not constitute good cause for an extension of time. Accordingly,

1T IS FURTHER ORDERED denying Plaintiff’s Request for an Extension of Time.
(Doc. 181)
Dated this 21st day of September, 2011.

B s,

’ ary, Murgula
U.S.ICifclit Court Judge
Designated as United States D1st ct Judge
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