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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

RENEE’ L. MARTIN, No. 2:12-cv-970-MCE-EFB PS
Plaintiff,
V. ORDER

LITTON LOAN SERVICING LP, et al.,

Defendants.

On December 8, 2014, plaintiff, who is proceeding pro se, filed anakerat with the cour
entitled Declaration and RequedtPlaintiff for an Immediat©rder Re: Deposition of Plaintiff
Currently Noticed for December 16, 2014. ECF No. 1RRintiff states that her deposition weé
recently noticed for December 16, 2014, bfeddant Litton Loan Servicing LAd. at 1, 8.
Plaintiff claims that she informed Litton’s coundleat she will be out of town visiting her fathe
who recently suffered a stroke and thereforevaitable to attend her deposition on the date
noticed. Id. at 2. Thus, there appears to be good causentinue the date for the deposition t
later date.

However, plaintiff also raised anothesue. She proposes that her deposition be
conducted on any Saturday in January. She asbattshe is not able twe absent from work.
Id. In an email attached to plaintiff's pleading, which is dated December 3, 2014, Litton’s

counsel stated that he would be willing to reic®ter deposition for a different date, but insis
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that the deposition be completed in Decembdrat 8. Counsel further informed plaintiff that
is not able to complete her deposition on a weekéthd On December 4, 2014, counsel sent
plaintiff another email stating that becausaimiff did not respond to the December 3, 2014
email, he would be proceeding with the depas noticed for December 16, 2014, and would
a motion to compel and seek all availagdections should plaintiff fail to appedd. at 9.

The court construes plaintiff's Deceml&12014 filing as a request to continue her
deposition currently noticed for December 16, 20E€CF No. 128. The court has not yet held
scheduling conference pursuantederal Rule of Civil Procedufis(b). Accordingly, there is
no pending discovery cut-off datend therefore no apparesason why plaintiff’'s deposition
must be completed in December. Further, gplamtiff's representationsegarding her father’'s
health, the court finds good cause for continylaintiff's deposition. However, plaintiff's
position that her deposition be conducted on a weklseunreasonable. Piiff is admonished
that if she wishes to continte prosecuting her case, shestmake herself available for
deposition during regutdusiness hours.

Accordingly, plaintiff's motion, ECF No. 128, granted in part and denied in part.
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Within 7 days of this order, the parties are oedeto meet and confer regarding the scheduling of

plaintiff's deposition during the month of January 2015. The deposition is to be completed
during normal business hours, Monday through Frid@gintiff’'s motion isdenied in all other

regards.

DATED: December 11, 2014. Wm\
EDMUND F. BRENNAN

UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE




