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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

DESHAWN CATHEY,
Plaintiff,
V.
CITY OF VALLEJO, et al.,

Defendants.

This matter is before the undersigned purst@hbcal Rule 302(c)(21) The parties hav
filed separate motions requesting that thercamend its March 5, 2015, scheduling order to

allow more time for discovery in accordance wideral Rule 16(b)(4). ECF Nos. 42, 43. Th
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is the first discovery deadline texsion requested by either party. Defendants’ motion asks the

court to extend the partiegdiscovery deadline to Septemi®9, 2015, while plaintiff's motion

asks the court to extend the deadline 120 dayBecember 29, 2015. The court finds that gopd

cause does not exist to extend the discovery deadline 120 days. However, in light of the parties

pending motions, the court will graan extension of the partiediscovery deadline to October

30, 2015.
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Accordingly, THE COURT HEREBY ORDERS that defendants’ motion to modify th
scheduling order, ECF No. 42, is GRANTED aidintiff’'s motion to modify the scheduling
order, ECF No. 43, is GRANTED IN PART. @&ltourt’s March 5, 2015, scheduling order is
hereby modified to reflect a digeery deadline of October 30, 2015.

DATED: September 15, 2015 _ -~
Mr:—-——w}-—l—
ALLISON CLAIRE
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
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