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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

ROBERT TREVINO, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 
 

E. DOTSON, et al., 

Defendants. 
 

Case No. 15-cv-05373-PJH    
 
 
ORDER DENYING MOTION 

Re: Dkt. No. 85 

 

 

Plaintiff proceeds with a pro se civil rights action.  Defendants filed a motion for 

summary judgment for failure to exhaust and plaintiff is to file his opposition by June 23, 

2017.  Plaintiff has now filed a motion to stay the proceedings and for an evidentiary 

hearing.  Plaintiff also argues that he is still attempting to obtain discovery.  However, the 

court stayed discovery pending resolution of the exhaustion motion.  Many of plaintiff’s 

discovery requests concern the underlying claims and are not relevant to the exhaustion 

motion.  Plaintiff’s motion is therefore denied.  Plaintiff should present his arguments 

regarding exhaustion in his opposition to summary judgment.  Once the summary 

judgment motion is fully briefed, the court will determine if a hearing is required. 

Plaintiff has also returned two document subpoena forms for the court to serve.  

One subpoena involves his efforts to obtain contact information for two unserved 

defendants that were discussed in the court’s prior order.  The court will order that 

subpoena to be served.  The court also informed plaintiff that the subpoenas were not a 

substitute for discovery.  Plaintiff’s second subpoena is for fingerprint evidence and 

photographs concerning the underlying disciplinary infraction that is the subject of this 

action.  Because discovery is stayed pending resolution of the exhaustion motion, the 
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