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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
EASTERN DIVISION
DANIEL BAUMHOFF,

Plaintiff,

VS. Case N04:17-CV-02539AR

N

FARMERS INSURANCE COMPANY
and

SAFECO INSURANCE COMPANY

— e N N N N

Defendans.

M emorandum and Order

This matter is before the Court @efendant Farmers Insurance CompaifyFarmers”)
two Motions for Protective Order and to Quash Subpoe(@ocs. 31,34.) In its first motion,
Farmersasks the Cougenerallyto quash all pending discovery andeioteran order staying all
discovery pending the Coustruling on Farmes motion to dismiss.(Doc. 31.) In its second
motion, Farmers asks the Cospecificallyto quash the deposition of ngrarty Teresa Sparks,
scheduled for April 20, 2018.D6c. 34.)

Upon considerationhe Court will grant Farmersecond motion and quash the Sparks
deposition without prejudice to being rescheduled at a later date. The Courtswilbrder
Plaintiff to show cause why it should notagt Farmersfirst motion. The Court notes that
currently pending is a motion Blaintiff for leave to file out of time its answer to Farmers
counterelaim. oc.23.) The entirety of Plaintif§ argument is that Hemistak[en]ly failed to

answer. (Id.) However, the Court also notes thiat addition to failing to file an answer to
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Farmers counterelaim, Plaintiff apparentlyfailed to timely respond to Farmeérgdiscovery
requests. (See Doc. 18 at 1 n.1.) The Court wishes to understatite reasons foPlaintiff’s
inactionin more detail thabhe has so far provided.

Accordingly,

IT ISHEREBY ORDERED that Defendant Farmers Insurance Compsariotion for
Protective Order and to Quash Subpoeziarring tothe deposition of nofparty Teresa Spask
scheduled for April 20, 201®0c. 34)is GRANTED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff shall show cause in writing, within seven
days of the entry of this order, why the Court should not grant Farrgeneral Motion for

Protective Order and to Quadbaoc. 31).

Datedthis 19th day ofApril, 2018.
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ITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE




