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Wend et al

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT SEATTLE

JAMES D. GRIEPSMA,
Plaintiff, CASE NO. C16-1843-JLR-MAT
V.
ORDER RE: PENDING MOTIONS
CHARLIE WEND, et al.,

Defendants.

Plaintiff, who proceedpro se andin forma pauperis (IFP) in this 42 U.S.C. § 1983 cage,

submitted two motions for extensions of time aniéteer to the Court. (Dkt. 72-74.) Having

considered the motions and letter, @murt finds and concludes as follows:

Doc. 75

(2) Plaintiff's motions seekxtensions of time to respond to defendants’ declarations

and to obtain defendant BrianRager’'s address. {@s. 72-73.) While dated March 19 and 20,

2017, the Court did not receive the motions until J28,e2017. By letter to the Court, plaintiff
states he wrote the motions while incarcatade Monroe CorrectiohadComplex (MCC), gave
them to his investigator to filédut only recently discovered the timms had not been filed. (DK{.

74.) Although not entirely clear, plaintiff furthappears to indicate heddnot receive two of the
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five motions filed by defendants acdrrently pending in this caseSeg Dkts. 72-74 (reflecting
his receipt of defendants’ motida dismiss eleven defendantsgittfourth “declaration”, and thg
motion to find his complaint frivolous, while inditag he had not yet received the second or tl

“declarations”).) He requests copies of the matinot received and additional time to submit

of his responses. Plaintiff also notes he has diffiawiting due to his hand injury and is currently

homeless.
Plaintiff did not timely respond to any of dattants’ pending motions. The first of tho

motions, seeking dismissal of plaintiff's claimsatst eleven defendants (Dkt. 15), was origing
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noted for consideration on April 7, 2013nd plaintiff's current filing makes clear he received

that motion while incarcerated at MCC in March of 2048 Okts. 72-74). The other pendin
motions were all served by mail to plaintiff'sroent, general delivergnailing address and wer
noted for consideration, spectively, on May 12, 2017nd June 9, 16, and 23, 201 7%5ed Dkts.
38, 50, 67, and 70.) Howevennsidering plaintiff'gro se status and the circumstances descri
in his letter and motions to the Court, theurt finds good cause for an extension of time.
Plaintiff's motion for an extension of time respond (Dkt. 72) ikerein GRANTED in
relation to defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Elev@efendants (Dkt. 15), Motion to Dismiss Thr
Defendants (Dkt. 38), Motion to Dismiss FivefBedants (Dkt. 50), Motion to Dismiss Defendg

ARNP Sue Baerg (Dkt. 67), and Motion to Findigpsma’s Complaint Rrolous (Dkt. 70).

Plaintiff must submit his responsg(to the Court on or beforeugust 4, 2017. Defendants ar¢

! Plaintiff additionally states he is seeking an aggrnlt should be noted that, by Order dated M
17, 2017, the Court denied plaintiff's Motion for Appointment of Counsgde Dkts. 48 & 66.)

2The Court renoted the motion for consideratioddone 16, 2016 because it was not clear whe
it had been received by plaintiff. (Dkt. 65 (motionveet by mail to Skagit County jail on March 9, 201
but plaintiff had been transferred to the Washinddepartment of Corrections on December 23, 2016
held at MCC until his release onamound March 22, 2017).)
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directed to submit a reply the response(s) on or bef@&agust 18, 2017, and the Clerk is directe

to RENOTE all of defendants’ motionsKi3. 15, 38, 50, 67, 70) for considerationAungust 18,

2017.
(2) Plaintiff's motion for arextension of time to obtalBrianna Roger’s address (DK
73) is DENIED. In requesting the extensiomiptiff explains he needs more time to obt:

Rogers’ address “so she can be sdr¥/ (Dkt. 73.) Rogers hagén served and is represented

counsel in this matter.S¢e Dkts. 5-6.) There is, as dumo basis for plaintiff's request.
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(3) The Clerk is directed to send a copy f thrder to the parties and to the Honorable

James L. Robart. The Clerk is further directegdnd to plaintiff copiesf the Motion to Dismisg
Three Defendants (Dkt. 38), Moti to Dismiss Five DefendantsKD50), and Motion to Dismis

Defendant ARNP Sue Baerg (Dkt. 67), along vathaccompanying declations (Dkts. 39-44

51-62).
DATED this 27th day of June, 2017.
Mary Alice Theiler
United States Magistrate Judge
ORDER
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