Silva v. McKenna et al

© 00 N oo o b~ w NP

N N N NN N DN R P R R R R R R R
o A W N P O © 0 N 0O 0 M W N L O

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT TACOMA

MATTHEW SILVA,
Plaintiff,

V.

ROB McKENNA, JOHN S. BLONIEN,
DOUGLAS CARR, KIMBERLY
FRINELL, AMANDA IGCHELBRING,
ELDON VAIL, DAN PACHOLKE,
STEVE SINCLAIR, CHRIS
BOWMAN, CHUCK PEASE,
OFFICIAL JURGENSEN, LINDA
MICHAEL, DAVID S. ROBERTS,
TAMARA ROWDEN, RONALD
FREDERICK, DEVON SCHRUM,
LORI SCAMAHORN, DENNIS
DAHNE, KERRI MCTARSNEY,
CORYDON WHALEY, CLINT MAY,
CHERYL SULLIVAN, and VANESSA
COLEMAN,

Defendants.

On April 13, 2012, Plaintiff requested that tRisurt stay considation of his Second
Motion for “TRO/Preliminary Injinction” (ECF No. 70). ECF No. 79. The Court entered an
Order striking the noting date tfe motion from the calendanéadvised Plaintiff that he
could re-note his motion by serving a writtgstice on the Clerk anapposing counsel. ECF
No. 82. Since that time, Plaintiff hatetl numerous Declarations and lettese ECF Nos.
92-100, and 109. On May 3, 2012, the Court adviahtiff that it would take no action on

the letters and deckations filed at ECF Nos. 92, 108nd 109. ECF No. 110. Since that
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time, Plaintiff has again filed a Memorandum in Support of Second Motion for TRO and
Supplemental Declaration. ECF NA4.3 and 114. There is no pending motion.

A review of Plaintiff's “Second Motion fof RO/Preliminary Injunction” reveals that
it merely restates his request for relief unisr‘pending supplement to objections” under
“ECF 10, ECF 12, ECF 18 and ECF 1% ECF No. 70. These issues were dealt with by
the Court in its Order denyingdtiff’'s motions for preliminay injunctive relief. ECF No.
64. Accordingly, it iSORDERED:

1) Plaintiff shall refrain from filing additional pleadings “in support of” the

“second” motion for temporary relief. Therenis such motion pending before the Court. If

Plaintiff wishes to file a motiofor injunctive relief, he may do so. However, he should kee

in mind that any issues raised in any such amothust be related to the issues raised in his

complaint and he must be establish the foltayvi (1) a likelihood of success on the merits,

a likelihood of irreparablenjury to the plaintiff if injunctiverelief is not granted, (3) a balanc

of hardships favoring the plaintiff, arfd) advancement of the public intere¥inter v.

Natural Res. Def. Council, 555 U.S. 7, 129 S.Ct. 365, 376, 172 L.Ed.2d 249 (2008) (quotin

Amoco Prod. Co. v. Gambell, 480 U.S. 531, 542, 107 S.Ct. 1396, 94 L.Ed.2d 542 (1987)).
(2) The Clerk shall send a copy of this Order to Plaintiff and counsel for

Defendants.

DATED this_15th day of May, 2012.

/24“ A el

Karen L. Strombom
United States Magistrate Judge
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