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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

AT TACOMA
RICKY ANTHONY YOUNG,
e CASE NO.C13-05079 BHSIRC
Plaintiff,
ORDERDENYING PLAINTIFF'S
V. MOTION “DISQUALIFYIN G”
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR
Defendans.

The District Court has referred this 42 U.S.C. § 1983 civil rights action to Unitexs St
Magistrate Judge J. Richard Creatura. The Court’s authority for theate$e?28 U.S.C. §
636(b)(1)(A) and (B), and Magistrate Judge Rules MJR3 and MJRA4.

Plaintiff asks the Court to demy “disqualify” defendants’ motion for summary
judgment (ECF No. 84). The ColbENIESthe motion. Plaintiff originally argued that
defendants’ motion was untimelylaintiff has withdrawn that argument after recegvin
defendants’ responsmting that the Court had extended the dispositive motions cutoff date

when it granted him additional time to conduct discovery (ECF No. 59).
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Plaintiff's second argument is that the defendants should have waited to seiif'[@ai
appeal to the district court judge from the denial of his motions to stay discovery would be
granted (ECF No. 91). lie Court is not aware of ampurt rule orcaseholding that defendants
mustwait to file a summary judgment motiorfFurther, there isathing guaranteeinthat
plaintiff’'s appeal would be addressed before the dispositive motion cutofffelatatiff
continues to argue he lacks sufficient typing paper and that he has not receivédeall of
discovery he believes he is entitled to receiVae Court has previously ruled threse issues.
(ECF No. 91). The Court disagrees with plaintiff over the amount of paper nedessangluct
discovery. The Court finds that 200 pages of paper every other week is more than adequ
prosecute this actior-urther,the Court granted plaintiff a two month extension of the disco
deadline (ECF No. 59). In addition, the Court ordered the parties to confer regasdmgedy
when plaintiff filed a motion to compel (ECF No. 60). The Court orddrec¢onference even
though plaintiff’'s motion to compel did not comply with Fed. R. Civ. P. Bife Court later
found that the amount of time defendants’ counsel allotted to the conference wasamore th
adequate to comply with the Court’s order (ECF N9. 89

Discovery is now closed with the exception of the discop&antiff hasserved on
defendant Anderson. Further, the time for filing a response to defendants’ mosomioary
judgment has elapsed. The Court finds no reason to further delay consideration of dgfen

motion for summary judgment.

Datedthis 18" dayof November, 2013.

Ty TS

J. Richard Creatura
United States Magistrate Judge
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