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6 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
7 AT TACOMA
8
DAVID TROUPE,
9 . CASE NO.3:16-CV-05077RBL-DWC
Plaintiff,
10 ORDERGRANTING-IN-PART
V- MOTION TO STAY

11 EDWARD WOODS, et a).
12 Defendars.
13
14 Plaintiff David Troupe, proceedingo se andin forma pauperis, initiated this action
15 pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Presently pending before the &eur{l) Defendants’ Motion tp
16 Dismiss Action as Frivolous and Revoke Plaintiff’'s In Forma Pauperis Staflosi¢h to
17 Dismiss”) Dkt. 26; and (2) Defendants’ Motion to Stay Case Pending Decision on De&nda
18 Motion to Revoke Plaintiff's In Forma Pauperis Status and Dismiss thisrAa# Frivolous
19 (“Motion to Stay). Dkt. 31. This Order addresses only Defendants’ Motion to Stay.
20 On April 22, 2016, Defendants filée Motion to Dismiss, alleging, in part, Plaintiff has
21 failed to exhaust his administrativemediesDkt. 26.After filing the Motion to Dismiss, on
22 April 22, 2016, Defendants filed the Motion to Stekng a stay ofthe proceedingsntil the
23 Court rules on the Motion to Dismiss. Dkt. Epecifically, Defendants ask ti@murt tostaythe
24
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proeedingsas follows: (1) prevent any party from engaging in discovery and (2) prevent g
party from filing motions or other documents unrelated to the Motion to Dishdiss.

A. Discovery

Defendants request the Court issue an order preventing any party fyagirenin
discovery until the Court rules on the Motion to Dismiss. Dkt.T3ie Gurt has broad
discretionary powers to control discovelyttle v. City of Seattle, 863 F.2d 681, 685 (9tir.
1988). Upon showing of good cause, thmu@ may deny or lintidiscovery. Fed. R. Civ. P.
26(c). A court may relieve a party of the burdens of discovery while a dispositivermsti
pending DiMartini v. Ferrin, 889 F.2d 922 (9th Cir. 198%mended at 906 F.2d 465 (8 Cir.
1990);Rae v. Union Bank, 725 F.2d 478 (9t&ir. 1984).

Theruling ontheMotion to Dismissmayresdve all of Plaintiff's claimsThus, a stay of
discoverywhile the motion is pending willerve the ends of justice by the parties’ @odirt
avoiding the use aksourcesvhich may ultimately not be requirgldurther, a stay will not
prejudice Plaintiff as th€omplaint must stand on its face ahdruling on the Motion to
Dismisscouldimpactthe scope of discovery.

B. Filing Motions and Other Documents

Defendants also request the Court enter an @msenting any party from filing motior
or other documents unrelated to the Motion to Dismiss until the Court rules on the Motion
Dismiss Dkt. 31. Preventing thegartiesfrom filing motions and other documents unrelated tq
Defendants’ Motion to Dismigs an overbroad restrictiaat this time. Plaintiff has nddurdened
Defendants witlan excesse number of motions in this case. Thus, Defendants have not sl
an orderprohibiting the parties from filing motions or otteawcuments will meet the ends of

justice.
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C. Conclusion
Accordingly, Defendants’ Motion is grant@sHpart and denieth-part as follows: All
discovery is stayed in this case pending further order from this Court. Howeveasties are

not prohibited from filing motions or other documents.

ol

David W. Christel
United States Magistrate Judge

Datedthis 31stday ofMay, 2016.

ORDER GRANTINGIN-PART MOTION TO
STAY -3




