
STATE OF MISSOURI 

CITY OF ST. LOUIS 

SG, 

ss 

MISSOURI CIRCUIT COURT 

TWENTY-SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

(City of St. Louis) 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

22NOJUO 
CIRCUIT c[�R"KL, CIRCUIT

SOFF/CE 

No. 

 Division No. 31 
THE BI-STATE DEVELOPMENT 
AGENCY, 

Defendant. 

ORDER 

The Court has before it Defendant's Motion to Dismiss, and 

Defendant's Motion for Protective Order. The Court now rules as 

follows. 

Plaintiff SG brought this action alleging that Defendant Bi-State 

denied him full and equal use of its public transportation services and 

facilities in violation of the Missouri Human Rights Act ("MHRA"). 

Plaintiff is blind. He alleges that on many occasions over the past 

fifteen years, Defendant Bi- State Development Agency d/b/a Metro 

Transit ("Bi-State") has refused to stop and transport Plaintiff and 

his guide dog, J, while Plaintiff and J waited at the bus stop. On April 3, 

2014, Plaintiff filed a Charge of Discrimination with the Missouri 

Commission on Human Rights, alleging discrimination in public 
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Act includes "transportation facility of any kind" in its 

definition of "place of public accommodation." Defendant has not 

shown that the MHRA creates upon it any impermissible unilateral 

burden, or that it is not subject to the MHRA. 

Next, in its motion for protective order, Defendant argues 

that it has a pending action in Cole County, State ex rel. The Bi

State Development Agency of the Missouri-Illinois Metropolitan 

District v. Missouri Commission on Human Rights, No.  ("writ 

proceeding") , in which it is requesting that the MCHR rescind the 

Notice of Right to Sue it issued in response to Plaintiff's charge of 

discrimination. Defendant requests that this Court stay discovery in 

this matter until the resolution of the writ proceeding. 

The Court has broad discretion to determine the appropriateness 

and terms of protective orders relating to discovery. Rule 56.0l(c); 

State ex rel. Ford Motor Co. v. Manners, 239 S.W.3d 583, 586 (Mo. bane 

2007). The Court believes that a stay of discovery is not warranted at 

this time. 

THEREFORE, it is Ordered and Decreed that Defendant's Motion to 

Dismiss is DENIED, and Defendant's Motion for Protective Order is 

DENIED. 
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