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8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

9 FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
10
11 | LANCE IAN OSBAND, No. 2:13-cv-1755-EFB P
12 Plaintiff,
13 V. ORDER
14 | SAN QUENTIN STATE PRISON
15 WARDEN,
16 Defendant.
17 Plaintiff is a state prisoner proceedinghout counsel in an action brought under 42
18 | U.S.C. § 1983. Plaintiff has filed an applicetito proceed in forma pauperis pursuant to 28
19 | U.S.C. §1915. ECF No. 9.
20 A civil action, other than one based on divgrgirisdiction, must bdrought in “(1) a
21 | judicial district where any defendaresides, if all defendantsside in the same State, (2) a
22 || judicial district in whid a substantial part of the eventsoamissions giving rise to the claim
23 | occurred, or a substantial partpbperty that is the subject thfe action is situated, or (3) a
24 || judicial district in whch any defendant may be found, if thés no district in which the action
25 | may otherwise be brought.” 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).
26 Based upon the allegations in the origio@mnplaint and the amended complaint, it
27 | appears that plaintiff wishes to challengeduaditions of confinement at San Quentin State
28
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Prison. Specifically, he appearsdaallenge a rules violation rep@nd/or the confiscation of h
personal property that occurred on or around August 14, 2@8SECF No. 1; ECF No. 5 at 4,
7,11, and 13. Each of these claims arose at San @netate Prison, which is Marin County.
Marin County lies within te venue of the Northern &irict of California.

The amended complaint names defendants located in this district who allegedly
“conspired” with officials at San Quentin. Rbiat reason alone, venue may be proper in this
district. However, the court finds that tbenvenience of the pariend witnesses and the
interests of justice would be ther served by transfieng this action to the Northern District,
where venue is also proper.

Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this case is transfé to the Northern
District of California. See 28 U.S.C. 88 84(a), 1404(a).

UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE

! Page number citations refer to those assigpyetie court’s electronicase management filing
system and not those assigned by plaintiff.
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