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8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

9 FOR THEEASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
10
11 | H. DYMITRI HARASZEWSKI, No. 2:13ev-2494 DB P
12 Plaintiff,
13 V. ORDER
14 | KNIPP, et al,
15 Defendars.
16
17 Plaintiff is a state prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pawptria civil rights
18 | action under 42 U.S.C. 8§ 198BIlaintiff alleges interference with his mail, deprivation of his
19 | personal property, placement in administrative segregation without due procestabaiibn.
20 Plaintiff has requestedthird extension of time to fila thirdamended complairgursuant
21 | to the court’s order of March 8, 2017. (ECF No. 393ir#ff complains about higbrary access
22 | In addition,plaintiff seeks an order from the court requiring prison officials to provide him
23 | “ongoing PLU status.” (ECF No. 35.)
24 Title 15, Section 3122 of the California Code of Regulations provides that inmates Wwho
25 | have®established court deadliiesay apply for Priority Legal Usef RLU") status to the prison
26 | law libraries. Aninmate granted PLU statabkall receive higher priority to prison law library
27 | resources than other inmates.” Cal. Code Regs. tit. 15, § 3122(b)nrhate may receive PLU
28 | status within 30 calendar days of his or her established court deadline unlessatieecanm
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demonstrate need for a longer period of PLU status based on extraordinary einc@ssteyonc
the inmate's contrdl.1d. § 3122(b)(§.

PLU status des not assure inmates unlimited access to the libtangates on PLU statt
“may receive a minimum of 4 houper calendar week of requested physical law library acce
as resources are availabldd. 8 3123(b).

Plaintiff simply seeks additionalccess to thibrary without explaining why he rednes
it. Plaintiff has filed three complaints to date. Each was dismissed beuau#f failed to
specifically allege what each defendant had done that caused him (&&eQrders filedAug.
26, 2015; Nov. 15, 2016; and Mar. 8, 20(ECF Nos.10, 29, 33).) Also in each ordg@laintiff
was advised of the legal standards for his claims. In the court’s ordeMiich 8, 2017,
plaintiff was informed thathis is his final chance to file an amended complaint.

Plaintiff fails to show good cause for a court ondgquiringthe prison to provide him
additional or “ongoing’PLU access. The court will graplaintiff’ s request for an extension of
time. However, this is the last extension of time the court will grant. If plafailéfto file a
third amended complaint within the time provided, this case will be dismissed foe failur
prosecute.SeeE.D. Cal. R. 110; Fed. R Civ. P. 41(b).

Accordingly, and good causgpearinglT IS HEREBY ORDEREDhat:

1. Plaintiff’s request fofongoing PLU status” (ECF No. 35) is denied; and

2. Plaintiff s motion for an extension of time (ECF No. 39) is grantddin#ff shall file

his third amended complaint within twenty-one days of the date of this dvder.
further extensions of time will be grantel.plaintiff fails to file a timely third
amendedomplairt, this case will e dismissed.

DATED: July 5, 2017

/sl DEBORAH BARNES
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
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