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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

WILLIE WEAVER,

V.

Plaintiff,

WILLIAMS ,

Defendant.
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Plaintiff Willie Weaveris a state prisoner proceeding pro se whikcivil rights action
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 198Because these findings and recommendations will be filed in :

plaintiff's open, related cases, the lead case, Weaver v. Willldm=2:17ev-1003 JAM AC,

will be referred to throughout &eaver |
l. Background
By order filed September 15, 2017, plaintiff was given thirty days to show cause wh

should not be deemed a vexatious litigant and why a pre-filing order should not be enteréq

him. Weaver | ECF No. 7 at 13The order to show cause was based on the fact that plaeuiff

filed 258civil casedn this court since 20040t including duplicate cases created as a result

intra-district transfersand 65 of those complaints were diléhis year' 1d. at 1. The court also

1 In addition to the complaints initiated in this court, he has filed 67 civil righesdashe
Central District of California and over 200 in the Northern District of California.

2

all of

y he

| agai

pf




© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N N N N DN DN NN DN R P R R R R R R R R
® N o O~ W N P O © 0N O 0NN W N B o

noted that plaintiff has been subjecattimited prefiling order in this court since May 11, 206¢

Id. at 1-2 (citing Weaver v. CalCorr. Inst., E.D. Cal. No. 1:06+1343 LJO WMW, ECF Nos. 4

7). Since the oder to show cause was filed, plaintiff has initiated an additional elevensagtio
this court bringing the total number of cases filed this year to sev@rfy-Plaintiff has now
filed his responséo the order to show caus&/eaver | ECF No. 10.

[l Vexatious Litigant Order

A. Legal Standard

The district courts have the power to issuefpireg orders that restrict a litigant’s ability
to initiate court proceedings, biguch prefiling orders are an extreme remedy that should ra

be used.”_Molski v. Evergreen Dynasty Corp., 500 F.3d 1047, 1057 (9th Cir. 2007) Da&ting

Long v. Hennessey, 912 F.2d 1144, 1147 (9th Cir. 1990). However, “[f]lagrant abuse of th

judicial process cannot be tolerated because it enables one person to preenepbitnedasgl
time that properly could be used to consider the meritorious claims of othertéitighe Long,

912 F.2d at 1148.

[I[]n De Long [the Ninth Circuit] outlined four factors for district
courts to examine before entering {iiling orders. First, he
litigant must be given notice and a chance to be heard before the
order is enteredDe Long 912 F.2d at 1147 Second, the district
court must compile “an adequate record for reviewd! at 1148.
Third, the district court must make substantive findings about the
frivolous or harassing nature of the plainsfflitigation. Id.
Finally, the vexatious litigant order “must be narrowly tailored to
closely fit the specific vice encounteredd.

Molski, 500 F.3d at 4057. The first and secéantors ‘are procedural considerations” while
third and fourth factorsdre substantive consideratidnghich “help the district court define wh
is, in fact, a ‘vexatious litigant’ and construct a remedy that will stop the litgyabusive

behavior while not unduly infringing the litigastright to access the courtdMolski, 500 F.3d a

% He has also had a general-fiting order in place in the Ninth Circuit since October 20, 204
Seeln re: Willie Weavey No. 06-80097, ECF No. 9 (9th Cir. Oct. 20, 2006).

% One of those eleven actioeaver v. Shaddiky, E.D. Cal. No. 2:&¥-1913 AM AC, was
received by the Clerk’s Office on September 14, 2017. However, since the complanutwas
entered into the court’s docket until September 15, 2017, it was not identified in theostew
cause.
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1057-58.
“In ‘applying the two substantive factorfthe Ninth Circuit hasheld that a separate se
of considerations employed by the Second Circuit Court of Appeals ‘provides a helpful

framework.” Ringgold-Lockhart v. County of Los Angeles, 761 F.3d 1057, 1062 (9th Cir. |

(quotingMolski, 500 F.3d at 1058).

The Second Circuit. . has instructed district courts, in determining
whether to enter a pifding order, to look at five factors: “(1) the
litigant’s history of litigation and in particular whether it entailed
vexatious, harassing or duplicative lawsuits; (2) the litigant's
motive in pursuing the litigation, e.g., does the litigant have an
objective good faith expectation of prevailing?; (3) whether the
litigant is represented by counsel; (4) whether the litigant has
caused needless expense to other parties or has posed an
unnecessary burden on the courts and their personnel; and (5)
whether other sations would be adequate to protect the courts and
other parties.”

Molski, 500 F.3d at 1052 (quoting Safir v. U.S. Lines, Inc., 792 F.2d 19, 24 (2d Cir. 1986))

B. Notice and Opportunity to Be Heard

The order to show cause filed\iteaver Inotified plaintiff that the court wasonsidering
deeming him a vexatious litigant and entering a pre-filing order againstWeaver | ECF No.

7 at 3. The order outlined the proposed scope of the pre-filing order and gave plaintiff an

2014)

opportunity toexplain to the court why he should not be declared a vexatious litigant and why the

court should not enter a pre-filing order. 1d. Accordingly, plaintiff was given sefficiotice
and an opportunity to be heard.

C. Adequate Record for Review

As was previously stated, Weavas filed 26<ivil rights actions in this court since
2004, and 76 of thossomplaintswere filed this yearWith the exception of a single complaint

Weaver v. Novencido, E.D. Cal. No. 2:08-0449 RRB CMK, which was ultimately dismissed

as being brought outside the statute of limitations, none of the 269 complaints has procste
the screening stagen the order to show causeWeaver | the court summarized the dispositi
of the cases that had been dismissed as follows:

1
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Weaver | ECF No. 7 at & (footnotes identifying cases discussed omitted). As will be discy
below, the fifty-three cases that remain open uniformly fail to state claid)s\éth the exceptior
of two, are conceded on their facede administrativelynexhausted. Furthermore, in a num
of those cases plaintiff has ignored orders to file an application to proceed inpluperis or
pay the filing fee.

The undersigned therefore finds that there is an adequate recoxdidov.

D.
In issuing the order to show cause, the couweaver Ithoroughly addressed the

frivolous and harassing nature of Weaver’s litigation up to that point. Spdyifite court

found that:

Eighteen ofWeaver'scomplaints were dismissed as duplicative of
other complaints that were filed at approximately the same time.
Thirty-four complaints, seventeen of them filed this year, were
dismissed becaus&’eaverfailed to respond to orders to either pay
the filing fee or submit an application to proceed in forma pauperis.
Two actions were closed after the complaints were dismissed with
leave to amend antkfailed to file amended complaint$:orty-six
complains were dismissed because it was clear on the face of the
complaint that plaintiff had not exhausted his administrative
remedies prior to filing suit.One complaint was dismissed after
plaintiff failed to keep the court apprised of his current address.
Sixty-eight complaints, including four from this year, were
dismissed because the court recognized plaintiff as having three
strikes under 28 U.S.®.1915(g) and he failed to pay the filing fee

or allege facts showing that he was in imminent danger ofuserio
physical injury. Thirty-nine of Weaver’'s complaints were screened
and eighteen were dismissed as frivol@sixteen of which were
also found to be malicioysand twentyone were dismissed for
failure to state a claimnine of which were also found toeb
frivolous). A number of the complaints were also explicitly
deemed strikes under 28 U.S.C. 1915(gnally, five of plaintiff's
complaints were transferred to other districts and their dockets
reflect that none of them proceeded past screening after they were
transferred.

—J

Findings Regarding thierivolous or Harassing Nature of Weaver's Litigation

Weaver’s filings are both numerous and meritless. The reasons for
the dismissal of Weaver's previous lawsuits show that his
complaints are routinely either frivolous, harassing, or both. Due to
the sheer number of filings, it would henduly burdensome to
address the specifics of each action and the court will instead focus
on the complaints filed this year.

Every complaint filed by Weaver hdseen nearly identical in
format and many are identical in content as well. Each complaint

5
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containsonly a short paragraph with one or two sentences that
make vague allegationagainst the defendants. The allegations are
followed by the following conclusory statemef®laintiff faces a
substantial risk of serious harm and injury here whidmiginent

at the time of filing. The defendant show deliberate indifference,
under the color of state law.”

Substantively Weaver’'sallegations uniformly fail to state claims.
As outlined below, the bulk of plaintiff's complaints are based upon
allegatiors of verbal harassment and threats, which are insufficient
to support a claim undé& 1983 ,0Oltarzewski v. Ruggiero, 830 F.2d
136, 139 (9th Cir1987) (“[v] erbal harassment or abuse. is not
sufficient to state a constitutional deprivation under3.C. §
1983.” (alteration in originalYquotingCollins v. Cundy, 603 F.2d
825, 827 (10th Cir1979))) Keenan v. Hall, 83 F.3d 1083, 1092
(9th Cir. 1996) (stating that “verbal hessment generally does not
violate the Eighth Amendment Gaut v. Sunn810 F.2d 923, 925
(9th Cir. 1987 (a “mere naked threat” from prison guards does not
violate the Eighth Amendment), and plaintiff has been advised on
more than one prior occasion that allegations of verbal harassment
and threats do not state a valid clainder § 1983,ex e.qg.Weaver

v. Cal. Corr. Inst. First Watch, No. 14@8-0913-OWW-LJO-P,
2006 WL 30395722006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 80878.D. Cal. Oct.

25, 2006);Weaver v. Cal. Corr. Inst. First WatchNo. 1:06cv-
0991AWI-SMSP, 2006 WL 30508452006 US. Dist. LEXIS
81067 (E.D. Cal. Oct. 24, 2006); Weaver v. Cal. Corr. Inst.
Confinement SHU No. CVF 06671 OWW SMS P,2006 WL
2089928, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 54543 (E.D. Cal. July 17, 2006).

The majority of the complaintsforty-two in all) are against COs
Williams, Theo[*] and Kendall.” Plaintiff has filed eleven
complaints against Williamsthirteen complaints against Theo,
thirteen complaints against Kendallfour complaints against
Williams and Theo, andne complaint against Theo and Kendall.
Of the complaints against these three officéngty-two of them
allegal that he was “harassed” generally or that he was harassed
about his singleell statusspecifically. The complaints offexd

little to no elabaation regarding the alleged harassment and are
largely identical, though some furthéentified “name-calling” and
“threats” as part of the harassmerithe only other information he
provided was contained ifwo cases where he claimétie threat

were statements that he needtx“get the fuck out of herethree
cases where he alleged that Williams used racial slurs and played
“racial music” or “racial rap” on the intercomo harass him, and
two cases where he states Theo kicked on his cell d@drthe
remaining ten cases against these defendamse alleges that
Kendall moved another inmateto his cell despite his singlkell
statusitwo allegeisolated instances whekendall did not give him

his lunch;one alleges that Theand Williamstook his poperty

* Footnote 11 in original: “Based upon the nature of the allegations, complaintsgfilzst
defendants Thao and Thoe have been counted as complaints against defendant Theo bec
appear to be the same person.”

ause
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because he refused a cellmateealleges that Theoncegave him
a food tray with missing foodhreeallege that Theo told him there
were not any indigent envelopes availablerefused to give him
indigent envelopes; and two alleged singleanses where Theo
and Williams refused to let him shower.

Plaintiff's remaining twenty-three complaints are largely against
various officers, many of them John Does. Of these cases,
alleges that plaintifivas subject to an unspecified use of force and
improperly placed irmdministrative segregatiponeclaims that he
was left unsupervised in the shower tloirty minutes, was given an
RVR, and was improperly placed idministrative segregation
while waiting for bed spacesevenallege general harassmnieor
harassment over his singtell status;three claim that they are
“annual renewals” of old complaints that he renews every year until
he has the filing feetwo challenge a criminal proceedingne
alleges that his legal matdgawere not beingreleased from
property onealleges that he received a food tray with half the food
missing;onealleges that an officer refused to pick up his legal mail
on one occasiortwo allege that the medicatidme was giverwas
broken into piecesynealleges thaofficers stole his legal maigne
alleges that it had beeiour days since the doctor prescribed a
higher dosage of his medication and he still had not receiveddit;
appears to claim an officer touched him inappropriately during a
search and asked himh he was gay; andne alleges that the
lieutenantcontinued to finchim guilty of singlecell violations even
though he had singleell status.

Of thesixty-five complaintsWeaver has filed this yeawenty-one

have been dismissexhdwere dismissed baase Weavefailed to
respond to orders directing him to file an application to proceed in
forma pauperior pay the filing fee. Intwenty of his currently
active cases there are ordefisecting him tofile an in forma
pauperis application or pay the filing fee or findings and
recommendationsecommending dismissal for failure to comply
with such orders. He has not responded to any of those orders or
objected to any of the findings and recommendations.

Weaver has received numerous orders advising hinisadtatus as

a threestrikes litigant under 28 U.S.C. 1915(g) and the requirement
that he either pay the filing fee up front or demonstrate that he is in
imminent danger of serious physical injury. See, Weaaver v.
Mailroom Staff No. 1:06cv-01439AWI-LJO-P, 2006 WL
30284112006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 8083(E.D. Cal. Oct. 24, 2006);
Weaver v. CCI First WatchNo. CV F 06 1079 AWI WMW P,
2007 WL 5125122007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 14444E.D. Cal. Feb.

15, 2007). His filings this year further demonstrate tleastaware

of this limitation on his ability to file complaints as he did not file a
single application to proceed in forma paupeaisd in every
complaint he mde thesameconclusory statement: “Plaintiff faces

a substantial risk of serious harm and ipjoere which is imminent

at the time of filing. The defendant show deliberate indifference,
under the color of state law.” None of the complaints elaborates on
the risk of harmand, to date, Weaver has completely ignored every
order issued directing hito either file an application to proceed in

7
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forma pauperis or pay the filing fee.

Weaver’s litigation history shows that he is equally aware of the
requirement that he exhaust his administrative remedies prior to
filing a complaint, as he previously haarty-six complaints
dismissed on that ground. See, &\gaver v. C.0. Wagner, No.
1:06cv-0486-OWW-DLB-P, 2007 WL 614020, 2007 U.S. Dist.
LEXIS 16223 (E.D. Cal. Feb. 27, 2007); Weaver v. Cal. Corr. Inst.
First Watch No. 1:06cv-0814-OWW-DLB-P, 2007 WL 87025,
2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 16946 (E.D. Cal. Feb. 26, 200Ir) fifty -
eightof the complaintsfiled this year, Weaveexplicitly statel that

he hal not exhausted the grievance processfdtydsevenof those
complaints stat that his grievancewas still being processed,
meaning that the processsnot unavailable. Isix complaints he
statel that he hd completed the grievance process, but confusingly
noted intwo of those cases that his grievanses still being
processed. Imne complaint, plantiff states that his grievance is
still being processed without checking yes or no for whether he has
exhausted the process.

Weaver has been informed by the court on multiple occasions that
the types of claims he is attempting to bring are not valid, and that
he is required to exhaust available administrative remedies prior to
bringing a complaint. He has also been notified on numerous
occasions that he is required to pay the filing fee in full when he
files a compliant unless he can show he is in in@nt danger of
serious physical injury. His filing of numerous complaints that fail
to state a claim, are unexhausted, are unaccompanied by the
required filing fee, and do not demonstrate a risk of physical injury,
coupled with his complete failure to peEsd to even the most basic

of court orders, establish a broad pattern of harassing litigation and
abuse of the judicial process. The court cannot reasonably find that
Weaver has “an objective good faith expectation of prevailing,” and
though his pro setatus weighs in his favor, it cannot justify the
excessive and unnecessary burden he has placed upon this court and
its personnel. See Molski, 500 F.3d at 1052 (quotingafir, 792

F.2d at 24). Accordingly, the court finds that Weaver’s previous
filings weigh heavily in favor of limiting his ability to continue
engaging in frivolous litigation and unduly burdening this court.

Weaver | ECF No. 7 at 6-11 (footnotes identifying cases discussed omitted).
Furthermore, of the eleven complaints plaift#sinitiated since the order to show cau
was filed? six allege that Williams harassed hfrthree allege that officer Shaddiky harassed

him;” one alleges harassment by both Williams and Shaddikyt one alleges that counselor

N N DN
0o N O

® |t appears that plaintiff actualiptended to file twelve separate complaints, but two were filed
together as one complainkeeECF No. 1 in E.D. Cal. Case No. 2:&v-1961 JAM AC.

® SeeE.D. Cal. Case Nos. 2:1%-1972 JAM AC; 2:17ev-2013 JAM AC; 2:17ev-2146JAM
AC; 2:17cv-2183JAM AC; 2:17-cv-2214 JAM AC; 2:17ev-2215 JAM AC.

’ SeeE.D. Cal. Case Nos. 2:1%~1913JAM AC; 2:17.cv-2182JAM AC; 2:17-cv-2184JAM
(continued)

8
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O’Brian confiscated two rigs and a medallioh.The new complaints follow the same format 4
the previous complaintnd all state that the chas are not exhausted and that plaintiff's

grievances are still in process. Except one instance in whaattiff specifies that Williams

harassed him by telling him to open his mouth after taking medic&tamg another in which he

states Williams harassed him about his siuglé status: plaintiff makes only general
allegations of harassment, threats, and neatieng.

The undersigned finds that the frivolous and harassing nature of Weaver's litigation
well-established.

E. Plaintiff's Response to the Order to Show Cause

In his response to the order to show caud¥@aver | plaintiff argues that incarcerated
persons still maintainertain constitutional rights, that he is the victim of “constant conspgac
[sic] of retaliation,” and that deeming him a vexatious litigant and entering fdipgeerder will
deprive him of access to the courts and violate his constitutional rigtgaver | ECF No. 10.

The court has already acknowledged that issuing élprg-order would limit plaintiff's
access to the couréad that that is why “pre-filing orders are an extreme remedy that shoulc

rarely be used.” Molski, 500 F.3d at 1057 (citgLong v. Hennessey, 912 F.2d 1144, 1147

(9th Cir. 1990). Howevethe order to show cause addressed plaintiff's “flagrant abuse of th
judicial processand directed him to explain why his conduct did not warrant limiting his acq
Plaintiff has not identified any reasons why the contemplated order should not issue beyon
general constitutional principles which the court has already considered anddvanglee the
governing standards. The undersigned therefore finds that plaintiff shouldrbedia vexatiou
litigant and that a pre-filing order should be entered against him.

F. Narrowly Tailored Vexatious Litigant Order

“[A pre-filing] injunction cannot issue merely upon a showing of litigiousnéks.

AC.

8 SeeE.D. Cal. Case No. 2:16+1961 JAM AC.
® SeeE.D. Cal. Case No. 2:18+2267 JAM AC.
10 SeeE.D. Cal. Case No. 2:16\+2214 JAM AC.
11 SeeE.D. Cal. Case No. 2:18+1972 JAM AC.
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plaintiff’s claims must not only be numerous, but also be patently without merit.” Moy v. U
States 906 F.2d 467, 470 (9th Cir. 1990). In iMeaver lorder to show cause, the court founc

that

Weaver has developed a pattern of filmgritlesslawsuits against

a variety of defendantsr a \ariety of reasonsFurthermore, given

his complete disregard of the restrictions placed upon him by 28
U.S.C. 81915(g), monetary sanctions are unlikely to constitute an
adequate deterrent to his continued filing of frivolous complaints.
See Molski, 500 F.3d at 1052 (court should consider “whether
other sanctions would be adequate to protect the courts and other
parties” (quoting Safir, 792 F.2d at 24) This court’s previous
prediling order, which prohibited him from filing civil complaints
related to specific claims, has done little to curb his filings and
plaintiff has instead simply pursued different, equally meritless
claims against other defendants.is therefore appropriate to issue
an order preventing Weaver from filing any new cigtian against

a government employee, government official, or governmental
entity without leave of the court.

Weaver | ECF No. 7 at 11-12.

The undersigned finds that Weaver’s response to the order to show cause has don
nothing to alter this previous finding and recommends that a pre-filing order bedergquiring
that Weaver obtain leave of the court before filing any new civil action agagwsternment
employee, government official, or governmental entity unless the complaint is accedpgni
the required filing and administrative fees. If a complaint is not accoeybagithe required
fees, itshould not be accepted for filing unless Weaver makes the required evidentiary shg
with documentation, that he is in imminent danger of serious physical injury. Furthermore
regardless of the payment of filing fees, any complaint in which Weaver statesthat hi
administraive remedies are not exhaustbuld no be filed unless plaiprovides a sworn
statement explaining why he did not exhaust his achtnative remedies prior to filing the
complaint and showing that administrative remedies were unavailable.

1. Plaintiff's Currently Open Cases

Fifty-three of plaintiff's cases still remain pending in this court. For the reasbtfath
below, the undersigned recommends that all fifyee cases be dismissed. A copy of this org
will be filed in each of the cases and plaintiff will be given an opportunityegmhjections.

Plaintiff will be permitted, but not required, to file all of his objectiamgeaver |
10
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A. Complaint Against Sacramento County Main Jail

The complaint in Case No. 2:T¥-0359 JAM AC, Weaver v. Sacramento County Mai

Jail, states that it is an annual renewal of a case for false arrest, false imprisanchent,
harassment2:17€v-0359, ECF No. 1 at 3. éneral claims of harassment are insufficient to S
a claim under § 198®)Itarzewskj 830 F.2d at 139, and prevail on claims for false arrest anc
imprisonment, plaintiff “vould have to demonstrate that there wapnabable cause to arrest

him” andhe has made no such allegati@abrera v. City of Huntington Park, 159 F.3d 374, 3

(9th Cir. 1998). Moreover, if the false arrest and imprisonment allegations rebdéentdf’s
conviction, ‘finding there was no probable cause wouleicessarily implythat[plaintiff's]
conviction. . .was invalid and the claims would therefore not be cognizable under Heck v.
Humphrey, 512 U.S. 477 (1994Cabrera159 F.3d at 380. It is therefore recommended that
case be dismissed for failure to state a claim.

It is also recommended that this case be dismissed for failpeg/tthe filing fee, failure
to comply with a court order, and failure to prosecute. Plaintiff was given thirtytaaydmit
an application to proceed in forma pauperis or pay the filing fee and then ordered t@askew

why the case should not be dismissed when he failed to deamwamento County Mail Jall

ECF Nos. 3, 5. More than thirty days have passed and plaintiff has failed to respond torth
to show cause oromply with the original order. Furthermore, even if he filed a motion to
proceed in forma pauperis, plaintiff would not be permitted to proceed without payinbniipe f
fee becausthe complainmerely parrots the languag®at he is in imminent danger of serious
physical injury, with no factual support.

B. Complaints Against Officer Williams

The complaints in Case Nd&17-cv-1003JAM AC (Weaver ), 2:17-cv-0955JAM AC,
2:17cv-1296JAM AC, 2:17€v-1509JAM AC, 2:17¢v-1557JAM AC, 2:17¢v-1777JAM AC,
2:17cv-1853JAM AC, 2:17€v-1972JAM AC, 2:17¢v-2013JAM AC, 2:17¢v-2146JAM AC,
2:17¢cv-2183JAM AC, 2:17€v-2214JAM AC, and 2:17ev-2215JAM AC, all captioned

Weaver v. Williamseachallege that plaintiff is being harassed by officer Willianhs Weaver |

andcase®:17-cv-0955 and 2:1%v-2183 plaintiff simply states that he is being harassed by
11
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officer Williams without further elaboratiorWeaver | ECF No. 1 at 32:17-cv-0955, ECF No. 1
at 3;2:17-cv-2183, ECF No. 1 at 3. The complaints in cases 2/47296JAM AC, 2:17¢v-
1557JAM AC, 2:17€v-1853JAM AC, 2:17€v-2013JAM AC, 2:17¢v-2146JAM AC, and
2:17cv-2215JAM AC all allege that Williams is harassing him with threatsl namesalling,
including racial slurs 2:17€v-1296, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:14~1557, ECF No. 1 at 2:17-cv-
1853, ECF No. 1 at 2:17-cv-2013, ECF No. 1 at 2:17-cv-2146, ECF No. 1 at 3; and 2:tv-
2215, ECF No. 1 at 3. The complaints in Case Nos. @A4T7777 JAM AC and 2:1¢v-1972
JAM AC both alleg that Williams is harassing plaintdbout his singleell status and wrote him
up for a rules violation. 2:1@v-1777, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:181972, ECF No. 1 at 3. Case Na.

2:17cv-1509 JAM AC deges that Williams harassed plainbi§ playing “racial music” over thg

W

intercom. 2:17ev-1509, ECF No. 1 at 3. Finally, Case No. 2c/72214 JAM AC deges that
Williams harassed plaintithy telling him to open his mouth after taking a prescription. 2147-
2214, ECF No. 1 at 3. These claims of verbal harassment uniformly fail to stateclaabkefor
relief. Oltarzewskj 830 F.2dat 139.

Furthermore, with the exception of 2:tV-1777, these complaints should also be
dismissed because they admittedlyunexhausted. On page two of each compiapiaintiff
affirmsthat there is a grievance process, that he has filed a grievance, and that the procesgs is nt
completed because his grievance is still being proceSedver | 2:17cv-0955 2:17-cv-1296
2:17cv-1509 2:17-cv-1557 2:17cv-1853; 2:17ev-1972;2:17-cv-2013; 2:17cv-2146; 2:17ev-
2183; 2:17ev-2214; 2:17ev-2215.

Finally, although plaintiff makes a conclusory assertion that he is in imndaeger of
serious physical injurin each complaint, the allegations in the complaints offer no support for
this assertion and plaintiff has not paid the filing fee in any of these casesdjngdhe four in
which he was specifically ordered to file an application to proceed in forma gaoppay the
filing fee.

Accordingly, Case Nos. 2:1¢+1003JAM AC (Weaver ), 2:17-cv-0955JAM AC, 2:17-

12 Case No. 2:1v-2013 has the exhaustion information on page 3.

12
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cv-1296JAM AC, 2:17¢v-1509JAM AC, 2:17¢v-1557JAM AC, 2:17¢v-1777JAM AC, 2:17-
cv-1853JAM AC, 2:17¢v-1972JAM AC, 2:17¢v-2013JAM AC, 2:17¢v-2146JAM AC, 2:17-
cv-2183JAM AC, 2:17¢v-2214JAM AC, and 2:17ev-2215JAM AC should each be dismisse
for failure to state a claim and failure to pay the filing fee. With the except Case No. 2:17-
cv-1777, these cases should also be dismissed because thdyndtedlyunexhausted.

C. Complaint Against Officex Williams and Shaddiky

The complaint in 2:1¢v-1961 JAM AC, Weaver v. Williamsappears to be two

complaintsagainst different officers that were inadvertently fledether as one cgtaint
2:17cv-1961, ECF No. 1. In the complajmiaintiff alleges that Williams continues to harass
him and threatened him over the intercom, while Shaddiky harassed him with dmeaizme-
calling. 1d. at 3, 6.General allegations of verbal harassment are insufficient to state a clain
Oltarzewskj 830 F.2d at 139. The complaint is also unexhausted on its face, since plaintif
affirms that there is a grievance process, that he has filed a grievance, and treateb® ipmot
completed because his grievance is still being processed-c\211961, ECF No. 1 at 2, 5.
Finally, although plaintiff makes a conclusory assertion that he is in imndiaeger of serious
physical injury, the allegations in the complaint offer no support for this assemntigolantiff
has not paid the filing fee. Accordingly, this complaint should be dismissed on the groud
does not state a claim, the claims are unexhausted, and plaintiff has not paid ted fetggi
fee.

D. Complaints Against Officeshaddiky

In Case Nos. 2:1¢v-1825 JAM AC, 2:17ev-1913 JAM AC, 2:17ev-2182 JAM AC, and
2:17cv-2184 JAM AC plaintiff alleges that defendant Shaddikg been harassing him with
namecalling and threats. 2:16%+1825, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:13+1913, ECF M. 1 at 3; 2:1%v-
2182, ECF No. 1 at 3; and 2:tv-2184, ECF No. 1 at 3These allegations are insufficient to
support claims for reliefOltarzewskj 830 F.2d at 139. All four complaints are astmittedly
unexhaustedsinceplaintiff affirms that here is a grievance process, that he has filed a griev
and that the process is not completed because his grievance is still being procé3sed. 2:

1825, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2:1%+1913, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2:1%+2182, ECF No. 1 at 2; and 2:tv-
13
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2184, ECF No. 1 at 2. Finally, although plaintiff makes a conclusory assertion that he is i
imminent danger of serious physical injury in each complaint, the allegations imtipéagus
offer no support for this assertion and plaintiff has not paid the féiegn any of these cases,
including the one in which he was specifically ordered to file an application to driocEema
pauperis or pay the filing fee. For these reasons, these cases should be dismissed.

E. Complaints Against Officers Williams and Theo

Plaintiff has filed four complaints against defendants Williams and Theo. &nNGzs

2:17¢v-1852 JAM AC and 2:1tv-1854 JAM AC he alleges that he was denied a shower on

August 19 and 20, 2017. 2:tv-1852, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1%+1854, ECF No. 1 at 3.

“[E]xtreme deprivations are required to make out a conditionnfinement claim.”Hudson v.

McMillian, 503 U.S. 1, 9 (1992). Being denied a shower on two separate occasions, withqut

more, is insufficient to constitute an “extreme deprivation” #nede complaints therefore fail to

state claims for relief.

In Case No. 2:1tv-1556 JAM AC, plaintiff alleges that Williams and Theo improperl
confiscated his property because he refused a cellr@dté.cv-1556, ECF No. 1 at 3-4The
unauthorized deprivation of property by a prison official, whether intentional or neglpest

not state a claim under 8§ 1983 if the state provides an adequatiepasation remedy Hudson

v. Palmer(*Palmer”), 468 U.S. 517, 533 (1984) CaliforniaLaw provides an adequate post-

deprivation remedy for any property deprivatidnBarnett v. Centoni, 31 F.3d 813, 816-17 (9

Cir. 1994) (per curiam) (citing Cal. Gov’'t Code 88 810-95). Therefore, only an intentional

authorized deprivation of property may constitute an actionable § 1983 claim for violaten

<K

ith
and

Df t

Due Process Clausé&n authorized deprivation is one carried out pursuant to established state

procedures, regulationsr statutes.Piatt v. MacDougall, 773 F.2d 1032, 1036 (9th Cir. 1985)

Plantiff alleges that the deprivation was not authorized and he therefore caateat sbgnizabls
claim for the confiscation of his property.

In his fourth case against these defendants, Case Nec1832 JAM AC, plaintiff
alleges that Williams andhiEo harassed him with namaling and threats, which fails to state

claim for relief. Oltarzewski830 F.2d at 139.
14
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All four complaints are also admittediynexhausted singdaintiff affirms that there is a
grievance process, that he has filed a grievance, and that the process is not completedhise
grievance is still being processed. 271852, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2:184+1556, ECF No. 1 at 2;
2:17cv-1832, ECF No. 1 at 2; and 2:tv-1854, ECF No. 1 at 2. Finally, although plaintiff
makes a caclusory assertion that he is in imminent danger of serious physical injuaghn e
complaint, the allegations in the complaints offer no support for this assertioraantdfgias
not paid the filing fee in any of these cases, including the one in Whialas specifically
ordered to pay the filing fee.

All four cases against Williams and Theo should be dismissed because they fail to
claim and are unexhausted on their faces and plaintiff has not paid the filing fee inlaw.of t

F. Complaints Aainst Officer Theo

Plaintiff has filed eight complaints against defendant Theo. In six of the casksdes

that Theo harassed him with threaismecalling, and kicking on his cell door, and in one

instance harassed him about his sirgg status 2:17€v-1408 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:17}

cv-1409 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1ck+1461 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1&%+~1555 JAM
AC, ECF No. 1 at 32:17-cv-1747 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1&k+~1778 JAM AC, ECF No. 1
at 3. These allegations fail to stataims for relief. Oltarzewskj 830 F.2d at 139. In his other
two complaints against Theo, plaintiff alleges that Theo gave him a tray thanssing food
and would not give him his indigent envelopes. Z%4-224 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2: 1k~
1746JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3. Neither of these allegations is sufficient to demonstrate an
extreme deprivation that would support a conditions-of-confinement claim andgimere i
indication that the failure to provide indigent envelopes interfered with golgiotiff's other
rights, like his right to access the courts. Therefore these complaints atecstatke claims for
relief.

All eight cases against Theo should also be dismissed bebayseeadmittedly
unexhaustedsinceplaintiff affirms that here is a grievance process, that he has filed a griev
and that the process is not completed because his grievance is still being procé3sed. 2:

1408, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2:18/+1409, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2:164+1461, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2: 16\
15
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1555, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2:18+1747, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2:1%+1778, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2: 13+
1224, ECF No. 1 at 2; 2:1%+1746, ECF No. 1 at 2. Moreover, as with all of his other
complaints, while plaintiff makes a conclusory assertion that he is in imndaeger oferious
physical injury in each complaint, the allegations in the complaints offer no supptinisfor
assertion and plaintiff has not paid the filing fee in any of these cases, incluglifogitiin which
he was specifically ordered to pay the filing teesubmit an application to proceed in forma
pauperis.

For all of these reasons, the eight complaints against defendant Theo shoaldibsedi.

G. Complaint Against Officers Theo and Jhonson

The complaint in 2:1¢v-1410JAM AC, Weaver v. Jhonsomsserts that officers Jhonson

and Theo harassed plaintfith threats. 2:1-¢v-1410, ECF No. 1 at 3. General allegations of

—+

verbal harassment are insufficient to state a claim. Oltarze8akiF.2d at 139. The complain
is also unexhausted on its face, since plaintiff affirms that there is a grievance phatdss has
filed a grievance, and that the process is not completed because his grievance is still being
processed. 2:1@v-1410, ECF No. 1 at 2. Finally, there are already findings and
recoommendations pending recommending dismissal of the complaint because plédediffada
comply with an order to submit an application to proceed in forma pauperis or painthéetl
Id., ECF No.4. Plaintiff has not objected to those findings amdmemendations aneven if he
submitted an application to proceed in forma pauperis, the complaint does not demanstra
imminent risk of serious physical injury, so plaintiff would not be able to proceed Unagxsd
the filing fee which he has not donéccordingly, this complaint should be dismisdedfailure
to prosecute andn the grounds that it does not state a claim, the claims are unexhplaste,
has not paid the filing fee, and plaintiff has failed to comply with a court order.

H. Comphints Against Officer Kendall

Plaintiff has filed ten complaints in which he alleges that officer Kendadlsisad him
with threats, namealling, and not giving him lunch on one occasion. 2\-2:082 JAM AC,
ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1¢v-1226 JAM AC, ECF Nol at 3; 2:17cv-1297 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3

2:17cv-1298 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1&%+~1336 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1&4+~1407
16
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JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1¢v-1462 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1&%~1659 JAM AC, ECF
No. 1 at 3; 2:1&v-1727 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1%~1824 JAM AC, ECF No. 1 at 3.
These bare allegations of harassment are insufficient to state claims for@éisezewskj 830
F.2d at 139. Allén complaints are also unexhausted on their faces since on page two of g
complaint,plaintiff affirms that there is a grievance process, that he has filed a grievanceats
the process is not completed because his grievance is still being proc¢eBtdtiff has also
made only conclusory assertions that he is in imminent danger of serious physigahigjach
complaint and those assertions are unsupported by his allegatlemhss not paid the filing fee
in any of these cases, including the fin@vhich he was specifically ordered to pay the filing f¢
or submit an application to proceed in forma pauperis.

Because the complaints all fail to state claims for relief and are unexhausted, tidy s

be dismissed. They should also be dismissealse plaintiff has not demonstrated that he ig i

imminent danger of physical injury or paid the filing fee.

l. Complaint Against Lt. Vela

The complaint in 2:1¢v-1337JAM AC, Weaver vVela, asserts that Lt. Vela continue

to find plaintiff guilty of singlecell issues even though plaintiff has singéd} status. 2:1-¢v-
1337, ECF No. 1 at 3. Plaintiff does not provide any additional information that would sup
finding that he lost gootlime credits, that he suffered an atypical or significantstapdas a

result of the guilty finding, or that his due process rights were violated. Wolff v. McDohb®

U.S. 539, 563-64, 566, 570-71) (197dis€iplinary santions that include loss of godiane
credits requiréwenty-four-hour advanced written tioe of the chargesvritten statement of
evidence relied on, opportunity to call witnesses and present documentary evidestegcasi$
the inmate is illiterate or the matter is complex, and a sufficiently impartial fact)fji@ndin v.
O’Conner, 515 U.S. 47284 (1995)(to create a liberty interest requiring due process,

disciplinary must have caused a change in confinementinmabdsdd] atypical and significant

13 In Case No. 1%v-1226, plaintiff does not say that his grievance is still being processed,
clearly states that it has not been exhausted.
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hardship orthe inmatan relation to the ordinary incidents of prison lile. The complaint is alst

7

unexhausted on its face, since plaintiff affirms that there is a grievance procelss,hha filed g
grievance, and that his grievance is still being processed-c2:1337, ECF No. 1 at 2. Finally,
there are already findings and recommendations pending recommending dismissal of the
complaint because plaintiff failed to comply with an order to submit an apphdatproceed in
forma pauperis or pay the filing fee. ,I&CF No.4. Plaintiff has not objected to the findings and

recommendationand even if he submitted an application to proceed in forma pauperis, the

complaint does not demonstrate an imminent risk of serious physical injury, so he would npt be

able to proceed unless he paid the filing felich he has not done.céordingly, this complaint
should be dismissdakecause plaintiff has failéd state a claimexhaustadministrative remedies
paythe filing fee,comply with a court order, and prosecute.

J. Complaint Against MTA Kurr

The complaint in 2:1¢v-1460JAM AC, Weaver v. Kurr alleges that the MTA Kurr

harassed him and gave him medication that was broken into piecexv2480, ECF No. 1 at
3. “[T]o maintain an Eighth Amendment claim based on prison medical treatment,ae inm

must show ‘deliberate indifference to serious medical needs.” Jett v. PéA8d¥.3d 1091,

1096 (9th Cir. 2006) (quoting Estelle v. Gamble, 429 U.S. 97, 104 (1976)). This requires plaintif

to show (1) “a ‘serious medical need’ by demonstrating that ‘failure to treaamer's condition
could result in further significant injury or the unnecessary and wanton inflictipaimf” and
(2) “the defendant’s response to the need was deliberately indiffetdn{some internal

guotation marks omitted) (quoting McGuckin v. Smith, 974 F.2d 1050, &§059th Cir. 1992)).

Nothing in the complaint suggests that breaking the pills up causedeayatided a serious

medical needand the complaint thereforailfs to state a claim for relief. The complaint is als

(=)

unexhausted on its face, since plaintiff affirms that there is a grievance procelss,hha filed g
grievance, and that the process is not completed because his grievance is stilidoeisgse.

2:17-cv-1460, ECF No. 1 at 2. Finally, plaintifasgiven thirty days to submit an apgtion to

—

proceed in forma pauperis or pay the filing fee (id., ECF No. 3) and has failed to confpbyr w

otherwise respond to that order. Even if plaintiff submitted an application to priodeecha
18
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pauperis, the complaint does not demonstrate an imminent risk of serious physigasmjur
plaintiff would not be able to proceed unless he paid the filing fee, which he has not done.
Accordingly, this complaint should be dismissed for failure to prosecute and omtimelgthat
it does not state a aha, the claims are unexhausted, plaintiff has not paid the filing fee, and
plaintiff has failed to comply with a court order.

K. Complaint Against Officer Ixone

In Case No. 2:1¢v-1710 JAM AC, plaintiff has alleged that defendant Ixone “have b
pat down, il[llegal search procedures on plaintiff, wrong body parts, plaintiff askevgay.”
2:17cv-1710, ECF No. 1 at 3. It appears that plaintiff may be alleging that Ixone touched
a sexual manner during a pat down, though it is not clear since plaintiff does not elaborat
what constitutes a “wrong body part.” As alleged, this complaint fails ® atetaim. Although
plaintiff could potentially amend the complaint to provide more information that rsigte a
claim, the complaint should noneléssbe dismissed becaugeas unexhausted on its fade.(at
2) and plaintiff has not demonstrated imminent risk of physical injury or paid the fidlen

L. Complaint Against Counselor O’'Brian

In Weaver v. O'Brian2:17€v-2267 JAM AC, plaintiff allegethat defendant O'Brian

confiscated two rings and a medallion which were properly listed on his property2cavatv-
2267, ECF No. 1 at 3. Plaintiff's claim for the deprivation of his property fails ® atalaim
and the complaint must be dismiss@&hlmer 468 U.Sat533 Barnett 31 F.3dat816-17 (citing
Cal. Govt Code 88 810-95). This complaint is also unexhausted on its faced22267, ECF
No. 1 at 2) and plaintiff has not demonstrated that he is in imminent danger of physrgabiinj\
paid the filing fee.

M. Complaints Against Doe Defendants

Finally, plaintiff has filed seven complaints that name only Doe defendants.c\21038
JAM AC; 2:17cv-1223 JAM AC; 2:17ev-1225 JAM AC; 2:17ev-1403 JAM AC; 2:17ev-1510
JAM AC; 2:17cv-1709 JAM AC; 2:17ev-1826 JAM AC. As an initial matter, because plaintif
has only named Doe defearts, even if the claims in the complaints were viable, the court h

way of ordering service on these defendants until they have been identified. Howewidn, a
19
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nearly all of paintiff's other complaints, thesseven complaints are unexhausted eir taces
since on page two of each complaidintiff affirms that there is a grievance process, that he
filed a grievance, and that the process is not completed because his grievance is still bein
processedThesecomplaints also fail to demonstrate imminent risk of physical injury and
plaintiff has not paid the filing fee in any of these cases.

All seven complaints also fail to state claims for relief. Three of the compldeds &hat
plaintiff has been harassed either about his siogllestatus or generally with narsalling and
threats. 2:14€v-1038, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:18+1223, ECF No. 1 at 3; 2:1¢#+1510, ECF No. 1
at 3. As has already been discussed, these allegations fail to support a clagwviolation of
plaintiff's rightsunder the Eighth Amendmen®Oltarzewskj 830 F.2d at 139. Another alleges

that an M.T.A. gave him medication that was broken into pieces. c2:1225, ECF No. 1 at 3.

The allegation is identical to the allegation against defendant Kurr andbfatksté a claim for the

same reasonsSeesupraSection Il1.J. Tl next complaint alleges that plaintifent to the yard
to exercise and when he returned some of his legal mail was missing, but proviadekero f
information regarding what was taken or that would show that his mail was taken bysoffic
2:17¢v-1403, ECF No. 1 at 3. Without more, these allegations are insufficient to skaita a ¢
for interference with plaintiff's access to the courts. The sixth complaineallbagt four days
after phintiff's doctor areed to increase the dosage of his medication, he still had not rece
the higher dosage. 2:X¥-1709, ECF No. 1 at 3. Plaintiff does not identify what kind of
medication was at issue, how the delay created a risk to his health, or who was resprtbib
delay. _Id. These allegations are insufficient to state a claim for deliberate indifference to a
serious medical need. The final complaint allegesioatdefendants did not open a door for
him to go to an appointment and continue to harass him.c2-1826, ECF No. 1 at 3. He doe
not explain what kind of appointment he was trying to go to or provide any other facts that

support a claim for a violation of his constitutional rights.

has

ved

e f

would

For the reasons discussed above, plaintiff's seven complaints against Doe defendants

should be dismissed.

I
20




© 00 N o o b~ w N P

N N N N DN DN NN DN R P R R R R R R R R
® N o O~ W N P O © 0N O 0NN W N B o

V. Plain Language Summary of this Order for a Pro Se Litigant

Because you keep filing complaints without paying the required fees, and your com
repeatedly present claintsat are unexhausted and do not state a claim or show you are in ¢
of physical injury, you should be identified as a vexatious litigant and your ability todile
complaints should be limited.

All of your currently pending cases should also be dismissed without leave to amen
because they all fail to state claims for relief. All but two of your complaintdsoe a
unexhausted and should be dismissed for that reason. You have also failed to show that
in imminent danger of physical injury or pay the filing fee in any of your pending cases. Y
have an opportunity to object to the recommendation that youtlifee open cases be
dismissed. You can either file all of your objections in one document and file it meWWea
Williams, 2:17€v-1003 JAM AC Weaver 1), or you can file separate objections in each
individual case.

Accordingly, IT IS HEREBYRECOMMENDEDthat:

1. Plaintiff be deemed a vexatious litigant.

2. Plaintiff be ENJOINEDrom filing any new civil actions in this distti against a
government employee, government official, or government entity without either (1) paying
appropriate filing and administrative fees at the time he files suit or (2) médangquired
evidentiary showing, with documentation, that he is in imminent danger of seriousgbhysic
injury. Furthermore, any complaint that plainly states that plaintiff's admihistreemedies
have not been exhausted should not be filed unless it is accompanied by a sworn stateme
explaining why plaintiff did noexhaust his administrative remedies prior to filing the compla
and showing that administrative remedies were unavailable.

3. The Clerk of the Court be ordered NOT TO FILE or ASSIGN A CIVIL CASE
NUMBER to any proposed complaint submitted by plaintiff, nor accept any other docunren
filing, until a judicial determination is made as to whether plaihtf complied with the pre-
filing order. Any documents submitted by plaintiff shall be opened as a miscellaneous cas

assigned td/agistrate Juge Allison Clairefor reviewfor compliance with this order. Any
21
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documents plaintiff sends to the court which fail to meet requirements @) alogve SHALL

BE RETURNED to plaintift.

4. The prefiling order remain in effect until further order of this court. Plairkigf

permitted, no earlier than two years after the entry@btider, tanove the court to lift tapre-

filing order. Any such motion must set forth the reasons why the order should be lifted.

5. The following cases be dismissedtfoe reasons outlined above in Section lll:

2:17cv-0359 JAM AC Weaver v. Sacramento County Main Jail

2:17cv-0955 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17cv-1003 JAM AC Weaver v. Williams

2:17cv-1038 JAM AC, Weaver \CSPFolsom Floor Officers

2:17cv-1082 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kendall

2:17cv-1223 JAM AC Weaver v. Second Watch Correctional Officers

2:17cv-1224 JAM AC, Weaver v. Theo

2:17cv-1225 JAM AC, Weaver v. M.T.A.

2:17cv-1226 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kendall

2:17cv-1296 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17cv-1297 JAMAC, Weaver v. Kendall

2:17cv-1298 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kendall

2:17cv-1336 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kendall

2:17¢v-1337 JAM AC Weaver v. Vela

2:17¢cv-1403 JAM AC, Weaver v. Floor Officers

2:17cv-1407 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kendal

2:17cv-1408 JAM AC, Weaver v. Thoe

2:17cv-1409 JAM AC, Weaver v. Theo

2:17cv-1410 JAM AC, Weaver v. Jhonson

2:17cv-1460 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kurr

2:17cv-1461 JAM AC, Weaver v. Theo

2:17cv-1462 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kendall
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2:17cv-1509 JAM AC Weaver v. Williams

2:17¢cv-1510 JAM AC Weavelrv. Floor Officers

2:17cv-1555 JAM AC, Weaver v. Thao

2:17cv-1556 JAM AC, Weaver v. Thao

2:17cv-1557 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17cv-1659 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kendall

2:17cv-1709 JAM AC, Weaver v. California State Prison Folsom

2:17cv-1710 JAM AC Wea\er v. California State Prison Folsom

2:17cv-1727 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kendall

2:17cv-1746 JAM AC, Weaver v. Thao

2:17cv-1747 JAM AC, Weaver v. Thao

2:17cv-1777 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17cv-1778 JAM AC, Weaver v. Thao

2:17cv-1824 JAM AC, Weaver v. Kendall

2:17cv-1825 JAM AC, Weaver v. Shaddiky

2:17cv-1826 JAM AC, Weaver v. California State Prison Folsom

2:17cv-1832 JAM AC, Weaver v. Thao

2:17cv-1852 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17¢cv-1853 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17cv-1854 JAM AC Weaverv. Thao

2:17¢v-1913 JAM AC, Weaver v. Shaddiky

2:17cv-1961 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17cv-1972 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17¢cv-2013 JAM AC ,Weaver v. William

2:17cv-2146 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17cv-2182 JAM AC, Weaver v. Shaddiky

2:17¢cv-2183 JAM AC Weaver v. William

2:17cv-2184 JAM AC, Weaver v. Shaddiky
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e 2:17<cv-2214 JAM AC Weaver v. William

e 2:17<cv-2215 JAM AC Weaver v. William

e 2:17<cv-2267 JAM AC ,Weaver v. O Brian

These findings and recommendations are submitted to thedgiiates District Judge
assigned to the case, pursuant to the provisions of 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(I). Withinnfolargee
after being served with these findings and recommendaptastiff mayfile written objections
with the court. Such a document should be captioned “Objections to Magistrate Juddeigs
and RecommendationsPlaintiff is advised that failure to file objections within the specified

time may waive the right to appeal the District Court’s ordiéartinez v. Yist 951 F.2d 1153

(9th Cir. 1991).
DATED: January 17, 2018 _ -
m‘u—-—u M
ALLISON CLAIRE
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE
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