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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISRICT OF ILLINOIS

BOBBY GRIER, )
Plaintiff, g
V. g Case No. 13-cv-1141-MJR-DGW
MEDICAL DIRECTOR, et al., g
Defendants. g
OR[%ER

WILKERSON, Magistrate Judge:

Now pending before the Court is the MotiBegarding Placement Officer's Name (Doc.
26) filed by Plaintiff, BobbyGrier, on December 11, 2013, the Motion for Recruitment of
Counsel/Motion for Protective Order (Doc. 42) filed by Plaintiff on December 20, 2013, the
Motion for Recruitment of Counsel (Doc. 44¢d by Plaintiff on December 27, 2013, and Motion
for Protective Order filed by Plaintiff on Deceert27, 2013. For the reasons stated below, the
motions ardDENIED.

Motion for Recruitment of Counsel (Doc. 44)

Plaintiff has no constitutional nor statutory rigio a Court-appointed attorney in this
matter. See Pruitt v. Mote, 503 F.3d 647, 649 (7th Cir. 2007). However, 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(1)
provides that the Court “may request an attotoegpresent any person unable to afford counsel.”
Prior to making such a requeshe Court must first determenwhether Plaintiff has made
reasonable efforts to secure caeingithout Court intergntion (or whether has he been effectively
prevented from doing sa)ackson v. Cnty. of McLean, 953 F.2d 1070, 1073 (7th Cir. 1992). If he

has, then the Court next consislevhether, “given the difficulty afhe case, [does] the plaintiff
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appear to be competent to try it himself . . Fafmer v. Haas, 990 F.2d 319, 321-22 (7th Cir.
1993); Pruitt, 503 F.3d at 655 (“the question is whether difficulty of the case — factually and
legally — exceeds the particular plaintiff's capaatya layperson to coherently present it to the
judge or jury himself.”). In order to makectua determination, the Court may consider, among
other things, the complexity of the issues prded and the Plaintiff's education, skill, and
experience as revealed by the rec&mditt, 503 F.3d at 655-56.

Plaintiff has met his initial burden of attemygito secure private counsel. In his motion,
Plaintiff states that he has ten numerous letters to att@ys requesting representation. The
letters garnered only one response from arrregtq which Plaintiff has attached, declining to
represent. Thus, Plaintiff hasade reasonable, albeit unsucaglssittempts to secure counsel.

The Court nonetheless finds that Plaintiffcempetent to advance this uncomplicated
matter. The Complaint in this matter appears tavtiggen and attested to by the Plaintiff himself.
He is capable of reading, writing, and understanding the English langirigmtiff has indicated
that he has received his G.E.D. Plaintiff's complaint is clearly statedile Wiaintiff's claim is
colorable, it is not complex and he will be capable of investigating crucial facts. Further, this
Court observed Plaintiff at his hearing on his moftior preliminary injuncbn and he appeared to
be competent to prosecute this matter.

Motion Regarding Placement ofOfficer's Name (Doc. 26)
In his motion, Plaintiffs seeksittentify Defendant Number 5, a placement officer at
Menard Correctional Center. DefendantsRECTED to identify the placement officer by
January 28, 2014. If Defendants are unabledatiti the placement officdor any reason, they

areORDERED to notify this Court by said date.



Motion for Protective Order (Doc. 42)

In his motion, Plaintiff seeks a proteetiorder as he has been “verbally threatened with
bodily harm and also threatened tlididon’t drop this suit that mfood trays will be taken away.”
Plaintiff contends that he can only sleep twdhi@e hours per night because he is afraid that
officers are going to retaliate against him. Rtiffiasks this Court tintervene and to send
someone to Menard Correctionalr@er’'s Health Department at least once a month to ensure that
things get done. Those issues are not befer€turt, and the Court does not have the authority
to provide the remedy that Plainti#eks. As such, Plaintiff’s motion BENIED.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated aboR&intiff’'s Motion for Recritment of Counsel/Motion for
Protective Order iPENIED. Defendants arBIRECTED to identify the placement officer by
January 28, 2014.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED: January 13, 2014 W /1 M

DONALD G. WILKERSON
UnitedStatesMagistrate Judge



