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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

*k*

KEVIN ALMY, 2:12-cv-00129-JCM-VCF
Plaintiff, ORDER

VS. [Motion for Copy work #19]

D. DAVIS, et al.,

Defendant.

Before the Court ipro se Plaintiff's Motion To Extend Prison Copy work Limit (#19) filed
September 19, 2012.
Background

Plaintiff filed the Motion for Leave to Proceaud forma pauperis on January 14, 2012 (#1)
Amended Complaint and Motion to Amend Complain April 4, 2012. (#6 & #7). On June 18, 20]
the Court entered the Screening Order and stayedctien for ninety (90) day® allow plaintiff and
defendants an opportunity to settle their dispute before the $350.00 filing fee is paid, an answe
or the discovery process begins. (#9). On August 10, 2012, an early mediation conference was
a settlement was not reached. (#12). The Court granted the Motion for Leave to Proceed
pauperis on August 13, 2012. (#13). On August 29, 201 Attbeney General of the State of Neva
accepted service for 16 out of the 19 named defendants. (#14). Plaintiff's Motion To Extend

Copywork Limit (#19) was filed on September 19, 20th2, Response to the Motion to Extend Pri

Copywork was filed on September 6, 2012 (#20), andRéq@y to the Response to the Motion to Exte¢
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Prison Copy work was filed on September 19, 2012 (#2%0 pending before the Court are Plaintiff
Motion for Preliminary Injunction (#21) filed on September 19, 2012 and Plaintiff's Second Eme
Motion for Preliminary Injunctior{#24) filed on October 3, 2012.

M otion to Receive Free Copy wor k (#19)

Plaintiff's Motion to Receive Free Copy work (#Xeks an order from the Court to increasgq
legal photocopy account. Plaintiff states in his omthat he has not reached his $100.00 but antic
that he will reach and exceed his limiven the nature of the case.

Defendants filed an opposition and take theitfprs that “Plaintiff has failed to provide arj

f's

rgenc!

his

pate

information was to why he needs this increaséxaw he plans on spending these additional funds.”

Defendants are waiving the sme requirements of any filingsy the Plaintiff. (#20).
Discussion

The right to meaningful access to the ¢sudoes not confer a right to free unlimit
photocopies. Segandsv. Lewis, 886 F.2d 1166 (9th Cir. 1989) (citidgnes v. Franzen, 697 F.2d 801
803 (“[B]Jroad as the constitutional contef liberty is, it does not includie right to xerox.” (7th Cir
1983)); see als@anninger v. Davenport, 697 F.2d 992, 994 (11th Cir. 1983phnson v. Parke, 642
F.2d 377, 380 (10th Cir. 1981arrell v. Keohane, 621 F.2d 1059, 1060-61 (10th Cir. 1980). As nd
by Plaintiff, the Nevada Department of Correntigrovides $100.00 of free legal copy work to prisd
litigants and charges ten cents per page for photocopiesntiff asks for dditional money but he do¢
not state how much, nor does heestais current balance. AlthougtethNinth Circuit has not spoken (¢
the issue, courts in other jurisdictions have albbwed plaintiffs proceeding in forma pauperis
receive free copies of documerfitsm the court without the plaifitidemonstrating &pecific showing
of need. See, e.gCollins v. Goord, 438 Supp. 2d 399 (S.D.N.Y. 2006); iGu v. Hoecker, 43 F. 3

1483 (10th Cir. 1994). Plaintiff seelkslditional copies for future copying needs that have yet {

identified. Plaintiff does not &htify any specific document whicmust be phatcopied, nor the
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guantity of copies which must bmeade for him to proceed in thétion. The Court requires a mqre

particularized showing of need bedoit will order the state to extd an inmate’sopy account. I

Plaintiff believes that he needs copies for casesharatourts or in other casén this court, he must

seek an order for copies in each such particcdge based upon a particularized showing of need.

addition, Plaintiff's need for copigs reduced as Defendants are wagvthe service requirements

any and all filings by the Plaintiff. Plaintiff will nateed to make additional copies for the Defendants.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Plaintiff's Matin to Extend Prison Copy Work Limit (#19)
is denied without prejudice. Plaiii may refile the motion if he is &b to make a more particularizd

showing of need.

DATED this 11th day of October, 2012.

(AM FERENBACH
UNITEDSTATESMAGISTRATE JUDGE
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