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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

* % %

VICTOR TAGLE, Case N02:15¢v-00216JCM-PAL
Plaintiff,
V. ORDER
STATE OF NEVADA et al. (Mot. Request File- ECF No.88;
Mot. Case Info. -ECF No0.89)
Defendard.

This matter is before theoart on Plaintiff Victor Taglés Motion to Request File,
Acknowledge Punishment of the Fraud Perpetrators Committed on Plaintifés(E&F No.88),
and Motion for Case Informatiofc CF No.89). TheseMotions arereferred to the undersigneg
pursuant to 28 U.S.C.&36(b)(1)A) and LR IB 3 and 17 of the Local Rules of Practicélhe
court has considered the Motions, RespofE€% Ncs. 98, 102), anReply (ECF No).

BACKGROUND

Mr. Tagle is a pro se prisoner in the custody of the Nevada Department oftdose
(“NDOC"). Since 2003, he has filegtven habeas actions &tilcivil rights actions in the District
of Nevadal8 d which are open and activeln this cas, Taglehas received permission to procee
in forma pauperis(“*IFP”) pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8315 and LSR - of the Local Rules of
Practice. SeelFP Application (ECF No28); Order (ECF Ndb8). On February €015, Tagle
commenced this action by filing an IFP applicatem complaint. Upon review bfs complaingt
the court issued an Order (ECF Mg stating that this action shall proceed on the portions of cg

| alleging an excessive force claim against Defendant Day and cowalletiing a due process

1 SeeCase Nos. 2:16v-00623APG-GWF; 2:15cv-01402JAD-VCF; 2:15¢cv-02032APG-PAL; 2:15
cv-02082JdCM-VCF; 2:15¢cv-02143RFB-CWH; 2:15¢cv-02506APG-VCF; 2:16¢cv-00709GMN-NJK;
2:16cv-00755APG-PAL; 2:16¢cv-00757JCM-PAL; 2:16cv-00850JAD-GWF; 2:16<v-00851RFB-
GWEF; 2:16¢cv-00852JAD-VCF; 3:16¢v-00148MMD -WGC; 3:16¢v-00222RCJIVPC; 3:16¢v-00223-
RCJVPC; 3:16ev-00489RCJIVPC; 3:16ev-00608MMD-VPC.
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claim against Defendants Wikoff, Portillo, Calderwood, Martin, Palazzo, Beamover,
Williams, Palaloy, and Padilla.

DISCUSSION

As a preliminary matter, the court notes that parts of Mr. Tagle’s motionalraost
unreadable because his handwriting is illegible. The court will thersfonenarize the motien
to the best of its ability. Tagle is advised to make sure that his filings are writiely aeled legibly

so that his positions are fully understood.

l. MOTION TO REQUEST FILE, ACKNOWLEDGE PUNISHMENT OF THE FRAUD
PERPETRATORS COMMITTED ON PLAINTIFF 'SCASES (ECF No. 88)

Mr. Taglefiled this motionin this case and three others, Case Nos.-&/A#623APG-
GWF, 2:15¢v-02082JCM-VCF, and 2:15v-01402JAD-VCF. The motionsare duplicate
requests for relief. Theoarthas previously informe@laglethat filing multiple motions requesting
the same relief is an abusive litigation tactic that taxes the resources of tharmball of the
parties toa lawsuit. SeeTagle v. Clark County2:15€v-00881JCM-PAL, Nov. 3, 2015 Order
(ECF No0.63). Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provides that sanctions m
imposed on an unrepresented party who signs a paper that is either filed with the canrt
improper purpose or is frivolousSsee Nugget Hydroelectric, L.P. v. Pacific Gagl&c. Co, 981
F.2d 429, 439 (9th Cir. 1992) (upholding Rule 11 sanctions because a party’'s second mg
compel largely duplicated the first) (citifgwnsend v. Holman Consulting Cqr@29 F.3d 1358.
1362 (9th Cir. 1990) (en banc)).

Once a motions filed, filing a duplicagé motion will not speed up theurt’s review of a
movant’s request since motions are generally addressed in the order whisletédiled. To the
contrary, filing dupliate motions increases theut’'s workload and generallgelays decision
while a new round of responses and reply deadlinesMunTagleis againwarned that continued

motion practice requesting relief that has already been defiiad duplicative motionsor

ay b

for

tion

making frivolous, unsupported requests may result in the imposition of sanctions, in@duding

recommendation to the district judge that be declared a vexatious litigamtthatthis casebe

dismissed.




© 00 N o o A wWw N P

N N NN DN DN DN NN R P R R R R R R R
0o ~N o 1N WO N RO o 0o N o 1N N RO

In this motion,Tagleasserts thahe prison librarianPaulaSimmons and a library clerk
tried to deceive him into signing documents, which they claimed welddse him from prison,
without letting him review the documentble states that he never requested help from the pri
library staff and no motion was ever filed on this issue. Thus, he asks the court to discipline
fraud and abuseMr. Tagleprovides ndactual support olegal authority for hisequest. The
motion is denied.

I. MOTION FOR CASE INFORMATION (ECF No. 89)

Mr. Taglefiled theMotionfor Case Informatiom this case ansix others, Case N0&:13-
cv-01832JCM-CWH; 2:16.cv-00045RCJIVCF; 3:13<v-00264MMD-VPC; 3:13<v-00318-
HDM-WGC; 2:16-cv-00082APG-GWF,; 2:15¢cv-2146GMN-PAL.? Notably,the other six cases
are all habeas actions and each is closksl.explained above, these ateplicate requests for
relief, andcontinuedfiling of duplicative motionsmay result in the imposition of sanctions
including a recommendation to the district juddpat he be declared a vexatious litiganthat
this casébe dismissed.

In this motion,Taglerepeats his contention that the prison librarian tried to deceive
into signing documents. He takes issue with, among other things, being “representkd”
prison librarian on the court’s docketMr. Tagle is misinterpreting the docket sheefhe
Honorable Andrew P. Gordon, United States District Court Juégentlyexplained his in an

order denying this motion in another case

Petitioners concern that he is beihigepresenteédby the institition and/or librarian
isunfounded. The NNCC librarian is listed in the represented by or counsehsect

of the docket sheeablely because that placement on the docket sheet is necessary
to enable the electronic docketing systensend notices of elechic filing to the
NNCC law library. The NNCC librarian is not representoggitioner. Nor are the
respondents in this action or his custodians representing him.

If petitioner wishes to receive his legal mail, he must sggntf That holds true
both for physical mailings sent from the Court to other prison law libraries and for
notices of electronic filingent from the Cart to the NNCC law librarian. Either
way, the inmate must sign for his mail. If refuses to sign for his mail and his
delays fortaking action expire, he has no basis for relief in teégard.

The foregoing is not a procedure as to which petitioner can opt either in or out.

2 Case N02:15<v-2146 is not one dfir. Taglés cases. He may have meant to refer to Gse2:15
cv-00214GMN-PAL, which is one of his habeas actions but was closed on September 22, 2016.
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Court mailings to prisoners at NNCC are sent electronically to the prison law
librarian. Prisoners must sidar their mail if they wish to see it. If they refuse to
sign for it, all applicable delays continue to notwithstanding their refusal to sign
for the mail.

SeeTagle v. Dep’t of Homeland Securit¢ase No0.2:16-cv-00082APG-GWF, Order (ECF
No.9). Mr. Taglés motion lacks merit. The motion is denied.

Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED: Plaintiff Victor Tagle’s Motion to Request File, Acknowledg
Punishment of the Fraud Perpetrators Committed on Plaintiff's Cases (E@8)Nand Motion

for Case Informatin (ECF No0.89)areDENIED.

Datedthis 26th day ofOctober 2016.

Zl e

PEGGY AT LEEN
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATEJUDGE
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