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rvin Nevada, LLC

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA
JAMES E.ROBINSON Case No2:16<v-00902JAD-PAL

Plaintiff,
V. ORDER

DUNGARVIN NEVADA, LLC,

Defendant

This matter is before theart onpro se Plaintiff James E. RobinsonAamended Complaint
(ECF No.5). On July 6, 2016, the court issued an O#&ZF No.3) granting Mr. Robinson’s

Application to Proceeth Forma Pauperis (ECF No.1). Additionally, the court found thdtis

complaintfailed to comply withLR 1A 10-2, which provides the required format for court filings.

Id. at 2. The court therefore dismissed the complaint with leave to amend within 30cialise
order directedthe Clerk of the Courhot to issue summons becauparsuant t028 U.S.C.

8 1915(e),an amended complaint must be screepokr to a responsive pleadindd. at 2 4

(citing Lopez v. Smith, 203 F.3d 1122, 1129 (9th Cir. 2000) (en ban€)nce the court determines

that acomplaint statea valid claim for relief, theaurt thendirects the clerk of thecourt to issue

summons to the defendants and the plaintiff must then serve the summons and complaint

120 days.ld. (citing Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(m)).

On August 3, 2018yIr. Robinsorfiled his Amended ComplaifECF No.5). The Clerk
of the Court eoneously issued summons befdle Amended ComplaintECF No.5) was
screened See Summons Issue(ECF Na.6, 7). Robinsonexecuted servicef process. See
Summons Returned ExecutédCF No.8). On November 10, 2016, Defendari@singarvin
Nevada, LLC, Barbara Jordaand Charlotte McClanahafiled an Answer(ECF No.9) and

Defendants Yolanda Festes areheka McQueefiled a Motion to Dismis¢ECF No0.10).
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Under 81915(e)(2), a district court may “dismiss, sua sponte and prior to servic
process, aomplant that fails to state a claifh Lopez, 203 F.3cat1130 (citingJackson v. Arizona,
885 F.2d 639, 640 (9th Cit989). Thisprovision was designed to curb the floodradritlesspro
selawsuits, spare the government the expense of servingganie save defendants the troub
of answeringsuchcomplaints.ld. Cf. Nordstromv. Ryan, 762 F.3d 903, 90i.1 (9th Cir. 2014)
(noting that the purpose of 15As pre-answer screenings “to ensure that the targets o
frivolous or malicious suits need not bear the expense of respoh(titgtion omitted) Although
early screeningonservs judicial resource®y reducinghe volume ohonmeritoriouditigation,
postanswer screening does ndts the Defendants have all appeatteelcourt will nd screen the
Amended ComplailECF No.5). This case shall proceed on the normal litigation track as gui
by the Federal Rulesf Civil Procedure.

Accordingly,

IT ISORDERED: This case shall proceed on the normal litigation track as guided by

Feceral Rulesof Civil Procedure.

Datedthis 15th day ofNovember, 2016.
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PEGGY ATLEEN
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATEJUDGE
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