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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

KENNETH J. SCHIRO, )
)

Plaintiff, ) 10-cv-00203-RCJ-VPC
)

vs . )
) ORDER

STEPHEN CLARK, et al, )
)

Defendants. )
/

Plaintiff, who is a prisoner in the custody of the Nevada Department of Corrections, has

submitted a civil rights complaint pursuant to 42 U.S.C. j 1 983. (Dockct #1 -1 .) Plaintiff has

submitted an initial partial iiiing fee, as required by the court. (Docket #10.) Thc court has

screened plaintiff s civil rights complaint pursuant to 28 U.S.C. j 19 15A and finds that it must be

dismissed in pal-t.

1. M otion for Appointm ent or Counsel

Plaintiff has iiled a motion for appointmcnt of counsel. (Docket //7.) A litigant in a civil

rights action does not have a Sixth Amendment right to appointed counsel. Storsetll 5>c,//?7?f772.

654 F.2d 1 349. 1 3253 (9th Cir. l 98 1 ). ln very limitcd circumstances. federal courts are empowercd

to request an attorney to represent an indigent civil litigant. The circumstances in which a court u'ill
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1 make such a request, however, are exceedingly rare- and the court will make the request under only

2 extraordinary circumstances. United States v. 30.64 Acres q/'f and, 795 F.2d 796, 799-800 (9th Cir.

3 1 986)., WiIborn v. Escalderon, 789 F.2d 1328, 133 1 (9tb Cir. 1986).

4 A finding of such cxceptional circumstances requires that the Court evaluate both the

5 likelihood of success on the merits and the plaintiff s abiiity to articulate his claims in pro se in light

6 of the complexity of the legal issues involved. Neither factor is dispositive, and both must be viewed

7 together in making a finding. Terrell v. Brewer, 935 F.2d 1 0 15, 1 0 1 7 (9th Cir. l991)(cjfjng H'ïlborn,

8 supra, 789 F.2d at 1331 ). The district court has considerable discretion in making thcse findings.

9 in this case, the court does not find that extraordinary circumstances exist. The plaintiff has

10 already dernonstrated that he is fully ablc to litigate this case on his own. He has subm itted the

1 1 complaint and various docum ents to the Court, and hc is fluent in English. M oreover, none of the

12 issues in this case is particularly complex.

l 3 .11. Screening Pursuant to 2* U.S.C. j 1915A

l 4 Federal courts must conduct a preliminary screening in any case in which a prisoner seeks

1 5 redress from a govemmental entity or ofiieer or employee of a governmental entity. See 28 U.S.C. j

16 l 9 l 5A(a). ln its review, the Court must identify any cognizable claims and dismiss any claims that

17 are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim upon which relief may be granted or seek monetary

l 8 relief from a defendant who is immune from such relief. See 28 U.S.C. j l 9 15A(b)(1),(2). Pro se

l 9 pleadings, howcver, must be iiberally construed. Balistreri v. Pactfica Police Dep 't, 90 l F.2d. 696,

20 699 (9th Cir. 1 988). To state a claim undcr 42 U.S.C. j 1983. a plaintiff must allege two essential

2 l elements: ( 1 ) that of the United Statcs was violated- and (2) that the alleged violation was committed

22 by a person acting under color of state law. Scc I'Isbs: T'. Atkins, 487 U.S. 42- 48 ( 1 988).

23 ln addition to the screening requirements under j 1 9 1 5A. pursuant to the Prison Litigation

24 Rcform Act of l 995 IPLRAI. a fcdcral court must dismiss a prisoner's claim. iûif the allegation of

25 poverty is untrue,e' or if the action t'is frivolous or malicious. fails to state a claim on which relief

26 m al'' be granted. or sceks m onctar), rclief against a defcndant who is immune from such relicf.-' 28
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1 U.S.C. j 1 915(e)(2). Dismissal of a complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be

2 granted is provided for in Federal Rule of Civil Procedure l2(b)(6)- and the Court applies the same

3 standard under j 1 9 l 5 when reviewing the adequacy of a complaint or an amended complaint.

4 'When a court dismisses a complaint under j 1 9 l 5(e), the plaintiff should be given leave to amend

5 the complaint with directions as to curing its dcficiencies, unless it is clcar from the face of the

6 complaint that the deficiencies could not be curcd by amendm ent. See Cato 3.,. United States, 70

7 F.3d. l 103, 1 106 (9th Cir. 1995).

8 Review under Rule 12(b)(6) is essentially a l'uling on a question of law. See Chappel v.

9 Laboratoly Colp. t?f America, 232 F.3d 719, 723 (9th Cir. 2000). Dismissal for failure to state a

l 0 claim is proper only if it is clear that the plaintiff cannot prove any set of facts in support of the claim

1 l that would entitle him or her to reiief. See Morley v. Walker, l 75 F.3d 756, 759 (9th Cir. l 999). ln

12 making this determination, the Court takes as true al1 allegations of m aterial fact stated in the

l 3 complaint, and the Coul't construes them in the light most favorable to the plaintiff. See lfslr.5'/?tzu? 3.'.

14 Xoma Colp., 74 F.3d 955, 957 (9th Cir. 1996). Allegations of a pro se complainant are held to less

15 stringent standards than fonnal pleadings draftcd by lawyers. See Hughes 3,,. Ataw'c. 449 U.S. 5, 9

1 6 ( 1980),. Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 5 l9, 520 ( 1 972) (per curiam). While the standard under Rule

17 12(b)(6) does not requirc detailed facmal allegations, a plaintiff must provide more than mere labels

18 and conclusions. Bell .xf/t7nrl'c. Com. )'. Twomblv, 127 S.Ct. 1955, 1964-65 (2007). A formulaic

l 9 recitation of the elements of a cause of action is insufticient. .JJ.. see Papasan J?. Allain, 478 U.S.

20 265, 286 ( l 986).

2 1 A11 or part of a complaint iiled by a prisoncr may therefore be dismissed stta uç
.
ptp?l/c if the

22 prisoner's claim s lack an arguablc basis either in lau' or in fact. This includes claim s based on legal

23 conclusions that are untenable (e.g.. claims against defendants who are immune from suit or elaims

24 of infringement of a legal interest which clearly docs not existl- as well as claims based on fanci 1111

'35 fact-ual allcgations (e.g.. fantastic or delusional sccnarios). Sec Ncïr-n/fg J'. Kïllianzs. 490 U .S. 3 l 9.

26 327-28 ( 1 989)., scc (?/.$'r? z'blclcectsel' 3 .. Bl()(L'k. 932 F.2d 795. 798 (9th Cir. 1 99 1 ) .
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I 111. Screening of the Complaint

2 Plaintiff sues defendants Stephen Clark, Sergeant and Hearing Ofticer; M r. Hagge,

3 Caseworker CCS 11,. Rogelio Herrera, Caseworker CCS 11., M s. C. Chacon, Caseworker CCS 11., M r.

4 Tooker, Correctional Senior Officer; Am elia Jimenez, Correctional Officer; Robert Legrand,

5 Associate W arden of Programs; Ronald Halstead, Associate W arden of Operations; and Jack Palmer,

6 W arden- LCC. Plaintiff seeks monetary damages.

7 A. Defendants

8 The Civil Rights Act under which this action was tiled provides:

9 Every person who, under color of (state law) . . . subjects, or causes
to be subjected, any citizen of the United States. . . to the deprivation

1 0 of any rights, prîvileges, or immunities secured by the Constimtion. . .
shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or

1 1 other proper proceeding for redress. 42 U.S.C. j 1983 .

1 2 Thc statute plainly requires that there be an actual connection or iink between the actions of the

13 defendants and the deprivation alleged to have been suffered by plaintiff. See M onell v. Departnlent

14 (?f Social s'c?all'ctr,s, 436 U.S. 658 (1978)., Rizzo !'. Goode, 423 U.S. 362 (1976). The Ninth Circuit has

l 5 hcld that 'tla) person tsubjects' another to the deprivation of a constitutional right- within the

16 meaning of section 1983. if he does an aftirmative act, participates in another's aftinnative acts or

17 omits to perform an act which he is legally required to do that causes the deprivation of which

l 8 complaint is made.'' Johnson v. Dujfi' ?, 588 F.2d 740, 743 (9th Cir. 1978).

l 9

20 B. Count I

21 A1l of plaintitr s claim s are contained within one lengthy count in which he alleges itbrcacb

22 of duty of protect. retaliation- due process- equal protection. arbitrary and irrational treatment of life,

23 tlibcrty.' and property. and 'cruel and unusual treatment.f' Plaintiff has also provided additional

24 facts under his statemcnt of thc namre of tht? case.

25 Plaintiff contends that defendanl Clark faiicd to afford him a fair disciplinarl' hcaring b), not

26 allowing him to prescnt witnesscs or cxculpattln' cNridcnce. Hc also alleges that he u'as ambushed in

1



1 regard to the hcaring, because he was told by the inspector general that the case was dismissed.

2 Under the Fourteenth Amcndrnent, no state shall deprive any pcrson of life, liberty, or

3 property without due process of law. Prisoners retain their right to due process subject to the

4 restrictions imposed by the nat-ure of the penal system. Wol1;'v. McDonnell, 4 l 8 U.S. 539, 556

5 (1974).

6 A prisoncr in a prison disciplinary hcaring is not entitled to the fu11 array of due process

7 rights that a defendant possesses in a criminal prosecution. fJ. at 556. However, a prisoner who is

8 accused of serious rules violations and who may be deprived of his or her good-time credits is

9 entitled to cerlain minimum procedural protections. 1d. at 57 1 -7 1 n. 9.

10 The process due in such a prison disciplinary hearing includes: (1) written notification of the

1 1 charges', (2) at lcast a brief period of time after the notice to prcpare for the hearing', (3) a written

12 statement by the fact-finders as to the evidence relied on and reasons for the disciplinary action', (4)

1 3 the inmate facing the chargcs should be allowed to call wimesses and present documentar.y evidence

14 in his defense when pennitting him to do so will not be unduly hazardous to institutional safety or

l 5 correctional goals. 1d. at 564p 566, 570.

16 In addition, a decision to revoke an inmate's good-time credit does not comport with

1 7 minimum procedural due proccss requirem ents unless its underlying Endings are supported by

18 ttsome evidcnce.'' Superintendant Jt HiX 472 U.S. 445, 454 ( l 985). In reviewing a decision for

19 ivsom e cvidcnce,'' courts i'are not required to conduct an cxamination of thc cntire record

20 indcpendently assess w'itness credibility- or weigh thc evidence. but only determine whether the

2 1 prison disciplinal'y board's decision to revokc good time credits has some factual basis.'- J.(.1. at 455-

22 56. The Ninth Circuit has further hcld that there m ust bc tçsom e indicia of rcliability of the

23 information that forms the basis for prison disciplinary actions.'- Cato $'. Rushen. 824 F.2d 703- 705

24 (9'h Cir. 1 987) (uncclmlbclrated hearsay statemcnt t-?f ccmfitiential infbrmanl with no firsthand

25 knowledgc is not enough cvidencc to meet Hill standard. )

26 Thc coun tinds that under thc facts allegcd in the complaint. piaintiff statcs a colorablc

5
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1 Fourteenth Amendment due process claim against defendant Clark.

2

3 Plaintiff alleges that defendant Hagge acted with deliberate indifference to him by failing to

4 protect him after plaintiff repeatedly infonned hi'rrl of his cellm ate's aggressive sexual propensities

5 and requested a cell change.

6 Prison officials have a duty to take rcasonable steps to protect inm ates 9om physical abuse.

7 Hoptowit v. Ray, 682 F.2d at 1250-5 1 ; Farmer v. Brenltall, 51 l U.S. 825, 833 (1 994). To establish a

8 violation of this duty, the prisoner must establish that prison officials werc 4tdcliberately indifferent

9 to a serious threat to the inmates's safety.'' Farmer v. Brennan, 51 l U.S. at 834. The delibcrate

1 0 indifference standard involves an objcctive and a subjective prong. First, the alleged deprivation

1 1 must be, in objective terms, 'tsufticiently serious.'- Farmer v. Brennan, 5 1 1 U.S. at 834(citing Wilson

1 2 v. Seiter, 50 l U.S. 294, 298 (199 1 )). Second, the prison ofticial must itknow of and disregard an

l 3 excessive risk to inmate health or safety.'' Id. at 837.

14 The cotlrt finds that undcr the facts alleged in the complaint, plaintiff has stated a colorable

l 5 Eighth Amendment failure to protect claim against defendant Hagge.

1 6 Plaintiff alleges that defcndant Herrera failed to properly report plaintiff s property which

l 7 was stolen while it was in thc custody of prison officials. ln Hudson v. Paln'er, the United States

l 8 Supreme Court held that intentional deprivation of an inmate's property by prison employees does

l 9 not violate the Due Process Clause. provided that adequate statc post-deprivation remedies are

20 available. 468 U.S. 51 7, 533-534 ( 1 984). Nevada law provides for civil actions for the wrongful

2 1 deprivation of property by state ofticials. See NRS 4 l .03 1-' NRS 4 1 .0322.1 Plaintiff ma), seek

22

1 A person who is or was in the custody of the Departm cnt of Corrections may not procccd with23

any action against the Department or any of its agents. former officcrs. employees or contractors to24

recover compcnsation for thc loss of his pcrsonal propcrty. property damagc. pcrsonal injurics or any25 .

otllcr clainn arising out ()f- a tort pursuant to NRS 41 .03 1 unlcss the pcrson hah exhausted his26

administrativc rcm edics prox'ided b).' NRS 209.243 and thc regulations adopted pursuant thereto.

6



1 redress in the state system, but he cannot sue in federal court on the claim that the state deprived him

2 of property without due process of thc law. Plaintiftm s claim for deprivation of property does not

3 state a colorable claim against any nam cd defendant.

4 Plaintiff alleges that defendant Herrera retaliatcd against him for filing grievances and

5 requesting due process. Allegations of retaliation against a prisoner's First Amendm ent rights to

6 speech or to petition the government m ay support a section l 983 claim . Rizzo v. Dawson, 778 F.2d

7 527, 532 (9th Cir. 1 985),. see also Valandingham v. Bojorquez, 866 F.2d l l 35 (9th Cir. 1 989). To

8 establish a prima facie case, plaintiff must allegc and show that defendants acted to rctaliate for his

9 exercise of a protected activity, and defendants' actions did not sen,e a legitimate penological

1 0 purpose. See stzrnc// v. Centoni, 3 1 F.3d 8 13, 8 1 6 (9th Cir. l 994),. Pratt v. Rovvland, 65 F.3d 802,

1 1 807 (9th Cir. l 995). A plaintiff asserting a retaliation claim must demonstrate a ''but-for'' causal

12 nexus betwecn the allcged retaliation and plaintiff s protected activit'y (i.e., filing a legal action).

13 McDonald v. Halln 6 10 F.2d 1 6, 1 8 ( 1st Cir. 1 979)., see Mt. Healthy (7r-v School Dist. Bd. qf Educ. v.

14 Doyle, 429 U.S. 274 ( l 977). The prisoner must submit evidence, either direct or circumstantial, to

1 5 establish a link betwecn the exercise of constimtional rights and the allegedly retaliatory action.

1 6 Pratt, 65 F.3d at 806. Timing of the evcnts surrounding the alleged retaliation may constimte

1 7 circum stantial evidence of rdaliatory intent. See sbm nn() 's Gasco, Inc. 3,.. M organ, 874 F.2d 13 10,

l 8 l 3 1 6 (9th Cir. 1 989). The court finds that the complaint states a colorable retaliation claim against

1 9 defendant Hcrra.

20 Plaintiff alleges verbal harassment by various named defendants. M ere verbal harassment or

2 1 abuse is not sufiicient to state a constimtional dcprivation under 42 U.S.C. j 1983. Oltarzevbski 3'.

22 Rttggiero. 830 F.2d 136. l39 (9th Cir. l 987). Accordingly. plaintiff s claims of verbal harassment

23 do not state a claim against any namcd dcfcndant.

24 Plaintiff alleges that defendant Chacon cxhibited deliberate indiffercnce to him when he

25 moved inmatc Garnica into thc sam c cell as plaintiff. knowing that Garnica and plaintiff had issues

26
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l in the past. The court tinds that plaintiff states a colorable Eighth Am endment claim against

2 defendant Chacon under the standard set forth above.

3

4 Plaintiff alleges that defendant Chacon transferred him to a maximum security prison,

5 knowing that this would result in additional isolation. Prison inmates do not have a constitm ional

6 right to be incarcerated at a particular correctional facility or to bc transferred from one facility to

7 another. Meachuln v. Fl??t?, 427 U.S. 2 15- 224-25 (1 976). Plaintiff s allegation does not state a

8 colorable claim.

9 Plaintiff alleges that defendant Jimenez discriminated against him because he was not

1 0 hispanic. Equal protection claim s arise when a charge is made that similarly situated individuals are

l 1 treated differently without a rational relationship to a legitimate state purpose. See San .xn/t/nl't?

12 School ftî/rfc/ v. Rodriguez, 41 1 U.S. 1 ( l 972). In order to state a j 1983 claim based on a violatîon

13 of the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, a plaintiff must allege and that

14 defendants acted with intentional discrimination against plaintiff. L owc v. City nfhfonrovia, 775

1 5 F.2d 998, 1 0 1 0 (9th Cir. l 985),. Federal Deposit fn-ç. Colp. v'. Henderson, 940 F.2d 465, 47 1 (9th

l 6 Cir. 1991). The court tinds that plaintiff states a colorable equal protection claim against dcfendant

17 Jimenez.

1 8 Plaintiff alleges that defendants Tooker, Legrand, Halstead and Palmer either directly

l 9 participated in the alleged Constimtional violations or knew of them and failed to act to prevent

20 them .

2 l Supervisonr personnel are generally not liable under section 1983 for the actions of their

22 employees under a theory of respolîdeat stlpel-iol- and- thereforc- when a named defendant holds a

23 supervisorial position. thc causal link between him and thc claimed constit-utional violation must bc

24 specitically alleged. 5'cc Fajie $'. Stavlcj'. 607 F.2d 858. 862 (9th Cir. l 979).. Lvosher 1'. Saalfèld.

25 589 F.2d 438. 44 l (9th Cir. 1 978 ). c'ei't. JcF?ït?J. 442 U.S. 941 ( 1 979). To shou' àpl'inta JJcïc case of

26 supcrvisorl' liability. plaintiff must allegc facts indicating that supcrvisor)' dcfendants either:

8

!
l I



1 personally participated in the alleged deprivation of constitutional rights', knew of the violations and

2 failed to act to prevent them; or promulgated or implem ented 6'a policy so deticient that the policy

3 çitself is a repudiation of constimtional rights' and is tthe rnoving force of the constimtional

4 violation. ''' Hansen v. Black, 885 F.J.d 642, 646 (9th Cir. 1989) (quoting Thompkins v. Belt, 828

5 F.2d 298, 303-04 (5tb Cir. 1987)., Taylor v. List, 880 F.2.d 1040, 1045 (9th Cir. 1989). Although

6 federal pleading standards are broad, some facts must be allcged to support claims under Section

7 1983. See Leatherman v'. Tarrant Cb1//7(J? Narcotics Unit, l 13 S.Ct. 1 1 60, 1 1 63 ( 1 993).

8 The court finds that undcr the facts alieged, plaintiff states a colorable supervisoly liability

9 claim against defendants Tooker, Lemand, Halstead and Palm er.

1 0

l l 111. Conclusion

12 Plaintiff states a colorable Fourteenth Amendment due process claim against defendant

13 Clark, a colorable Eighth Am endment failure to protect claim against dcfendant Hagge, a colorabie

14 rctaliation claim against defendant HerrElka, a colorable Eighth Am endment claim against defendant

l 5 Chacon, a colorable equal protection claim against defendant Jimenez, and a colorable supervisory

l 6 liability claim against defcndants Tooker. Legrand- Halstead and Palmer. No other claim s arc stated

1 7 in the complaint.

1 8 IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Clcrk of the Court shall FILE the complaint.

l 9 (Docket #1-1.)

20 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all claims other than those identitied in this order are

2 1 DISMISSED without prejudice.
:2.2 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that plaintiff s motion is withdrau' the case is DENIED as

23 moot in light of plaintift-s subsequent withdrawal of that motion. (Docket *3.)

24 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that piaintiff s motion for appointment of counscl is

25 DENIED. (Docket #7.)

26
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l IT IS FURTHER ORDERED as follows:

2 l . The Clerk shall electronically serve a copy of this order, including the attached Notice

3 of lntent to Proceed with M ediation forms along with a copy of plaintiff's complaint, on the

4 Office of the Attorney General of the State of Nevada, to the attention of Pamela Sharp.

5 2. The Attorney General's Oftice shall advise the Court within twenty-one (21) days of the

6 date of entry of this order whether it can accept scrvice of process for the named defendants. As to

7 any of the named defendants for which the Attorney General's Oftice cannot accept service, the

8 Office shall file, u??lc/' seal, the last ltnown addresstes) of those defendantts).

9 3. lf service cannot be accepted for any of the named defendantts), plaintiff shall tile a

l 0 motion identifying the unserved defendantls). requesting issuancc of a summons, and specihing a

l l full name and address for said defendantts). Plaintiff is reminded that, pursuant to Rule 4(m) of the

12 Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, service must be accomplished within one hundred twenty ( 120)

13 days chf the date thc complaint was filed.

14 4. lf the Attorney General accepts scnzice of process for any named defendantts), such

' l 5 defendantts) shall 'tile and serve an answer or other response to the complaint within thirty (30) days

16 following the date of the early inm ate rnediation. lf the court declines to mediate this case, an

17 answer or other response shall be due within thirty (30) days following the order declîning

18 mediation.

1 9 5. The parties SHALL DETACH, COM PLETE, AND FILE thc attached Notice of lntent

20 to Proceed with Mediation fon'n on or bcfore thirty (30) days from the date of entry of this order.

2 l IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that henceforth. Plaintiff shall serve upon defendants or. if an

22 appearancc has bcen entered by counsel. upon their attorneytsl- a copy of every pleading. motion or

23 other document submitted for considcration by the court. Plaintiff shall includc with the original

24 paper subm itted for tiling :1 certificatc stating thc date that a truc and correct copy of thc documenl

25 was nnailed to the defendants or counscl for defendants. If counsel has entcrcd a notice of

26 appearancc. thc plaintiff shal! direct senricc to thc indiN'idual attorney named in thc noticc of

l ()
!
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1 appearance, at the address stated therein. The Court may disregard any paper received by a district

judge or magistrate judge which has not been tiled with the Clerk, and any papcr received by a

3 district judge. magistrate judge or the Clerk which fails to include a certificate showing proper

scrvice.

5 DATED: Novem ber 29. 2010

NITED STA S DISTRICT JUDGE



l

2 Name

3 Prison Number (if applicable)

4 Address

5

6
IJNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

7
DISTRJCT OF NEVADA

8

9 , ) Case No.
Plaintiff, )

10 )
v. ) NOTICE OF INTENT TO

1 1 ) PROCEED W ITH M EDIATION
)

1 2 )
)

1 3 Defendants. )
)

1 4
This case may be refen'ed to the District of Ncvada's early inmate mediation program . Thc

l 5 purpose of this notice is to assess the suitability of this case for mediation. M ediation is a process by
which the parties rrleet with an impallial court-appointcd mediator in an effort to bring about an

1 6 expedicnt resolution that is satisfactoa to a11 parties.

1 7
1. Do you wish to proceed to early mediation in this case? Yes No

l 8
2. lf nop plcase statc thc reasonts) you do not wish to proceed with mediation?

1 9

20

2 1

22
3. List any and al1 cases. including the case number. that plaintiff has Glcd in federal or state

23 court in thc last fivc ycars and the nat-ure of cacb casc. (Attach additional pages if needed).

24

25

26

1 2



l 4. List any and a11 cases, including the case number, that are currently pending or any pending
grievances concerning issues or claims raised in this case. (Attach additional pages if

2 needcd).

3

4

5

6
5. Are there any other commcnts you would likc to express to thc court about whether this case

7 is suitable for mediation. You may include a brief statem ent as to why you believe this case
is suitable for mediation. (Attach additional pages if needed).

8

9

10

1 1

l 2
This form shall be filed with the Clerk of the Court on or before G enty (20) days from

13 the date of entry of this order.

l 4
Counsel for defendants: By signing this form you arc certifying to the coul-t that you have

l 5 consulted with a representative of the Nevada Department of Corrections concerning participation in
m ediation.

l 6
Dated this day of , 201 0.

1 7

l 8

l 9 Signaturc

20

2 1 Name of person who prepared or
helped prepare this docum ent

22

23

24

25

26
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