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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT OF NEVADA

KENNETH ERICKSON

Plaintiff,
3:15¢v-00068RCJIVPC

VS.

RENEE BAKERet al, ORDER

Defendans.

N N N N e e e e e e e

This is a prisoner civil rightsasebrought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 198heCourt
having directed Plaintiff to properly complete an application to procetdma pauperis, and
Plaintiff having completed one, the @bnow screas the Complaint.

. LEGAL STANDARDS

Federal courts must conduct a preliminary screening in any case in whisbrzepri
seeks redress from a governmental entity or officer or employee of axgw@al entitySee 28
U.S.C. § 1915A(a). Inits review, the court must identify any cognizable claidndismiss any
claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim upon which relief mayahtedr or
seek monetary relief from a defendant who is immune from slie. Seeid. 8 1915A(b)(1)-
(2). Dismissal of a complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief can heedres
provided for in Federal Rule 12(b)(6), and the court applies the same standard under § 19

Wilhelmv. Rotman, 680 F.3d 1113, 1121 (9th Cir. 2012). When a court dismisses a compl3
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upon screening, the plaintiff should be given leave to amend the complaint with directions
curing its deficiencies, unless it is clear from the face of the complainhthdeficiencies codl
not be cured by amendmeBee Cato v. United States, 70 F.3d 1103, 1106 (9th Cir. 1995)Il A
or part of a complaint filed by a prisoner may be dismissadponte if the prisoner’s claims
lack an arguable basis in law or in fact. This includes claims based on legal ansctbat are
untenable, e.g., claims against defendants aseommune from suit or claims of infringement
a legal interest which clearly does not exist, as well as claims based on fautifal f
allegations, e.g., fantastic or delusional scenaBasNeitzke v. Williams, 490 U.S. 319, 327-2§
(1989);see also McKeever v. Block, 932 F.2d 795, 798 (9th Cir. 1991).
. DISCUSSION

The Court finds that the Complaint, to the exiergt intelligible, is delusional The
sparse references ‘tdue processandother legal terms of art notwithstanding, travamerof
the claimsare unclear Theseveral motion®laintiff has filedin the interimfurther demonstrate
the futility of any attempt at amendment
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CONCLUSION

IT IS HEREBY ORDEREDhatthe Motion for Leave to Procead FormaPauperis
(ECF No. 16) is GRANTED

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that thélerk shallDETACH and FILE the Gmplaint
(ECF No. 11).

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that theomplaint is DISMISSED, without leave to
amend, and the Clerk shalhter judgment and close the case.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED thall other pending motiorsre DENIED.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated thisSth day ofJune, 2015.
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