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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW MEXICO

WILLIAM LEE GRANT II,

Plaintiff,
V. No. 1:1%v-01077JHR
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, et al.,

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER
TRANSFERRING VENUE TO CENTRAL DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

THISMATTER comes before the Court on Plaintiff's Civil Liberties Complaint, Doc. 1,
filed November 18, 2019'Complaint™) For the reasons stated below, the Court concludes the
District of New Mexico is not a proper venimr this case and RANSFERS this case to the
CentralDistrict of Illinois.

Plaintiff states: "Venue is proper pursuant to: 28 USC 1[39]1(e)(1)(A) and 28 USC
1391(b)(3). The Missile Defense Agency is located in New Mexico." Complaint Sedtion
1391(9(1)(A) provides that a civil action in which a defendant is an agency of the United States
may be brought in any judicial district in which a defendant in the action resi8estion
1391(b)(3) is quoted in the following paragraph. Plaintiff hasestdblished that the District of
New Mexico is the proper venue for this case becehere tare no allegations in the Complaint
indicating that the Missile Defense Agency is a defendant in this case, @nth@efendant
resides in the District of New M&o.

The statute governing venue in general states:

Venuein general.--A civil action may be brought in—

(2) ajudicial district in which any defendant resides, if all defendants are resident
of the State in which the district is located,;
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(2) a judidal district in which a substantial part of the events or omissions giving

rise to the claim occurred, or a substantial part of property that is the subjest of t

action is situated; or

(3) if there is no district in which an action may otherwise be dinbas provided

in this section, any judicial district in which any defendant is subject to the court's

personal jurisdiction with respect to such action.

28 U.S.C81391(b). “The district court of a district in which is filed a case laying ventteein
wrong division or district shall dismiss, or if it be in the interest of justice, tnassft case to
any district or division in which it could have been brought.” 28 U.S.C. § 1406(a).

Plaintiff, who is proceedingro se, lists the U.S. Department of Defense, Central
Intelligence Agency, and Special Collection Service, as defendants in tlmmadphe Complaint.

The Complaint alleges: "The CommandeiChief (Ronald Reagan) directed the Secretary of
Defense to creatfPlaintiff] to predict future nuclear attacks.” Complaint at 2. The Secretary of
Defense "dropped off [Plaintiff] in Springfield, lllinois in 1992." Complaint aD2her allegations
refer to the actions of State of lllinois officials, Plaintiff's dentist and opt@shd&deral officials

and other persons.

The Court concludes that the District of New Mexico is not a proper venue for this case
under 81391(b), because there are no allegations that a defendant resides in the DiNgwt of
Mexico a that any of the events or omissions giving rise to the claim occurred in the District of
New Mexico. The Court transfers this case toGleatral District of lllinoisbecausesome ofthe
events giving rise to this caapparentlyoccurred inor nearSpingfield, Illinois, where Plaintiff

resideswhich is located irthe Central District of lllinois

IT ISORDERED that this case i§RANSFERRED to theCentralDistrict of Illinois.

D
JERRY H./RITTER ;
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATEJUDGE




