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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
WESTERN DIVISION

QUENTIN WALKER )
a/k/a QUINTIN WALKER, )

Plaintiff,
VS. No. 16-2362-JDT-cgc

LAUDERDALE COUNTY, ET AL.,

Defendants.

N N N | ) N N N N N N N

ORDER DENYING MOTIONTO ENFORCE, PARTIALLY DISMISSING
COMPLAINT AND DIRECTING THAT PROCESS BE ISSUED AND SERVED
ON THE REMAINING DEFENDANTS

On May 26, 2016, Plairfti Quentin Walker, a/k/a Qotin Walker, (“Walker”),
who is currently confined dhe Pemiscot County Jail in @ahersville, Missouri, filed a
pro secomplaint pursuant to 42 U.S.C1883 and a motion for leave to proceedorma
pauperis (ECF Nos. 1 & 2.) Té complaint addresses Walker’s previous confinement
while he was a pre-trial deteee at the Lauderdale CdynJail (“Jail”) in Ripley,
Tennessee. On June 2, 201& @ourt granted leave to procaadiorma pauperisand
assessed the civil filing fee pursuant te frison Litigation Refon Act (“PLRA”), 28
U.S.C. 881915(a)-(b). (ECF No. 4.) dIClerk shall record the Defendants as

Lauderdale County, Officers First Name kniown (“FNU”) Glass,Dixie Duncan, FNU
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Neal, FNU Geary, FNU Reed, FNU ParkeNU Lenderman, FNU Jmson and Christy
Norton. Defendants are sued in their official and individual capacities.
I. The Complaint

Walker alleges that on July 23, 20X, approximately 10:30 p.m., Defendants
Glass, Duncan, Neal, Geary, Reed, Parkenderman, Johnsomnd Norton “rushed”
into Unit 1, where Walker weahoused. (ECF No. 1 at)6 Several of the Officers,
including Defendants JohnsoRged, and Norton, began conducting a “pat search” of
another inmate, Judson Ouzt$d.Y Before the search of @ts began, Defendant Glass,
who was holding a taser throughout the emter, motioned for Walt to come out of
his area and to stay bynhj and Walker obeyed.Id( at 6-7.) Defendant Reed lost his
balance after slamming Ouzts to the fl@ord began falling backwards into the area
where Walker and Defendant Glass were standifdgy.af 7.) Walkemoved out of the
way so Defendant Reed would not slam ihtm, but that resulted in Defendant Reed
slamming into Defendant Glass and “sandwig” Defendant Glass between Defendant
Reed and the wall.ld.)

Defendant Reed got up anent back toward inmate Ouzts, who was on the floor
with several other officers on him.d() Defendant Glass, vbut first giving Walker
any verbal orders or directivesllegedly began tasing Walkier his back and ribs on the
right side. [d.) Defendant Parker then alleggedjrabbed Walker around the neck,
putting Walker into a headlocknd punching him in the fadeur or five times. I¢.)
While Parker had Walker ithe headlock, Defendant Glasbegedly continued to tase

Walker. (d.) Walker alleges that Defendaddhnson grabbed rhi around his legs,
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Defendant Neal also tased Walker, and Defendant Duncan sprayed Walker with mace.
(Id.at 7-8.) After Walker was sprayed witlace, the Defendants stopped applying force
because they also were coughand choking from the spraypwever, Defendant Parker
allegedly continue to hold Walker in tb headlock until Defendarglass said, “thats
[sic] enough.” [d. at 8.)

Walker states he doest know whether Defendants Geary, Reed, Lenderman, or
Norton actually participated in the forcétowever, he does allege they had the
opportunity to intervenand stop the incident bailed to do so. I{l.) Further, Walker
alleges he was not resistingamy way during this incidendid not provoke the use of
force, and was not given any verbatlers that he refused to obeyld.] He states the
Defendants were not trying folace him in handcuffs dumg the incident and did not
handcuff him after the incidentld()

Immediately after the incident, Walkenmate Ouzts and a third inmate were
removed and placed in theowrt holding area of the Jail, in separate celldd.) (
Approximately thirty minutes later, Defendar@ass, Duncan and Neal returned to the
court holding area and asked Walkkhe was hurt anywhere. Id( at 8-9.) Walker
alleges he replied that he could not breathe face was burning, his neck was hurting,
and he wanted to get washeg, but Defendant Glass told him they would be back in a
“little bit.” (Id. at 9.) After they left, Walker aliees he yelled for help because he was
having trouble breathing artds face, eyes, and nose fike they were on fire. 14.)
Walker began to vomit, allegedly dtethe effects of the maceld( Other inmates also

yelled for the officers to tarn and help Walker.Id.) Roughly two hours after Walker
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was placed in the holding celDefendant Neal returned fout Walker's mattress and
property in the cell. 1d.) Despite Walker allegedly infming Defendant Neal that his
face was still burning and he was havingubie breathing, and dpite that Defendant
Neal noticed Walker tththrown up, Defendant Neal gaValker the mattress and left.
(Id.) Walker further alleges that he contidu®e tell Defendants Neal and Geary that he
needed medical attention eaiime they walked bybut they continuedo ignore him.
(Id. at 9-10.) At approximately 2:30 a.m. duly 24, 2015, Defendant Geary saw Walker
on the floor and that Walker had vomited andioad for another officer to come to the
cell; Defendant Geary also called an ambulanciel. at 10.) When the paramedics
arrived, Defendant Neal told them that Walkexs fine and had only been in the cell for
an hour. id.)

Defendant Lenderman and Mr. Duncahe husband of Defendant Duncan,
accompanied Walker tthe hospital. Ifl.) Walker alleges that Mr. Duncan, who is not
named as a defendant, told the nurses amdidictor that Walker was fighting at the jail
and that his injuries stemmed from the fighid.)( Walker’s injuries were examined and
treated, and he received a cat-scamisfskull, neck and back.ld() He was released
from the hospital about 6:00 a.m. on J&#}; 2015, and returndd the Jail. Id.) Walker
alleges that his injuries inaled a swollen and bruised righte; taser burns on his ribs
and back; pain in his neck, throat and loweack from the physical force; and extreme
and severe burning of hisda, eyes, nose and mouth from the chemical agddt.at(
10-11.) Walker contends that Defendants’ safuto alleviate his pain by allowing him a

shower or prompt medical attention made his pain more seudrat {1.)
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Walker states that Lieutenant (“Lt.Blizabeth Kiestler, who is not named as a
defendant, took pictures of War’s injuries but said thahe could not see taser burns on
Walker’s left rib area. 1d.) On July 24, 205, Defendant Nortotook pictures of the
taser burn on Walker’s left rib @ and sent them Lt. Kiestlerld) On July28, 2015,
Walker was seen by Dr. Crowwho also is not named aslafendant, at the Jail and was
prescribed Ibuprofen and Tylenold)

Walker seeks compensataand punitive damages forshphysical and emotional
injuries. (d. at 15-16.)

On May 26, 2016, Walker filed a motion émforce in which heseeks to enforce
an injunction issued on April 1, 1998. (EQ@¥. 3.) A search of the Court’s records
indicates that Walker likely is referring avis, et al. v. Sutton, et aNo. 93-2004-JPM
(W.D. Tenn.), a class action suit that snvdéiled to remedy certain constitutional
deficiences at the Lauderdale bty Jail. Any attempt to éorce the relief granted in
the Davis matter should be filed in that caselherefore, the motion to enforce is
DENIED.

ll. Analysis

The Court is required to screen prisocemplaints and to dmiss any complaint,

or any portion thereof, if the complaint—

(1) is frivolous, malicious, or fis to state a claim upon which
relief may be granted; or

(2) seeks monetary relief frommdefendant who is immune from
such relief.

28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)see als®8 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B).
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In assessing whether the complaint in this case states a claim on which relief may
be granted, the court applies the stanslandder Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6), as stated iAshcroft v. Igbal 556 U.S. 662, 677-79 (2009), andBall Atlantic
Corp. v. Twombly550 U.S. 544, 555-57 (2007Hill v. Lappin, 630 F.3d 468, 470-71
(6th Cir. 2010). “Acepting all well-pleaded allegatioms the complaih as true, the
Court ‘consider[s] the factual allegations ihdgt complaint to determe if they plausibly
suggest an entitlemeto relief.” Williams v. Curtin 631 F.3d 380, &3 (6th Cir. 2011)
(quotinglgbal, 556 U.S. at 681) (alterata in original). “[P]leadings that . . . are no more
than conclusions . . . are not entitled to thsuanption of truth. While legal conclusions
can provide the framwork of a complaint, theymust be supported by factual
allegations.” Igbal, 556 U.S. at 679see also Twomhly550 U.S. at 555 n.3 (“Rule
8(a)(2) still requires a ‘showingrather than a blanket assertion, of entitlement to relief.
Without some factual allegation in the comptaihis hard to see how a claimant could
satisfy the requirement of providing not onlyiffaotice’ of the nature of the claim, but
also ‘grounds’ on which the claim rests.”).

“A complaint can be frivolosi either factually or legall Any complaint that is
legally frivolous wouldipso factofail to state a claim upon which relief can be granted.”
Hill, 630 F.3d at 470 (citinieitzke v. Williams490 U.S. 319, 325, 328-29 (1989)).

Whether a complaint is factualigivolous under 88 1915A(b)(1) and
1915(e)(2)(B)(i) is a separate issue framether it fails to state a claim for

relief. Statutes allowing a complaitd be dismissed as frivolous give

“judges not only the authiby to dismiss a claim based on an indisputably

meritless legal theory, buaiso the unusual power to pierce the veil of the

complaint’s factual allegations amdismiss those claims whose factual
contentions are clearly baseles$léitzke 490 U.S. at 327, 109 S. Ct. 1827
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(interpreting 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915). Unlikedismissal for failure to state a

claim, where a judge must acceit factual allegations as trukgbal, 129

S. Ct. at 1949-50, a judgkes not have to accepttfftastic or delusional”

factual allegations as true in prisoneomplaints that are reviewed for

frivolousness.Neitzke 490 U.S. at 327-28, 109 S. Ct. 1827.

Id. at 471.

“Pro secomplaints are to be held ‘to lesssgrent standards than formal pleadings
drafted by lawyers,” and should tleéore be liberally construed.Williams 631 F.3d at
383 (quotingMartin v. Overton 391 F.3d 710, 71@6th Cir. 2004)).Pro selitigants and
prisoners are not exempt from the requiremehttie Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.
Wells v. Rawlings891 F.2d 591, 594 (6th Cir. 198%ee also Rawlings v. Matauszak
No. 09-2259, 2011 WR85251, at *5 (6tiCir. Jan. 31, 2011) (affirming dismissal @i
se complaint for failure to amply with “unique pleading requirements” and stating “a
court cannot ‘create a claim which [a plif) has not spelled out in his pleading™)
(quoting Clark v. Nat'l Travelers Life Ins. C9.518 F.2d 1167, 116@th Cir. 1975))
(alteration in original);Payne v. Sec'y of Treas/3 F. App’x 836,837 (6th Cir. 2003)
(affirming sua spontedismissal of complaint pursuant ted. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2) and
stating, “[n]either this court nor the districburt is required to create Payne’s claim for
her”); cf. Pliler v. Ford 542 U.S. 225, 231 (2004) (“Drgtt judges have no obligation to
act as counsel or paralegalpiom selitigants.”); Young Bok Song v. Gipsod23 F. App’x
506, 510 (6th Cir. 2011) (“[W]elecline to affirmatively reqte courts to ferret out the
strongest cause of itan on behalf opro selitigants. Not only woud that duty be overly

burdensome, it would transform the couftem neutral arbiters of disputes into

advocates for a particular party. While dsuare properly charged with protecting the
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rights of all who come before it, that pemsibility does not encomags advising litigants
as to what legal theories they should pursue.”).
Walker filed his complaint on the courtpplied form for actions under 42 U.S.C.
8 1983, which provides:
Every person who, under color of yarstatute, ordinance, regulation,
custom, or usage, of any State onrifery or the Distict of Columbia,
subjects, or causes to be subjected,dgen of the United States or other
person within the jurisdton thereof to the deprivation of any rights,
privileges, or immunities secured lge Constitution and laws, shall be
liable to the party injured in an actionlatv, suit in equity, or other proper
proceeding for redress, except thaamy action brought against a judicial
officer for an act or omission taken such officer's judicial capacity,
injunctive relief shall not be gramteunless a declaratory decree was
violated or declaratory relief was waalable. For the purposes of this
section, any Act of Congress appli@lexclusively to the District of
Columbia shall be considered to be a statute of the District of Columbia.
To state a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, anpiff must allege two elements: (1) a
deprivation of rights secured by the “Cangion and laws” of te United States (2)
committed by a defendant actingdem color of state lawAdickes v. S.H. Kress & Co.
398 U.S. 144150 (1970).
Walker’s claims against the Defendantshair official capacityare claims against
their employer, Lauderdale Goty, which is aleady a named Defendant. When a § 1983
claim is made against a municipality, the ¢omust analyze two distinct issues: (1)
whether plaintiff's harm wasaused by a constitutional violation; and (2) if so, whether
the municipality is respondle for that violation.Collins v. City of Harker Heights, Tex

503 U.S. 115, 120 (1992). @&rsecond issue is dispositieé Walker’s claims against

Lauderdale County.



A local government “canndite held liable solely beuaae it employs a tortfeasor—
or, in other words, a municipality cannioé held liable under 8 1983 onrespondeat
superiortheory.” Monell v. Dep’t. of Soc. Serv36 U.S. 658, 6911078) (emphasis in
original); see also Searcy v. City of Dayt@8 F.3d 282, 28 (6th Cir. 1994)Berry v.
City of Detroit 25 F.3d 1342, 1345 (6t@ir. 1994). A municipality cannot be held
responsible for a constitutiondéprivation unless there isdirect causal link between a
municipal policy or cusim and the alleged cartsitional deprivation.Monell, 436 U.S.
at 691-92;Deaton v. Montgomery Co., Ohi®89 F.2d 885, 889th Cir. 1993). To
demonstrate municipal liability, a plaintiff “must (1) identify the municipal policy or
custom, (2) connect the policy ke municipality, and (3) shothat his particular injury
was incurred due to execution of that policy&lkire v. Irving 330 F.3d 802, 815 (6th
Cir. 2003) (citingGarner v. Memphis Police Dep'8 F.3d 358, 3646th Cir. 1993)).
“Where a government ‘custom has not reed formal approvathrough the body’s
official decisionmaking channels,” such astam may still be the subject of a § 1983
suit.” Alkire, 330 F.3d at 815 (quotinNlonell, 436 U.S. at 690-91). The policy or
custom “must be ‘the movinfprce of the constitutional vidl@n’ in order to establish
the liability of a governma body under § 1983."'Searcy 38 F.3d at 286 (quotingolk
Co. v. Dodson454 U.S. at 326 (citation omitted)). “[ig touchstone of ‘official policy’
is designed ‘to distiguish acts of the municipalitfrom acts of employees of the
municipality, and thereby makelear that municipal lidhty is limited to action for

which the municipality is daaally responsible.” City of St. Louis v. Praprotnild85 U.S.



112, 138 (1988) (quoting®embaur v. Cincinnati 475 U.S. 469, 479-80 (1986))
(emphasis in original).

Although civil rights plaintiffs are not geiired to plead the facts demonstrating
municipal liability with particularity Leatherman v. Tarrant Gy Narcotics Intelligence
& Coordination Unit 507 U.S. 163, 168-69 (1993)etltomplaint musbe sufficient to
put the municipality on notice of ¢hplaintiff's theory of liability,see, e.g Fowler v.
Campbel] No. 3:06CV-P610-H, 200WL 1035007, at *2 (W.DKy. Mar. 30, 2007);
Yeackering v. AnkroniNo. 4:05-CV-00018-M, 2005 WIL877964, at *2 (W.D. Ky. Aug.
5, 2005);0liver v. City of MemphjsNo. 04-2074-B, 2004 WL 3316242, at *4 (W.D.
Tenn. Dec. 2, 2004); cRaub v. Correctional Med. Servs., Indo. 06-13942, 2008 WL
160611, at *2 (E.DMich. Jan. 15, 2008) (denying man to dismiss where complaint
contained conclusory allegationta custom or practicefleary v. Cnty of MacomiNo.
06-15505, 2007 WL 2669102, at *20 (E.D. Mi®ept. 6, 2007) (sameylorningstar v.
City of Detroit No. 06-11073, 2007 WI2669156, at *8 (E.DMich. Sept. 6, 2007)
(same);Chidester v. City of MemphidNo. 02-2556 MA/A, 2006 WL 1421099, at *3
(W.D. Tenn. June 15, P8). The allegations of the comjpitafail to identify an official
policy or custom which causeduny to plaintiff. Instead, iappears that Walker is suing
Lauderdale County because he was cadfiin a County institution and the County
employed persons who allegedly violated his rights.

Walker’'s complaint alleges that Defemds Glass, Duncan, Parker, Johnson, and
Neal subjected him to excessive force wiillefendants Geary, Reed, Lenderman, and

Nortondid not intervene. The $reme Court has held, Kingsley v. Hendricksqrl35
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S. Ct. 2466 (2015), that exssve force claims brought hyre-trial detainees must be
analyzed under the Fourteenth Amendnwergtandard of objective reasonableness,
rejecting a subjective standard that takés actcount a defendant’s state of mirid. at
2472-73. For purposes of screening, Walkas alleged a plausible claim for excessive
force in violation of theFourteenth Amendmeémagainst Defendants Glass, Duncan,
Parker, Johnson and Neal.

With regard to the claimfor failure to protect clainand denial of medical care,
such claims if brought by convicted prisoners arise under the Eighth Amendment, which
prohibits cruel and unusual punishmentee generally Wilson v. Seit&01 U.S. 294
(1991). However, in the case of pre-triataleees such as Walk “the ‘cruel and
unusual punishment’ prosctipn of the Eighth Arandment to the Constitution does not
apply,” because “as a pre-trial detaindee[plaintiff is] notbeing ‘punished,”Cuoco v.
Moritsugu, 222 F.3d 99, 106 (2d €i2000). Instead, a pens detained prior to
conviction receives protection against mistreatireg the hands of prison officials under
the Due Process Clause of the Fourteénttendment if held in state custodiziscio v.
Warren,901 F.2d 274, 275-76 (2d Cir.1990Jaiozzo v. Koremarb81 F.3d 63, 69 (2d
Cir. 2009).

Notwithstanding the decision iKingsley holding that excessive force claims
brought by pre-trial detainess must bealgped under the Foigenth Amendment’s
reasonableness standard, the court will andlyaiker's claims for failure to protect and
lack of medical care under the Eighth Amdenent’s deliberate indifference standard.

Even afterKingsley the Sixth Circuit has applied tloeliberate indifference standard to
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claims concerning an inmate’s headthd safety to pre-trial detaineeSee Morabito v.
Holmes 628 F. App’x 353, 356-5@th Cir. 2015) (applyinghe objective reasonableness
standard to pre-trial detainee’s excesdi@ee claims and the deliberate indifference
standard to denial ahedical care claim).

An Eighth Amendment claim contss of both objective and subjective
components.Farmer v. Brennan511 U.S. 825, 834 (1994htudson v. McMillian 503
U.S. 1, 8 (1992)Wilson v. Seiter501 U.S. 294298 (1991)Williams v. Curtin 631 F.3d
at 383;Mingus v. Butler591 F.3d 474, 479-80 (6thrCR010). The olgictive component
requires that the deprivatidre “sufficiently serious.”Farmer, 511 U.S. at 8344udson
503 U.S. at 8Wilson 501 U.S. at 298.

To satisfy the objective component afi Eighth Amendmenclaim, a prisoner
must show that he “is incarcerated under conditions posing a substantial risk of serious
harm,” Farmer, 511 U.S. at 834see also Miller v. Calhoun Cn;y408 F.3d 803, 812
(6th Cir. 2005), or that he has been deprigéthe “‘minimal civilized measure of life’s
necessities,”Wilson 501 U.S. at 298 (quotinBhodes v. Chapmad52 U.S. 337, 347
(1981)); see also Hadix v. Johnspo867 F.3d 513, 525 (6tir. 2004). “[E]xtreme
deprivations are required to make autonditions-of-confinement claim.Hudson 503
U.S. at 9. “[P]rison officiad have a duty . . . to protegtisoners from violence at the
hands of other prisoners.’Leary v. Livingston Cnty528 F.3d 438, 44@th Cir. 2008)
(quotingFarmer, 511 U.S. at 833)ee also Dellis v. Corr. Corp. of An257 F.3d 508,

512 (6th Cir. 2001) (same).
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To establish the subjidee component of an Eight Amendment violation, a
prisoner must demonstrate that the official acted with the requisite intent, that is, that he
had a “sufficiently culpable state of mindFarmer, 511 U.S. at 834see also Wilsgn
501 U.S. at 297, 302-03. To establislbility under the Eighth Amendment for a claim
based on failure to preventrhato a prisoner, the plaifitimust show that the prison
officials acted with “deliberate indifferencéd a substantial risk that the prisoner would
suffer serious harm.Farmer, 511 U.S. at 834Wilson 501 U.S. at 303Helling v.
McKinney 509 U.S. 25, 32 (1993YWoods v. Lecureyxl10 F.3d 1215,1222 (6th Cir.
1997); Street v. Corr. Corp. of Am102 F.3d 810, 814 (6th Cir. 199@)aylor v. Mich.

Dep't of Corr, 69 F.3d 76, 79 (6th Cir. 1995). Dieliberate indifference describes a
state of mind more blameworthy than negligendegaimer, 511 U.S. at 835.

Because Walker alleges that Defenddaéary, Reed, Lenderman, and Norton had
the opportunity and ability to b the excessive force agaihgn but failed to do so, the
Court also finds that Plaintiff has statadolausible claim against these Defendants for
failure to protect.

Under Estelle v. Gamble429 U.S. 97, @4 (1976), “deliberate indifference to
serious medical needs of prisoners conssttite ‘unnecessary and wanton infliction of
pain,”. . . proscribed by th&ighth Amendment.” However, not “every claim by a
prisoner that he has not received adequate medical treatment states a violation of the
Eighth Amendment.”Estelle 429 U.S. at 105. “In ord¢o state a cognizable claim, a

prisoner must allege acts or omissiondfisently harmful to evidence deliberate
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indifference to serious medical needs. idtonly such indifference that can offend
‘evolving standards of decency’ inolation of the Eighth Amendmentrfd., at 106.

Walker alleges that even after hegriwalker's repeated requests for medical
attention and seeing that Walkhad vomited, Defendants el until 2:30 a.m. to call
for needed medical care, which was provided at the hospiE&lF No. 1 at 8-11.) While
Walker does allege that the delay in regaijvimedical care caused the pain from his
injuries to be more seke at least temporarilyid, at 11), he does not allege that the
delay exacerbated or caused complications vagard to the injues themselves. The
initial altercation allegedly begaat 10:30 p.m. on Ju23, 2015, and &:30 a.m. on July
24, 2015, an ambulance was calledd.)(In these particular circumstances, the Court
finds that the delay of a few hours in theovision of medical care does not state a
plausible claim that Defendants acteih deliberate indifference.

[ll. Conclusion

The Court DISMISSES all of Walker'slaims against Defendant Lauderdale
County and his claims agairadt of the Defendants for deniaf medical care pursuant to
28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)Bi) and 1915A(b)(1).

It is ORDERED that the Clerk shalisue process for Defendants Glass, Duncan
Parker, Johnson and Neal on Walker’s mlaof excessive force and for Defendants
Geary, Reed, Lenderman, and Norton on Wdkelaim for failure to protect and shall
deliver that process to the&l.Marshal for service. Seace shall be made on Defendants
Glass, Duncan, Parker, Johnsteal, Geary, Reed, Lenderman and Norton pursuant to

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(e) anchiiessee Rules of Cividrocedure 4.04(1) and
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(10), either by mail or personally if mail servisenot effective. All costs of service shall
by advanced by the United States.

It is further ORDERED that Walker sl serve a copy of every subsequent
document he files in this ca& on the attorneys for Defemis Glass, Duncan, Parker,
Johnson, Neal, Geary, Reed, LendermanNwmidon or on any unrepsented Defendant.
Walker shall make a certificate of service on every document filed. Walker shall
familiarize himself with Fedal Rules of Civil Procedure and this Court’s Local Rules.

Walker is reminded that he must protpptotify the Clerk, in writing, of any
change of address or extendsasence. Failure to complith these requirements, or
any other order of the Court may result ire tlismissal of this case without further
notice.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
s/ JamesD. Todd

AMESD. TODD
UNITEDSTATESDISTRICT JUDGE

1 A copy of the Local Rules may be obtairfeasin the Clerk. The Local Rules are also
available on the Court’s website at wwnwd.courts.gov/pdf/content/LocalRules.pdf.
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