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Jose DeCa-;lro 
5350 Wilshire Blv<l, PO Box 36143 
Los Angeles. CA 90036 
chi I le({i' situal ioncrcalor.com 
Plaintiff in Pro Sc 

JOSE Dr.CASTRO, 
Plaintiff, 

\. 

LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE 
DEPARTM E T: CLARK COU~TY. 
NEVADA: OFFICER REfTHOL T. first 
name unl-..no\, n, in hi:-, indi\ idual capacity: 
and DOL: OFFICERS I through 20. inclu:-,i\ e. 

Dclcntbnts. 

Case No. -----------

2: 26-cv-02095-CDS-MDC 

COM PLA INT FOR VIOI .ATION or CI VI L RIG! ITS UN D[ R -12 u.s.c. SECTION 1983 

JURY TRIAL DF.MANDED 

l1 laintilTJosc DcCastro, appearing in pro sc. alk gcs as l<)llows: 

I. NATL.' Rl·. QF THE ACTION 

I. Thi::, i:-.. a ci\ ii right:-, action unc.kr --12 U.S.C. Sect ion l %3 .i rising from Pla intifY':-, 

inca rcerati on al the Clark County Deten tion Center ("CC'DC") in Las Vegas. Nevada. from on or 

about March 17. 2024 through July 11. 202--L lollo\\'ing com ictions that,, ere subsequen tly 

re\ crscd on appeal on Fir:-..1 Amendmen t grounds. 

2. During that incan.:cra tion. Dcl'cndanls rclalialcd again:-..t Pla in tiff for exercis ing hi:-, First 

Amendment rights as a journal i:-..1. denied him religious matcriab and basic reading and writing 
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makrials, -;ubjcc1cd him 10 crue l and unu:rnal condi1ions ol\:onCincmen t including l\\"l:nty-1hrcl'. 

hour pcr day lod.down ,, ith food sen ed on the lloor. acted with delibera te indiffcrcnce to hi:-. 

serious medical needs by confin ing him to his bed lor ex tended periods under threat or return to 

discipl inat) segregat ion dc:-.pite dangcrousl1 high blood pressure, ,111d unla,, ful ly detained him 

for approximate ly 1wcnty-four hours aner a courl re,·erscd hi::. col1\ ictions in open court and 

ordered his release. 

3. Plain1ilT lib; 1his co111pbinl 10 prc,;en chis L:laims within lhe app licabk lim itations 

period and g ives no1ice that he \\'ill amend lhi-; complaint to add spccilic ity. docL11rn.:n1a1ion, and 

additiona l lk li..:ndants as their idrntities become known 1hrough public records requests and 

disco, cry. 

II. .IURISDIC Q_ON AND Vt~UI-: 

'-1. Thi s Coun has subject rnalter _jurisdiction under 1X U.S.C. Sections I 33 I and 1343 

because lhis action arises under the Constitut ion and l~m s oCthc United Stales. inc luding 42 

U.S.C. Section 1983. 

5. Venue is proper in the Distric1 ol'Nc,ada under 2l< U.S.C. Seclion 1391(b) because all 

Defcndan1s reside in this Dis1ric1 and all or the cn.:nts gi, ing rise to 1he claims occurred in Clark 

County. Nevada. 

Ill. PARTIES 

6. PbintilT .lose DeCa:-.tro i-; an indi, itlual and a citi / Cll of the Uni ted States. Plaintiff i::. a 

nationally k.no\\ n independent _journal isl, First Amcnd111c111 auditor. and consti tutional educator 

who..;c reporting on law e11fon.:cmcnl reaches an audience or hundreds of thousands ol' 

subsi.: ribcrs through hi::. Delete LawL pb1form 0 11 YouTubc and lnslagram. Al all rclc, ,anl times 

Plaintiff was incan:eralcd al CCDC. 
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7. Dekndant Las Vegas Mclropolilan Police Depanrnclll ("LVMPD") is a political 

subdivision or the State or Ne, ada Iha! o,, ns, operates. staff:.. and sets po licy lor CCDC. 

L VMPD is :-.ucd as a municipal entity under Monell,. Department of Social Service:-.. -136 U.S. 

658 ( I 978). 

8. Dcl'cnJant Clark County, Ne, ada is a political subdi, ision of the Stale or Nevada that 

Cunds and shares responsibility for ('CDC and ib policies and practices. Clark County i1> su1.:d a1, 

a municipal entity under Moncll. 

9. Ddcnda11l Officer Rcitholt. firs t narn.; unknown and sunwml.' spclkd as bcsl k110,, n 10 

Pl:Jinliff and subj1.:ct to correction through disc.:uvery, is a correction-, ofliccr employed al CCDC. 

I le is sued in hi::, indi, idual capaci1_\. Al all rclc, an t time:-. he acted under color or state la\\•. 

I 0. Defendants Doc Orticcrs I through ~0 arc corrections officers. supervisor:-.. medical 

stall intake staff, and other employees or agents or LVMPD or Clark County whose true names 

arc unknown 10 PlainlilT Thcy include lhc of'licer::, who placed Plaintiff in disciplinary 

segregation, the disciplinary hearing officer des<.:ribcd below. the officer who 1hreate11cJ Plai ntiff 

during the strip search described below, the olfo.:ers and supen isors ill\ oh ed in the dca1h in 

custody described bdow, the intake sta ll described below, and the staff responsible for 

PlainlifTs over dett:nLion. Fach a<.:l<.:d under color of' state law. Plaintirr will a1111.:nd lo stall: their 

true names when asccnaincJ. 

IV. FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

A. The Underlying_ Coll\ iction:-, and Their Re, ersal on Fir:-.t Amcndme111 Ground!i 

11 . Plainti !Twas con, icted in the Las Vegas Municipal Court. Judge Limmcrrnan 

presiding. or misdemeanor obstruction and resisting arising from Plaintiff's filming ol'a tranic 

slop as a rncmbcr or the press. A I though the prosccut ion requested concurrent suspended 



Case 2:26-cv-02095-CDS-MDC     Document 2     Filed 07/10/26     Page 4 of 18

scnlcnces of'nim:ty Jays, 1hc lrial court imposed the rnaxirnurn con-;ecu li Ye scntcrn.:1.:s. and 

Plaintiff was taken into custody at CCDC on or uboul March 17. 2024. 

12. Plainliff appealed. On or about .luly IO or 11, 2024. i'ollo\\'ing 1ull brieling and oral 

argument by appellate counsel Chris1opher Oram, the appellate courl granted Lhc appeal and 

reversed both conviction:,, in open court on the ground that Plainlilrs conduct was protected by 

the First Amendment. and stated on the record that Plaintiff needed lo be released from custody. 

The case number and wri11c11 order" ill be supplied by amendment. 

13. While incarcerated, Plaintiff placed a telephone call to anotherjournali:-.t. who 

streamed the call Ii, e. Speaking to the press and to the public about his incarceration" a::. 

protecled Fir:-.l Ame11Jmen1 acti, ity. and it \\as the same categor) of' prolccted acti, ity for" hich 

the appellate court later hi..:ld Plaintiff h,1d been wrongfully c,,n, icti..:d. 

14. In respo11:,c, CCDC staff placed Plain Ii ff J'or :-.e, en OJ) s in the disciplinary 

scgri..:gation unit. rcll'.rrcd 10 by sta ff and inmates as the hole. under lockdo¼n ol'approximatdy 

t\\·enty-thrcc hours per day. Staff claimed Plaintiff had, iol:Hc<l a rule prohibiting streaming a 

phone call. No -,ucl1 rule exist:, in the CCDC inmate hanubonk. Thi..: handbook ri..:krs only to 

, ague "phorn: misu~c" :.mu Joe~ not :-.talc that an inmate cannot stream a phone ca ll or speak 10 

the prc::.s. 

15. The di ::,cip linary charge lodged again:-.t Plai111iff wa::. phone misuse. Plaintiff 1·ccci, cd 

no ad\'ancc ,,rittcn 11oticc oCthc charge before being punished. Plaintiff was placed in 

disciplinar_', si..:g.rcga1io11 lir~t. and only alkrv,ard. approximately t\\ o Jays later, I hough Plaintiff 
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lost track or time in scgn:gation, was he brought lo a room v.:ith a, idco inlerll1cc for a 

disciplinary hearing. 

16. A Doc he~1ri11g onice r appeared on the, ideo screen. Visible directly behind her 

throughout the hearing ''-lS a l:.trge American llag ,, ith a blue stripe across it. a thin blue line 

banner c.xpressing solidarity with lav1, enforcement. as she adjudicated whe ther Plaintiff. a 

journalist known for his criticism of' law enrorc:cmcnl. would be punished for his communication 

with the press. 

17. The hearing docu,m:nts stated that Pla intiff had the right to cal I ,.., i lm:sses. When 

Plaint.i IT staled that he had a witness, the hcaring oniccr told him no, th:1t lhcrc was no" itncss 

process happening. She gave 110 institutional safety justitication or any other reason for rclttsing. 

I~. The hearing officer upheld the punishment ofse, cn da:s in disciplinary :-.cgrcgation, 

a punishment Plaintiff wa:-i a lready sen ing. Plaintiff recei,ed no ""ritten statement ol' thc 

e, idencc relied on or the rcai-.011.-; ror the punishment. At the conclusion ol' thc hearing the orliccr 

told Plaintiff. in a di:-,missi,e tone. "Mr. DeCastro. l"m sure you· re gonna h,.l\'l' a belier day. 1"111 

sure I'm not gonna sec you i11 hen; ag:,in." 

19. Punishing Plaintiff with <lisciplinary segregation unJcr a rule that docs 1101 c"Xisl was 

arbitrary. was without legitimate pcnological justil'ication. and was retaliation for Plaintifrs 

protected speech and pres:-. acti,,ity, undertaken bccau:-.e ol'Plaintil't's identity as a prominent 

critic orlav. enforcc1111.:111. The presence of'the banner is :tllcgcJ as one or1he circumstances 

su rrounding the disciplinary hearing. 

10. Upon Plaintirr:-. arri,al at the di scip linary segregation unit . Doc Officers subjected 

Plaintiff to a strip search. Belem: the search began. one 01·111c guards leaned O\Cr and whi:,pered 

a threat into Plaintif'l~s car. telling Plaintiff that he would be rcquire<l to take off his pants. spread 
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his bullocks, and cough. and 1ha1 i r Plain1il'i'in any way. shape. or rorm turned Lo face Lhe guard, 

the guard\\ ould consider i t an act of, iolence and \voul<l hurt Plaintiff lx1dly. 

21. The threat wa:-. 1101 a security instruction. I t was whispered so that it would not be 

overheard, it was delivered \\ hile Plaintiff was in the most n tlnerabk and humiliating po:-.ture 

the facility could impose, and it v,as calculated lo tc1-rorizc and degrade Plaintiff as part 01· the 

retaliatory pun ishment for hi:-, prolcctcd press activity. The threat caused Plaintiff l~ar. 

humiliat ion. and lasting cmotio11al harm. 

C._Co..!)d i tions in Di3ciplinary Scgr___~at ion 

22. Whik in disciplinary segregation. Plaintiff \\·as conl1ned to his cell approxima1cly 

t\\enly-thrcc hours per <lay, with onl) about one hour per <lay outside the cel l. His food \\as 

placed on the lloor of the cell. w hich was disgust ing and unsani tary. 

23. A lthough the ce ll \-\as designed for t,-vo occupanb. Plaintiff rarely had a cc llmatc. 

Mo-;\ innwtcs assigned to the cell were transkrrcd \\'i lhin apprn-:imately twch e to twenty-four 

hours. leaving Plaintiff cffccti\'cly isolated for nearly the entire period or his disciplinary 

confinemen1. 

24. The prac1ical effl'ct or these condilions \\'US near to1al isolation. Plainliffhad almost 

no human intcr:Ktiun bcL:ausc L:cllmatcs changed so frequently, almost no opportunity 1·or 

c~crcisc. and, as al leged below. no books. no \\.riling material:--, and no Bible. Each of thc:-.e 

depri, at ions compounded the ps1chological effects or 1he other:). 

25. While in disciplinary segregat ion :rnd throughout hi:-. incarceration. Plaintiff \\'as 

denied a Bible tb,pitc requc:-,ting one, in, iobtion ol·hi:-. right to 1\;ligiou:-, exercise. He ,,as also 

denied a pcncil. paper, books. and an_) reading material. de:-.pitc CCDCs ov.n politic:-. 1)1'0\ iding 
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for such materials. b.1vi11g him in conditions or t:nlorce<l st:nsory and inIc:llc:t: ILtal <.kprirn1ion and 

cutting off his abi lity 10 prepare legal materials and communicate in \\'riling. 

16. Sc, cral guard~ told Pia inti ff Ih;.1I CCDC had :-.u:-.pcntkd pro, iding boob. Bibks. 

penci ls. and paper to all inmates in disciplinary segn:ga1io11 bceau-;e other inmates had pre, iously 

ruined books and gotten tlicm wet. This was an admission by CCDC staff or a blanket praclicc or 

tknying rel igious and rt:ading matcri:ils 10 evet) inmatt: in iht: unil. conI rar1 10 CCOC:-, own 

wri1ten pol icies. punishing Plaintiff for the past conduct or others,, ith no individua lized 

justil"ication. 

D . ..Peliberatc lmliffcrcnce 10 Serious ivk dit:al Needs: The Rt:itholl Bed Confinement lnt:idcJJ..!.S 

?.7. Plaintiff hcid :-.uffercJ from high blood pressure for approximately one year bdorc his 

incarceration and suffered Crom se,·crc hypertension during hi:-, incarcerati on. ""i th :-.y::;t0l ic blood 

prc::;sure reading~ repeated ly t:xcceding approx imately two hundred t..::n to 1,,0 hundred t,ven ty 

and diasto lic readings or approximately one hundred sixty. dangerously elevated le, els 1ha1 

CCDC medical staff documented and monitored . Plainliff wa:-, 1101 rccci, ing nh.:dication, and 

rh)sical mc.ncrncnt. standing. and walking \\Crc medicall y nect:s~ar")' lo marwgc his t:omlition. A 

CCDC nurse documented Plaintirrs blood pressure and informed PlaintilTol"his t:ondi1io11 and 

of his need for mo,·cmcnt. 

28. Del~ndant Rci1hol1 ordered Plaintiff conl"ini.:d 10 his bed for t\\enty-I<.lur hours as 

punishment for standing up and get ting a book, directing tha1 Plaintiff remain seated on hi:-. bed 

and not get up except 10 use the bathroom or to go to cho". and that i r Plain ti ff othcrwi:,c got up 

h..:: \VoLild b..:: scnl back to di:,ciplinary segregat ion. Wht:11 Plaintiff asked" h). Rci1hol1 c~Lcndcd 

1 he con Ii ncmcn l LO fort y-e i gh I hours. 

7 
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29. Plain1ilTlold Reithol1 directly 1haI he rnx<le<l 10 1110,·e his body because of'his 

cxtniordinaril y high blood pre:-.sure, lhal he had been dea ling with high blood pressure for the 

pasl year. that movement wa:-. the remedy for his condition, and that the CCDC nurse had told 

Plaint i IT he had high blood pn.:ssun.: anti needed movement lor a medical reason. Reitholt 

nonetheless enforced the bed conlincment, denied him physical acti , it y, and told PlaintilTthat if' 

he did 1101 si1 back down on his bed he v.-ould be placed back i11 the hok. 

30. During the cnfon.:nl bed conlirn:1rn.:nt, PlainLilT could reel the pressure of'his blood 

pushing behind his eyes as he sat unable Lo mo\'c. When other inmates recci,·cd free time, 

Plai111iff allcmp1cd 10 slantl anti mO\e his knees and botly to manage his blood pressure. Rei1hol1 

threatened him,, ith return to <lisciplina1") segregat ion for doing :.o. Reitholl acted with 

knowlcdgl..! of'and reckless disregard for a substantia l ri:,k or serious harm lo Plainlirt~s health, 

including risk or stroke. heart attack. and death. 

E. Unsafe Slrnvine Conditions 

31. CCDC required Pia inti IT to sha, c using a dull sled pb1c rather than a mirror. The 

plate was so degraded lhal Plaintiff could 1101 Sl..!C his own face in ii. A'> a resu lt, Plain1i 1Tcut his 

l~tcl..! n;pea1cdly, suffering cuts, nicks. and gouges. When Pia inti [T objcdcd, a guard LOld him his 

on ly allcrna1i"c ,,as not lo shm·e at al l. Forcing Plain1i IT 10 choose bclwcl..!n repca tcd facial injury 

and abandoning basic groom ing. 'with l,.nowkdgc that the cquiprncnl caused injury. wa:-. 

deliberately indifferent 10 Plaimirrs saldy and dignity. 

F. Intake ConditiQ.ns 

31. Upon booking. Pla in1iff,,as forced through an intake process in which he ,,as made 

to sil uprig.hl in a cro\\dcd room for more lhan l\\'Cllly-Cour hours ,.,,ilh no place lo lie do\\'11. The 

X 
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wndi1ions were disgus1ing and unsanilary. These condi1ions were the producl or CCDC policy or 

cu-;tom .ipplicd to all arri\ ing detainees. 

G,_J)e;11hin_Cus1odv Witnessed by Plaintiff 

33. During the final\\ eek or March 2024. approximately one 10 two \,eek~ artcr Plaintiff 

entered CCDC, on or abou t March 25 through March 28, 2024, \vhilc Plain1iff was held in 1hc 

disciplinary scgrcga1ion un it. Plai111iff wilncssed CCDC slaff kill a man hous1.:d in the 

-;egn.:gation cell near Plain tilTs. Plain1i1T,vas Jlonc in a cell apprnximah:11 Ii\\; ret:t by t:ighl fed 

1.:onlain i11g lwo woodt:n bt:d:,, an<l he'" i1111;ssed the ineidc111 1hrough the vit:wing slo1 in his edl 

door. an opening approxima tely four incht:s ,,·ick and eigh teen inches lall. Tht: s1.:grcga1ion unil 

was 1,,0 lier~ high and ,,a:-. filthy aml unsanilary. 

34. The man, who appeared heallhy. wan ted lo go home an<l was beat ing 011 the door of 

his cell. CCDC deployed a platoon or onicers "ho rcmo,ed him frnm the cel l and placed him in 

a restrain! chair. Based upon PlaintilTs persona l obscn·._11ions, "' ith lhe man already s1rapped into 

the res1rainl cha ir an<l Cully controlled. mulliplc of'Jieers then placi.:d their body wt:ighl on top ot' 

him. aner ,, hich thi.; man :.topped responding and died. Plaintiff \\niched the entin.~ incident. 

35. Com;c1ional Officer Pa lmer \\'as also presen t in 1he unit during 1hc incident , 

positioned toward 1hi.: back or the uni1 on the upper tier. w here Plaintiff saw him. After Plaintiff 

wa~ reka~cd from di~ciplinary si.:grcgation in to a barrack:-- housing approxi111a1cly sc,c111y men, 

Pa lmer came into th..: barracb, remembered seeing PlainlilT in the -;egn::galion uni 1. and 

remarked that Plain1iff looked much bt:tler now that he \\'as out or !he hole. \\'hen Plain1iff asked 

Pa lmer \\'hat had happi.:111.::d ll) the man, Palmer told Plaintiff that the man had died of excited 

tklirium. 
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36. PlaintilTJispult:s tha1 charactcrin1lion. Based 011 wha1 Plaintillpcrsonally obsern:J. 

the man \.HIS already secured in the restraint chai r bclore multiple officers placed their body 

weight on top or him. 

37. Plaintiff i:-. a direct eye-witness to thi::i death in cus1od),. Shortly afler witnessing the 

killing. PlaintilTwas trarn,porteJ to court. and he e-;pcrienccd o,crnhdrning fear 1hal he would 

be returned to the same hou:-.ing un it where he had just \\atchcd a man lose his life at th-: hands 

of the orficcrs who controlll:d e,e1) aspect or Plai111il'r:, 0\\11 daily exislencc. 

3~. Plain1i!Tdoes 1101 seek in this aclion to litigate the death i1sell'on bchal(oi'thc 

<.lc<.:cdcnl. Wilnessing th-: killing. and li,·i ng arterwar<l in rear or 1he same officers in the same 

focilily. cau:-.ed Plain1i1T in1ensc and continu ing emotional di!--trc:-.s. fear, ;,mxicty. and symptoms 

cons isknt v,ith pos1-traurnatic :,tress thal ha ve persisted after his rdcase. The inciden t abo 

pro, ides factual :,uppon !'or Plaintilrs alkgation:-. regarding the policies. practices. and customs 

at CCDC'. Clark County and LVMPD an.: required 10 keep records of all deaths in custody. and 

such records arc disco, crabk. 

39. During Plaintifrs incarceralion. -.;c,eral inmates warned Plai111i1T110110 compla ill 

about correctional staff, telling him that inmates \\ho filed cornp lai11 1s rnu ld cxpe<.:l their li,e::. 10 

become, cry rough. I la,·i11g already been thn:alcned during a strip :-can.:h. placed in disciplinary 

segregation, und ,,vitncsscd 1hc death of ano1hcr inmate in that same housing unit. PlainlitT 

reasonably reared furt her re1aliatio11 "hilc he remained im:arecratcd. 

H. (her Dc1ention An~.LRc, er;;al and Ortfs;red Rclea:,c 

-lO. Whcn 1hc appellate court reversed both com iction:-. in open court and stated 1ha1 

Plain1iff ncedcd 10 be released. CCDC ret·used to release Plain1ilT. CCDC staff claimed th;1t on ly 

10 
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tht: obstruction convicLion haJ bt:cn o, ..:rturncd and that the resisting com·iction sti l l stood. T hat 

claim was false. The court t\:,ersed lhe com ictiotb. plura l. on the record. 

-l I. CCDC held Plaintiff for approximately twenty-lour additiona l hour~ ancr his legal 

entitlement Lo release. Plaint i ff \\•as released on .J uly 11. 202-l on ly artcr a fe llow journa list 

telephoned lhc clerk 's office, the ckrk conlacted the judge. and the _judge issued :1 wrillcn order 

directing Plaintilrs release. But for that outside inten ention. CC DC would have conli11ucd to 

detain Plaintiff without legal authorit y. 

I. Co111i11ui11g Course or Co11Juc1 

42. Throughout Plainti lT.,; im:arceralion. Deli.;ndants repea tedly ust:d retaliation. iso lation, 

hurnilialion. denial or religious and educa tional matt:riaJ:.... <le l ibcrnlc indifference Lo ser ious 

medica l needs. thrcah or ,·iolcncc, and unlav, rul <.klention agains t Plaintiff. These acti ons were 

not isolated mistake!). They rclleclcd an ongoing pa11crn or unconstitulional 1rcat111c111 that 

culminated in Plai11titTs unlm.\ rul continued contincme,11 alh:r his con, ictions had been 

re, crscd. 

43. The constitutional , iola tions described in this Compla int ,,ert: not isola ted incidt:nt:s. 

They \\·ere part or a c;o1Hinuou:, and unin lcrruplcd course () l\:onduct occurring throughout 

Plaintitrs incarceration at (TDC. The rclalialion, discip linary ~cgrcgalion. Jcnial or n.: l igious 

and reading materials. ddibcralc indiJ"Jcrcncc to :-.crious medical needs. threats or, iolcnce, 

inhurnanc conditions or conlincmcnL and unla\\'ful over <lc1e111ion occurred during one 

co111inuous period or custody that began on or about M:irch 17. 202-l and did not end un til 

Plaintift's release on July 11. 202-1. fhesc c,cnts an.: properly ,·ie\.\cd as part ora single 

continuing course or uncon!-ititutional conduct arising rrom PlaintilTs incarceration. 

11 
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44. The various c.:onslil utional \'ioblions alil.:gcd herein were not independent or unrd.llcd 

e\ e111s. Each occurred while Plaintiff remained continuow,ly incarccrakd under the control of the 

same institution :111d aro:-..e out or the same period or eo11linemen1, during\\ hich DclcnJants 

repcatedly subjected Plain1i1T10 unconstitutional treatment. 

45. Plaintiff alleges that the constitutional, iola1io11s described herein :1rose from one 

rnntinuous course or co11duct that remained ongoing until hi::. release from custody on July 11 , 

202..:t. Plainliff thcrcforc invoke::, thc continuing violation doctrine aml any other app licabk 

tolling doctrines lo the extent permillcd by law. 

46. Pbin1 itTin1cnds 10 idcn1ily the Jisciplimuy hearing officer, the guards who admiuc<l 

the blanket practice regarding books and Bibb,. the onicer ,-.,ho threatened Plaint i IT during the 

strip search. the orticcrs im oh·cd in the death in rnstody. and the personnel re:-.pon:-.iblc for 

PlaintilTs delayed release. through disciplinary record:-... housing logs. shift rosters. griC\'atlcc 

records. public record:-. n.:quesls. and discovery. The names exi:-,t and the records exist. and 

Plaintiff v:ill amcnJ thi:-. complu int 10 state them. 

J. lnjurit:s and Dama~ 

47. As a direct a11d proximate result of Dell:nda111s· condw..: l. Plai111i1Tsuffcn;J physical 

injury. in<.:luding cuts lo his l:tt:e and lht: physical dfrcts 01· prolonged irnmobiliLation during a 

period ordangcrou:-. ly clc\ated blood pressure: depri\ation ol'libcrl), including approximately 

twen ty-lour hours or detention,~ ithout any lega l authority: and sc\ c1-c emotional and 

psychological injury. inc lud ing 1r;111111;1, fear. anxiCI). humiliation. degradation. and li11gcring 

emotional dislrcss \\ ith continuing symptoms con:-.is1c111 with post-traumatic stress. 

4~. PlaintilTs continuing symptoms include nightmares and bad dreams. waking in co ld 

S\'vc~1ts. recurring and inlrusin: thoughts and imagery or the death he\\ itnesscd, including 
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nightmares in which the officers kilk<l the man and then killed Plaintiff. anxiety triggered by the 

sight of correctional oCficcrs. and fear as:-..oci:.Hcd with conlincmcnt. While PbintilT remained in 

custody artcr \\'ilnessing the killing. including while sit ting in court. Plaintiff e.,pcricnccd fear 

that he wou ld be taken back and killed next by the same onicers. These injuries have persisted 

artcr Plaintiffs release and continue to arfcct him. 

V. CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

COUNT I 

First /\nll.:ndmclll Retaliation . • Q U.S.C. Section 1983 

Against Doc Ofriccrs and Monell Defendants 

49. Plaintiff rcallcgcs all preceding paragraph:,. 

50. Plaintiff engaged in protected First Amendment acti, ity. including :,peaking 10 u 

_journal isl by telephone about mailers of public concern. n..1111ely his incarceration fol lowing 

COil\ ictions later held urn::on:-..Litutional. 

51. Dclcndanls took ath ersc action against Plainti ff, placing him in disciplinary 

segregation under t\\'cnty-thn:c hour per day ltH.:kdown fo r :,C\ i..: 11 da) sunder a ruk that docs not 

ex isl. an action that would chill a person or ordinary lirmn..:ss from continuing to ..:ngage in 

protec ted acl i\ ity. 

52. Plainlilrs protected acti, ily was a substamial or motivating fac tor for the athcrsc 

action. ant.I the action lacked any kgitimalc p..:nolog.ical ju:-,Lilication. 

COUNT II 

First Amc11J111cn1 Free I xcrci:-,c and Deni:.11 of Reading and\\ riting f\latcrials. -12 U.S.C. Section 

1983 

Against Doc OJ'liccrs and :V1oncll Defendants 
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53. Pbin1iff n:alkgcs all prcL'cding paragraphs. 

5-L Dcfr:n<lants denied Plaintiff a Bible despite hi::-. requcsIs. subslanti ally burdening his 

religious exercise ,-.,ithout any legitimate penological ju::-.tilication. 

55. Defendant::-. denied Plainliff books. reading materiab. penci l. and paper. in violation 

or the First Amendment and contrary 10 CCDCs own stated policies. 

COU Till 

Eighlh /\111cndmenI Cruel and Unusual Punishmenl. Condition,; or ConlinL"mcnl. 42 U.S.C. 

SL·cl ion 1983 

Agai nst Doc Orli<.-crs and Monell Dc/'cndants 

56. PlaintilTrcallcges all preced ing paragraphs. 

57. The condit ions described abo-.,c. including t,h:llly-th rcc hour per day lockdown. food 

served on the Ooor. denial of all reading and writing malcriab. unsanilary intake conditions 

requiring Plaintiff lo sit upright !'or more than l½enty- four hours. :ind forced use or injurious 

sha, ing equipment. indi,·idually and in combination depri ved Plainliff or lhc min imal c i v ili ✓.cd 

nh.:asurc o!'lirc·s ncccs:--itics. 

5~. Dcl'cndanb knc\\" or and disregarded the cxcessi ,c risk-; to Plaintifrs health and 

safety posed by 1hcsc condi1ions. 

COUNl IV 

Eighth Amendment Deliberate lnd iffercm:c to S...:ri ous Medical ccds and Puni ti, c Re:--tric tion of 

Mo, cmcnl. 42 U .S.C. Section 19g3 

Against Del'cmlant l{eitholl and Monell Dcl'...:ndants 

59. Plaintiff real lcge;-; al l prcL:eding paragraph:,. 

14 
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60. Plain1iIrs hypcrtensi,e crisis was an objectively serious medica l need, documcntc<l 

bv CCDC mcJical staff. 

61. Dd~ndarn Reithol1 knew ol'thal nc-:d because Pla imiff lold him directly or his year 

long history or high blood pressure, or his current condi ti on, and or I he nurse's statement to 

Plaintiff that mo,cmcnl wa:-. 1111::dically necessary. Rci1holI noncthclcss ordered Plaimiff I0 

remain sea11xl on his bed for twenty-four a11d 1hc11 rorty-cight hours,, ith no excepti ons other 

than lh<: bathroom and chow, dcnii:d him physic..1I activity, and threatened him wit h ret urn 10 

disciplinary segregation ir he stood up to mo, e his body, in n;ckkss disregard or a substanlial 

risk or serious harm including ::,trokc and tkath. 

COUNT V 

Fourtecnlh A111cnd1m:nt Duc Process, Punishment Under a Noncxistcnt Ruic. 42 U.S.C. Section 

1983 

Against Doc Officers and Monell Del~ndanl-; 

62. Plaintiff rcal lcgcs all preceding paragraphs. 

63. Defendants impo:-,cd pun iii\\.: disciplinary scgrcgatit111 011 Plai111i1T lor ,·iolaIi11g a ruk 

that docs 1101 exist in thi..: CCDC h~111dbook, ,vilhoul fair no1ici..: and" i1hou1 any kgitimati..: 

disciplinar) basis, in , iol:.ltion or due process. 

6-l. Dcfcndan1 ... rurther Jen icJ Plaintiff 1 he proceJural protecl i\1ns required by Wal ff,. 

McDonnell. 418 lJ .S. 539 ( 1974 ). bcl()rc punishing him '" ith di:-..ciplinary segregation. Plain ti IT 

n::cci,-:d no ad,·ancc written 1101icc or the charge. The puni~hmenl ,,ns imposed before any 

hearing occurred, and the hearing sened onl) 10 ratil~ a puni~h,m:nt Plainliff was already 

scr\ing. Plaintiff was d-:nicd the right lo call a "itncs~ despite the hearing t.locu111e111s :;tating that 

he had that right. with no in:-.1i1utional_jus1ilication offered. Plai1niffrccei,cJ no \\ritten 
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stalemcnl or the c,·ide11<.:1.: rel ieJ 011 or the r-:asons !'or 1he punishment. The circurnsLanccs alleged 

abo\ e, including the sun1111~11)' refusal or Plainlii'rs witness. the ratilicat ion or u punishment 

already imposed. and the banner displayed behind the heari ng officer, lkpri\ cd Pia inti ff 0 1· the 

impurtial decision maker and fair process to\\ hich he was entitled. 

COUNT V I 

Fourteenth Amendment Due Process. O, er Detention A lkr Ordered Release. 42 U.S.C. Se~:tion 

19X3 

Against Doc Officers and Monell Dcli.:ndanls 

65. Plainlillrcalkgcs all preceding paragraphs. 

(,6. Once the appe ll ate court rc,erscd Plaintiffs conviction-; and ordered his n.:lcasc. 

Plaint iff had a clearly established liberty interest in release from custody. Defendants detaincJ 

Plaintiff for approximate ly twenty-four additiona l hour:-. bascJ on a folsc assertion that one 

com iction remained, releasing him only a lier a judge i:-.sucd a wrillen order procured by outsidl.! 

intcrn:ntion. 

67. Dcfond:rnts· 0\Cr tktentiun ui'Pbintiffrcsuilcd from deliberate indil'li.:rcncc and i'rom 

LVMPD a1H.l Clark County po licies. cu-;toms. or fai lures or training. and procedure go,·erning 

limL:ly rdcasc. consistent with O,ialt ,. Pearce, 954 F.2d 1-170 (9th Cir. 1992). and Berry\. 

Baca, 379 F.3d 76-1 (9th Cir. 2004). 

COUN r VII 

Monell Liability. 42 U.S.C. Section 198> 

Against LVMPD and Clark Counl) 

68. Plaintiffrcallcges all preceding. paragraph!). 

16 
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69. The constitu tional , iolations alleged above were caused by the policies. customs. and 

practices or LVM PD and Clark County. incluJing: puni:-.hing detainees under, ague or 

nonexistent rules: us-; or puniti,·c disciplinary segr1.:gation with twenty-three hour per day 

lockdown and food scr,·cJ on the floor: a blanket practice. aJmitted by CCDC st;1ff. or denying 

religious. reading. and writing materials to all inmates in Ji~cip linary segregation; inadequate 

medical car-; and the us-; or prolonged 1\.:strainl against medical ath ic1.:: unsanitary and inhumane 

int.1kc practices: a pattern or 1.:xc1.:ssivc lorcc. int irnida1io11. a11d :1busiv c trc:1t1111.:nt or d1.:1aim:es, 

c, id-;nced by the lhn.:a t made to Plain ti ff during th-; strip sean.:h and the death in custody 

wilm:ssed by Plaintiff in late March 2024 and its characterization a-; exc ited delirium: anJ 

inadequate polici1.:s. training. and procedures for th-; timely rck..isc or detainee:-, whose 

con, ictions have been reversed. 

70. These policies, customs. und practices. and th-; l:1i lurc to train and supervise CCDC 

staff. amounted to delibcratc indifference lo the constitutional rights or persons in custody and 

were the moving lcm:e behind the \'iobtions or PlaintilTs right s. 

COUNT V III 

Eighth A1rn;ndm1.:nt Abusi, c Strip Seurch and Thn.:at or Violt.:m:1.:. and First Am1.:ndme111 

Retaliation. 42 U.S.C. Section 1983 

/\gains! Doc Officers and Mondi Defendants 

71. Pl:1i111iff rcallegcs all preccuing paragraph:-.. 

72. During the :,trip :-.earch conducted upon Plaintiff'::. retaliatory placement in 

disciplinary segregation. a Doc Oniccr whispered a threat or serious \'iokncc to Plaintil'( telling 

him that any tum toward the officer v\lii lc Plaintiffwa::. undrc~scd and C:\poscd ,,cntld be trc;.1tcd 

as an act or, iolcnce and met with the orficcr hurting Plaintiff badly. 

17 
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73. The 1hrca1 was made maliciously and sadislically to 1aroriLc. humi liaLc, und Lkgradc 

Plaintiff during a scurch that was ilscll' part of a punishment imposed under .i nonexistent rule in 

rct.iliation J'or protected pre::.:-.. acti, it::,. The thrc.it ::.en ed no lcgitim:11c pcnological purpose. 

consli tulcd alh cr-;c action that w(1uld chill a person or ordinary firmness i'ro111 exercising First 

Amendmen t rights, and inllicted psychological harm 011 Plairniff. 

VI. PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE. Plaintiff respectt'ull) requests that this Coun: 

A. Enter judgment in Plaintilrs l~I\ or on all claim!>; 

B. Award co111pc11sa1ory damages in an amoun t to be proven al trial.. including damages ror 

physical injur1, pain and suffering. cmoliomil distrcs:-i. an<l post-t raumatic stress: 

C. Award punitivt: damages against the indi vidua l dclcndants: 

D. Av\ard nominal damages: 

E. A\.van.1 costs or suit. and reasonable attornc) kes u11der 42 U.S.C. Section 1988 should 

Plaint i IT retain counsel: 

F. Grant such otlH.:r and rurlhcr rclic1· as the Court deems just and proper. 

VII. JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiff demands a 1rial by jury on all c lai111s so tri able. 

Dated: Ju ly I 0, 2026 

Respcctfufly: ~lbmittcd . . 
., I / .-' ,( /. ( \_ L ·_· .-'-,/,'--/-•L_t._C _ ____ _ 

I ., 

Jose Dcf;;:-.1ro 

Plaintiff in Pro Sc 

IX 
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