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This is a proper person appeal from orders of the district court
denying petitioner's "Writ of Mandamus and Prohibition," "Motion of
Request for Discovery," and "Motion to Disqualify Attorney General's
Office." Seventh Judicial District Court, White Pine County; Dan L.
Papez, Judge.

While incarcerated at Ely State Prison (ESP), petitioner was
involved in the assault and battery of another inmate. He was placed in
administrative segregation and lost 880 days of statutory good time. In -
his petition, appellant requested release from administrative segregation
and restoration of the good time. Appellant also requested Nevada
Department of Corrections (NDOC) employees be ordered to strictly
comply with prison régulations and be forbidden from placing inmates in
administrative segregation when alternative units are available, that ESP
administrators be forbidden from violating appellant's constitutional
rights during disciplinary hearings, that inmates charged with state law
infractions be appointed the public defender, that NDOC reimburse
appellant for copying costs associated with the underlying action, that
charges against appellant for assault and battery not be recharged, and
that an assault and battery charge against appellant not be brought in

state court.
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We review a district court order denying a petition for
extraordinary writ for abuse of discretion.! We conclude that the district
court did not abuse its discretion in denying appellant's petition and
attendant motions. The district court properly reviewed petitioner's
claims and determined that petitioner had "other 'plain, speedy and
adequate' remedies available at law."? _

Having reviewed the record on appeal and for the reasons set
forth above, we conclude that appellant is not entitled to relief and that

briefing and oral argument are unwarranted.? Accordingly, we
ORDER the judgment of the district court AFFIRMED .4
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1See County of Clark v. Doumani, 114 Nev. 46, 53, 952 P.2d 13, 17
(1998).

2See NRS 34.170, NRS 34.330.
3See Luckett v. Warden, 91 Nev. 681, 682, 541 P.2d 910, 911 (1975).

4We have reviewed all documents that appellant has submitted in
proper person to the clerk of this court in this matter, and we conclude
that no relief based upon those submissions is warranted. To the extent
that appellant has attempted to present claims or facts in those
submissions which were not previously presented in the proceedings
below, we have declined to consider them in the first instance.




cc:  Hon. Dan L. Papez, District Judge
Derek A. Costantino
Attorney General George Chanos/Carson City
White Pine County Clerk
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