UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA

Dakota J. Romero v. Jason Hodge, et al.

Dakota J. Romero v. Jason Hodge, et al. - No. 3:23-cv-00623-ART-CSD - Decided December 11, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nevada denied Dakota J. Romero’s motions for
funds to hire a private investigator and to appoint several expert witnesses. The court held that 28
U.S.C. § 1915 does not authorize funding for a private investigator or appointment of experts for an
indigent litigant. It also concluded that appointment of an expert under Federal Rule of Evidence 706

was unnecessary at this stage of the litigation.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE In a pending prisoner civil-rights action, Plaintiff moved for funds to

hire a private investigator and for appointment of several expert

witnesses. The district court denied all motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The appointment of an expert witness under Federal Rule of Evidence

706 is committed to the district court's discretion.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district-court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether 28 U.S.C. § 1915 authorizes the court to provide an indigent prisoner funds to hire a private

investigator.
2. Whether 28 U.S.C. § 1915 provides for appointment of expert witnesses to assist an indigent prisoner.

3. Whether the court should appoint expert witnesses under Federal Rule of Evidence 706(a) in this case.

HOLDINGS

1. The in forma pauperis statute does not authorize the expenditure of funds for an indigent plaintiff to hire
a private investigator.

2. The in forma pauperis statute does not provide for appointment of expert witnesses to aid prisoners or
other litigants.

3. The court may appoint a neutral expert under Rule 706, but Plaintiff's requests for appointment of

experts were properly denied because no expert was necessary to assist the trier of fact at this stage.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The granting of an application to proceed [IFP] does not relieve the applicant of the responsibility to pay
the expenses of litigation that are not covered by 28 U.S.C. § 1915.” (at 1)

“The purpose of a court-appointed expert under Rule 706 is to assist the trier of fact, not to serve as an

advocate.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff is an incarcerated litigant proceeding in forma pauperis. He sought funds to hire a private investigator to
determine the full legal name and location for service of a sheriff's daughter who had worked at the Washoe
County Detention Facility and Saint Mary's Regional Medical Center. He also sought appointment of a nurse,

physical therapist, physician, and sheriff's deputy as expert witnesses to assist with the litigation.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, proceeding in forma pauperis in a pending civil-rights case, sought investigative funds to identify and
serve a defendant and sought appointment of medical, physical-therapy, and jail-experience experts. The district

court evaluated the requests under 28 U.S.C. § 1915, Federal Rule of Evidence 706, and relevant precedent, and
denied the motions.
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