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Before O’SCANNLAIN, TROTT, N.R. SMITH, Circuit Judges:   

 

 Charles Rienhardt, an Arizona inmate, appeals the district court’s order 

denying his Motion to Enforce a settlement stipulation between inmate Scott 

Nordstrom and the Arizona Department of Corrections (“Nordstrom Stipulation”).  

The facts are known to the parties so we do not repeat them here. 

I 

 The district court did not err in determining that Rienhardt lacked standing 

as a third-party beneficiary to enforce the Nordstrom Stipulation.  The underlying 

civil rights action was not brought as a class action, and the court did not issue a 

consent decree finding broad constitutional and statutory violations.  Rather, the 

Stipulation was an agreement between the parties and did not express any intent to 

benefit third parties.  Therefore, Rienhardt did not have standing as a third-party 

beneficiary.  Norton v. First Fed. Sav., 624 P.2d 854, 856 (Ariz. 1981). 

II 

 Even if Rienhardt did have standing, the district court did not err in 

concluding his claims were outside the scope of the Nordstrom Stipulation.  The 

Stipulation did not prevent an inmate from being reclassified as a maximum-
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custody inmate if he no longer met the requirements for close custody.  After a 

disciplinary hearing, Rienhardt was found guilty of fighting and therefore deemed 

unfit to remain in close custody.  The Stipulation does not prevent such a 

reclassification.   

 Furthermore, the Stipulation does not prevent non-sex-offender inmates 

from being housed with sex-offender inmates in close custody but rather permits 

all death-sentenced inmates in close custody to be housed as a group. 

 The district court did not err in concluding that Reinhardt lacked standing 

and that his claims were outside the scope of the Nordstrom Stipulation and thus 

denying his Motion to Enforce. 

 AFFIRMED. 


