UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Gregory Scott VanHuissen v. Warner Bros., et al.

VanHuissen v. Warner Bros. - No. 24-cv-05788-PCP - Decided March 26, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California dismissed Gregory Scott Van

Huisen’s pro se action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against Warner Bros., Time Warner, and Leonardo

DiCaprio. The court held that the defendants were not alleged to have acted under color of state law

and that the complaint failed to provide sufficient factual allegations supporting any claim for relief.

The court denied leave to amend as futile, certified that any appeal was not taken in good faith, and

ordered the case closed.
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dismissed

A pro se state prisoner filed a civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. §
1983. The district court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915A and dismissed it with prejudice and without leave to amend for

failure to state a claim.

Mandatory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A; the complaint must be
dismissed if it is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim upon which
relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an immune

defendant. Pro se pleadings are liberally construed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 when it did not allege that any defendant
acted under color of state law.

2. Whether the complaint stated any cognizable claim for relief when its allegations were unclear,

unsupported by factual detail, and failed to identify an actionable injury.

3. Whether the plaintiff should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim because it did not allege facts showing that any defendant

acted under color of state law.

2. The complaint failed to state a claim for relief because it did not identify a legally cognizable injury or
provide factual allegations explaining who injured the plaintiff, how he was injured, where and when the

injury occurred, or why the conduct was unlawful.

3. Leave to amend was properly denied because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To state a claim under § 1983, a plaintiff must allege two essential elements: (1) that a right secured by the
Constitution or laws of the United States was violated and (2) that the alleged violation was committed by a

person acting under the color of state law.”

“The Complaint does not inform the Court who injured Mr. Van Huisen, how he was injured, where and when

he was injured, and why he believes this injury was unlawful.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff, an inmate at Mule Creek State Prison, sued Warner Bros., Time Warner, and Leonardo DiCaprio
under § 1983. He alleged, in difficult-to-decipher terms, Eighth Amendment violations, negligence, theft by
deception, and other undefined misconduct, and sought $27 million. The complaint did not identify facts
showing that any defendant acted under color of state law or explain who injured him, how the injury occurred,

or why the conduct was unlawful.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

VanHuissen filed a complaint alleging constitutional and miscellaneous tort-related misconduct by Warner Bros.,
Time Warner, and Leonardo DiCaprio. The court previously gave the plaintiff an opportunity and detailed
instructions to amend in other similarly deficient litigation, but concluded that amendment in this action would



be futile because the defendants were not state actors and the complaint contained no comprehensible factual

basis for relief. The action was dismissed, pending motions were terminated, and the file was closed.
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