UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
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Keya Morgan v. County of Los Angeles District Attorney’s Office
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California entered judgment in favor of the

County of Los Angeles District Attorney’s Office, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Jackie

Lacey, and Jeffrey C. Stodel, Jr. after granting their motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 12(b)(6). The judgment dismissed Keya Morgan’s claims against those defendants with

prejudice pursuant to Rules 54(b) and 58(a), while claims against Joan Celia Lee and Kirk Schenk

remained pending.
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Judgment following the court’s order granting County Defendants’

motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

The judgment followed dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6); the Rule 54(b) determination required findings
that the judgment was final, that there was no just reason for delay, and

that separate entry would not produce improper piecemeal appeals.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could direct entry of a final judgment in favor of fewer than all parties under Federal

Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b) while claims against other defendants remained pending.
2. Whether there was no just reason for delay in entering judgment for the County Defendants.

3. Whether the judgment was final and sufficiently separate from the remaining claims to avoid improper

piecemeal appeals.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may direct entry of a final judgment as to fewer than all claims or parties when the

judgment is final and there is no just reason for delay under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b).

2. The judgment dismissing the claims against the County Defendants with prejudice was a final judgment
for purposes of Rule 54(b).

3. There was no just reason to delay entry of judgment because the claims resolved against the County
Defendants had minimal interrelationship with the remaining claims and separate judgment would not

create improper piecemeal appeals.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“when an action involves multiple parties or claims, district courts have discretion to “direct entry of a final
judgment as to one or more, but fewer than all, claims or parties only if the court expressly determines that
there is no just reason for delay.”” (at 1)

“Because there is minimal “interrelationship of claims,” the Court finds that the judgment at issue will not

lead to “piecemeal appeals.”” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Keya Morgan asserted claims against multiple defendants, including the County Defendants and Joan
Celia Lee and Kirk Schenk. The court had dismissed the First Amended Complaint against the County
Defendants with prejudice, while claims against Lee and Schenk remained pending. Because the County
Defendants sought a separate final judgment, the court evaluated finality, delay, interrelationship of claims,

potential piecemeal appeals, and the equities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On March 6, 2025, the court dismissed Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint against the County Defendants with
prejudice. The County Defendants requested entry of judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 58(d).
Claims against Joan Celia Lee and Kirk Schenk remained pending, so the court considered whether to direct

entry of a final judgment as to fewer than all parties under Rule 54(b).
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