UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO, WESTERN DIVISION

Mark Martin v. Judge Travis L. Fliehman, et al.

Martin - No. 3:25-cv-272 - Decided January 5, 2026

SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses a pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint arising from

pending state criminal proceedings in the Darke County, Ohio Court of Common Pleas. The magistrate

judge recommends staying the federal action under Younger abstention, administratively closing the

case, and denying in forma pauperis status for any appeal of an adopting order.
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Pro se plaintiff filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint challenging events
and constitutional violations arising from ongoing state-court criminal
proceedings. After granting leave to proceed in forma pauperis, the
court conducted sua sponte screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)
and issued a Report and Recommendation that the action be stayed

under Younger abstention and administratively closed.

Sua sponte screening of an in forma pauperis complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), including frivolousness and failure-to-state-a-
claim standards. The court applied the Younger abstention factors to
the requested federal interference with pending state criminal

proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court should abstain under Younger from interfering with Martin's pending state

criminal proceedings.

2. Whether the action should be stayed rather than dismissed because Martin sought monetary damages in

addition to injunctive and declaratory relief.

3. Whether the complaint should be dismissed at the screening stage as frivolous, malicious, insufficiently

pleaded, or barred by immunity.

HOLDINGS

1. Younger abstention is appropriate when state proceedings are pending, involve important state interests,
and provide an adequate opportunity to raise federal constitutional claims; all three factors were present
here.

2. When Younger abstention applies to an action seeking damages, the district court should stay rather than

dismiss the complaint.

3. The allegations did not establish the extraordinary circumstances necessary to overcome Younger
abstention.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“All three factors supporting Younger abstention are present in this case.” (5)

“Thus, under Younger, this Court must stay this action pending resolution of plaintiff’s underlying criminal

case in the state court.” (6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Martin was charged with four counts of trafficking in cocaine in the Darke County Court of Common Pleas.
After an arrest warrant was issued and served, he was granted bond and later entered a negotiated plea
agreement; sentencing was scheduled for January 23, 2026. In his federal complaint, Martin alleged unlawful
seizure, deprivation of property, denial of counsel, due-process violations, confrontation violations, and other
constitutional violations arising from his arrest and state criminal proceedings, and sought declaratory relief,

injunctions halting the state proceedings, and damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Martin filed a civil-rights complaint while criminal proceedings against him remained pending in the Darke
County, Ohio Court of Common Pleas. The federal court granted him leave to proceed in forma pauperis and
reviewed the complaint sua sponte. The magistrate judge recommended staying the case, administratively

closing it, and certifying that an appeal from any adopting order would not be taken in good faith.
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