UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

ILLINOIS

Stanton v. Easter, et al.

Stanton v. Easter - No. 26-cv-62-NJR - Decided April 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois conducts preliminary screening
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A of Randall J. Stanton’s Second Amended Complaint alleging

unconstitutional searches and seizures, retaliation, malicious prosecution, conspiracy, forfeiture

without due process, municipal liability, inadequate medical care, and denial of access to the courts.

The court allows some retaliation and conspiracy claims to proceed, dismisses other claims with or

without prejudice based on pleading deficiencies and immunity, and severs the medical-care and

access-to-courts claims into a new case. The order also addresses Stanton’s motion for temporary and

preliminary injunctive relief concerning his ongoing criminal proceedings.
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Preliminary screening of a prisoner's Second Amended Complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, together with consideration of a motion for

temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the Court must dismiss any portion of a
prisoner complaint that is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim, or
seeks damages from an immune defendant. At the pleading stage,
allegations are construed in the plaintiff's favor and must satisfy the
plausibility standard under Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly. The
motion for injunctive relief was evaluated under the Younger

abstention doctrine and its narrow exceptions.
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Sheriff Kyle Bacon, Gerry Poole, Captain Marie Hall, John Doe
Correctional Officer, Jane Doe Correctional Officer, Jane Doe Jill from
Pretrial Services, Officer Michelle, John Doe, Tim Hall, Illinois State

Trooper Payne
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the Second Amended Complaint plausibly stated Fourth Amendment claims based on the traffic
stop, vehicle search, seizure of personal items, and search of Stanton's home.

. Whether Stanton plausibly stated a First Amendment retaliation claim based on alleged harassment,

searches, and arrests following his invocation of his right to counsel.

. Whether Stanton could pursue a § 1983 malicious-prosecution and fabricated-evidence claim while the

underlying criminal proceedings remained ongoing and against prosecutors and a testifying officer.

. Whether Stanton's due-process claim concerning the seizure and forfeiture of $840 was barred by the

availability of an adequate state post-deprivation remedy and prosecutorial immunity.

. Whether Stanton plausibly alleged a § 1983 conspiracy and a Monell claim based on alleged retaliatory

conduct and recurring K9-related vehicle searches.

. Whether the medical-care and access-to-courts claims were improperly joined with the claims

concerning the drug-task-force conduct and should be severed.

. Whether Younger abstention barred Stanton's request for a temporary restraining order and preliminary

injunction interfering with ongoing state criminal proceedings and bond decisions.

HOLDINGS

1.

2.

3.

The allegations plausibly stated that Easter and Payne initiated the traffic stop and searched Stanton's
vehicle without reasonable suspicion or probable cause, and that they seized his personal items, so the

claim could proceed at the screening stage.

The allegation that the search warrant listed the correct address but omitted Stanton's name did not
plausibly establish a Fourth Amendment violation, and the home-search portion of Count 1 was

dismissed.

Stanton plausibly stated a First Amendment retaliation claim against Easter based on allegations that
Easter threatened and subjected him to stops, searches, arrests, and other harassment after Stanton
obtained counsel and invoked his right to counsel.



4. Count 3 failed because Stanton's criminal case was ongoing and because the prosecutors and testifying
officer were protected by absolute immunity for the alleged prosecutorial and testimonial conduct; the
count was dismissed with prejudice.

5. Count 4 was dismissed with prejudice because the prosecutors were absolutely immune and Illinois

provided an adequate post-deprivation remedy for challenging the forfeiture.

6. Stanton plausibly stated a conspiracy-to-retaliate claim against Easter, Hall, Payne, Officer Michelle,
and the John Doe officer, but failed to state a claim against Dinn, Cockrum, and Jane Doe Jill from

Pretrial Services.

7. Stanton failed to plausibly allege that a policy, custom, or practice attributable to Sheriff Bacon was the

moving force behind a constitutional violation, so Count 6 was dismissed without prejudice.

8. Counts 7 and 8 were improperly joined with Counts 1 through 6 because they involved different facts,

defendants, and legal theories; the Court severed them into a new case.

9. The request for injunctive relief was denied because the requested intervention in ongoing state criminal

proceedings and bond decisions was barred by Younger abstention, and no narrow exception applied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In order to state a viable retaliation claim in Count 2, Stanton must allege that “(1) he engaged in activity
protected by the First Amendment; (2) he suffered a deprivation that would likely deter First Amendment
activity in the future; and (3) the First Amendment activity was at least a motivating factor in the Defendants’

decision to take the retaliatory action.”” (Count 2)

“In order to allege a malicious prosecution claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Stanton must allege that the
“criminal prosecution (1) was instituted without probable cause; (2) for a malicious motive—a purpose other

than bringing the defendant to justice; and (3) ended without a conviction.”” (Count 3)

“To establish conspiracy liability in a [Section] 1983 claim, the plaintiff must show that (1) the individuals
reached an agreement to deprive him of his constitutional rights, and (2) overt acts in furtherance actually

deprived him of those rights.” (Count 5)

“The exceptions are meant to be narrow.” (Motion for Injunctive Relief)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stanton alleged that law-enforcement officers conducted pretextual traffic stops and vehicle and home searches,
seized his property, retaliated against him after he obtained counsel and stopped acting as a confidential
informant, and pursued criminal charges through fabricated evidence. He also alleged that prosecutors and an
officer presented false information during the criminal proceedings, that officers conspired against him, and that
a sheriff maintained a policy involving pretextual K9 alerts. Separate allegations concerned improper
medication, denial of medical care, and a thirty-day restriction on jail communications. The underlying state
criminal proceedings remained ongoing when the federal court ruled.
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