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SUMMARY

The document is a magistrate judge’s Findings and Recommendations in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action
brought by a pro se, in forma pauperis prisoner. The court recommends granting defendants’ motion to
dismiss the plaintiff’s official-capacity claims because monetary claims against state officials in their
official capacities are barred by Eleventh Amendment immunity and are not cognizable under § 1983
absent state consent. The recommendations also direct defendants to file an answer within fourteen

days of any order adopting them.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on defendants' Rule 12(b)(6) motion to

dismiss the plaintiff's claims against defendants in their official

capacities in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 prisoner civil-rights action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded allegations
as true and construes the complaint in the light most favorable to the
plaintiff, but disregards naked assertions, labels, conclusions, and
formulaic recitations of the elements. A pro se complaint is liberally
construed, but liberal construction cannot supply essential elements

not pleaded.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

TOPICS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Eleventh Amendment bars plaintiff's claims for monetary damages against state officials

sued in their official capacities.

2. Whether state officials sued in their official capacities are persons subject to suit for damages under 42
U.S.C. § 1983.

3. Whether plaintiff's official-capacity claims should be dismissed under Rule 12(b)(6) where plaintiff

sought only monetary relief and alleged no basis for prospective injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The Eleventh Amendment bars plaintiff's claims for monetary damages against defendants in their

official capacities because the State had not consented to the action and plaintiff sought no prospective
relief.

2. Defendants sued in their official capacities are not persons subject to a damages action under § 1983 in
these circumstances, because an official-capacity suit is effectively a suit against the State and plaintiff

alleged no prospective injunctive claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the State has not consented to this action, Eleventh Amendment sovereign immunity bars all

damage claims against Defendants in their official capacities.” (at 4)

“For these reasons, Plaintiff’s claims against Defendants in their official capacities are not cognizable under
§1983.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, an LGBTQ inmate at Kern Valley State Prison, alleged that prison officials knew of threats by the STG
25er gang and failed to protect plaintiff from an ensuing attack with weapons on September 18, 2023. Plaintiff
further alleged that, after the attack, officers left plaintiff handcuffed on a patio for more than eleven hours in
temperatures exceeding 90 degrees. The complaint sought monetary compensation from defendants in both their

official and individual capacities and did not seek prospective injunctive relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, brought a § 1983 action alleging that prison officials failed to
protect plaintiff from an inmate attack. Defendants moved to dismiss the official-capacity claims on May 10,
2025. Plaintiff filed no opposition. The magistrate judge recommended that the motion be granted and the

official-capacity claims be dismissed, subject to review by the assigned district judge after any objections.

DISPOSITION



other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

If the district judge adopts the findings and recommendations, defendants are to file an answer within fourteen

days of the adoption order.
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