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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California considers Plaintiff Erik Pyle’s
motion to electronically file documents and Defendant Glenn County Sheriff’s Department’s motion to
dismiss the First Amended Complaint. The court grants the e-filing motion in part as to electronic
service and denies it as to use of the CM/ECF system. It recommends granting the motion to dismiss
for failure to plead individual liability or a sufficient Monell policy or custom, with leave to amend.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on a defendant's Rule 12(b)(6) motion
to dismiss a pro se plaintiff's First Amended Complaint, together with
an order resolving the plaintiff's motion to e-file.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), dismissal is
appropriate when the complaint lacks a cognizable legal theory or
sufficient facts to support one. Well-pleaded factual allegations are
accepted as true and construed in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, but conclusory allegations, contradicted allegations,
and legal conclusions are not assumed true.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the First Amended Complaint stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against Glenn County
Sheriff's Department and related municipal defendants.

2. Whether the complaint adequately alleged individual participation or a causal connection by any named
individual defendant.

3. Whether the complaint adequately alleged a municipal policy or custom sufficient to support Monell
liability.

4. Whether dismissal should be with leave to amend.

5. Whether plaintiff's late opposition and unauthorized sur-reply should be considered.

6. Whether plaintiff should receive permission to use CM/ECF and electronic service.

HOLDINGS

1. The First Amended Complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim because it did not allege facts connecting a
named individual defendant to the alleged constitutional violations and did not allege facts showing that
a municipal policy or custom caused the injuries.

2. Dismissal should be recommended with leave to amend because it was conceivable that plaintiff could
allege additional facts supporting a Monell claim.

3. The court considered plaintiff's late opposition because of his pro se status and defendant's substantive
response, but declined to consider the unauthorized sur-reply because plaintiff had no right to file it and
no new argument or evidence justified it.

4. Plaintiff's motion to e-file was denied insofar as it sought permission to use CM/ECF, but granted insofar
as it sought electronic service and email notifications.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In order to establish municipal liability [under Monell], a plaintiff must show that a ‘policy or custom’ led to
the plaintiff’s injury.” (at 7)

“The FAC makes conclusory allegations and does not allege specific facts demonstrating Plaintiff’s alleged
constitutional violations resulted from Defendants Glenn County Sheriff’s Department and Orland Police
Department’s “execution of a government’s policy or custom” as required.” (at 8)

“Leave to amend should be granted if it appears possible that the defects in the complaint could be corrected,
especially if a plaintiff is pro se.” (at 9)

“This means that pleadings and filings that include “hallucinations” from the use of generative AI (i.e., made
up facts or legal authority) can violate Rule 11.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff alleged that on June 8, 2024, approximately ten deputies from the Glenn County Sheriff's Department
and Orland Police Department responded to his location based on false accusations by his ex-wife. He alleged
that deputies approached him with firearms, escalated the encounter, arrested him without a warrant or probable
cause, and used excessive force. He further alleged that he was held in jail under unsanitary and inhumane
conditions, denied medical care, telephone access, and legal counsel, and was not promptly informed of the
charges.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on October 25, 2024, and later paid the filing fee after his in forma pauperis request was
denied without prejudice. After plaintiff failed to timely oppose an earlier motion to dismiss, the court granted
him leave to amend and denied that motion as moot. Plaintiff filed the First Amended Complaint, alleging §
1983 claims for unlawful arrest and detention, excessive force, and inhumane jail conditions. Defendant Glenn
County Sheriff's Department moved to dismiss, and the magistrate judge recommended granting the motion with
leave to amend; the recommendation was subject to objections and review by the assigned district judge.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. The magistrate judge recommended that the motion to dismiss be granted and that plaintiff be given
thirty days from any order adopting the findings and recommendations to file a Second Amended Complaint.
The recommendation was submitted to the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1), with fourteen
days allowed for objections.
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