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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened Stanley E. Redick III’s
pro se and in forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915 and concluded that it failed to state
cognizable claims. The court discussed deficiencies under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8, Younger
abstention, lack of state action, and judicial and prosecutorial immunity. The court directed the Clerk
to add “Defense Counsel” as a defendant and gave Plaintiff 30 days either to file a First Amended
Complaint or to notify the court that he wished to stand on the existing complaint.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening order in a pro se and in forma pauperis action under 42
U.S.C. § 1983. The magistrate judge determined that the complaint
failed to state cognizable claims and directed plaintiff either to file a
first amended complaint or to stand on the complaint for findings and
recommendations to a district judge.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the court must dismiss an in forma
pauperis action that is frivolous, fails to state a cognizable claim, or
seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant. The complaint must
satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) and contain sufficient
factual matter to state a plausible claim for relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district-court screening order



PARTIES Stanley E. Redick, III v. County of Tuolumne, Judge Kevin M. Seibert,
Laura Craig, Defense Counsel, Doe Defendants

TOPICS
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Civil procedure Civil rights Federal courts Constitutional law Remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a) and stated plausible claims under
42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether Younger abstention required dismissal or otherwise precluded federal intervention in plaintiff's
ongoing state-court proceedings.

3. Whether plaintiff could pursue § 1983 claims against defense counsel absent allegations establishing
state action or a specific conspiracy with state officials.

4. Whether judicial immunity barred claims against the state-court judge and prosecutorial immunity
barred claims against the prosecutor.

5. Whether plaintiff should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a) because it relied on
conclusory assertions and did not provide sufficient factual allegations or identify how each defendant
personally participated in a constitutional violation.

2. Younger abstention applied because the complaint concerned ongoing state judicial proceedings,
implicated important state interests, provided an adequate opportunity to raise constitutional challenges
in state court and on appeal, and sought relief that would enjoin or practically interfere with those
proceedings.

3. The complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim against defense counsel because counsel's alleged
performance of traditional legal services did not constitute action under color of state law, and plaintiff
alleged no specific facts supporting a conspiracy with state officials.

4. Judicial immunity barred plaintiff's claims against Judge Seibert for acts taken in a judicial capacity, and
prosecutorial immunity barred claims against Craig for acts undertaken as an advocate in initiating and
presenting the prosecution.

5. Plaintiff was granted thirty days to file a first amended complaint curing the identified deficiencies or to
notify the court that he wished to stand on the complaint.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Younger abstention is appropriate when: (1) there is an ongoing state judicial proceeding; (2) the
proceeding implicates important state interests; (3) there is an adequate opportunity in the state proceedings
to raise constitutional challenges; and (4) the requested relief seeks to enjoin or has the practical effect of
enjoining the ongoing state judicial proceeding.” (p. 6)

“Within thirty (30) days from the date of service of this order, Plaintiff shall either: a. File a First Amended
Complaint; or b. File a notice stating that he wants to stand on his complaint.” (p. 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that Judge Kevin M. Seibert continued presiding over his state-court proceedings despite being
named as a defendant and allegedly disqualified. He also alleged that prosecutor Laura Craig maliciously
pursued theft charges arising from a 2018 arrest and that defense counsel, county officials, and unidentified
defendants engaged in procedural misconduct. The complaint sought damages, declaratory relief, and an
injunction requiring structural reforms and preventing further judicial or prosecutorial misconduct.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a § 1983 complaint on March 21, 2025, challenging alleged misconduct in ongoing California
state-court proceedings and seeking damages, declaratory relief, and injunctive relief. Because plaintiff
proceeded in forma pauperis, the court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2). The court found
deficiencies under Rule 8, Younger abstention, the state-action requirement, and judicial and prosecutorial
immunity, but granted thirty days to amend.
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