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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California addresses motions to dismiss
and motions to strike in Jeremy Puckett’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action arising from his allegedly wrongful
murder and robbery conviction. The court dismisses the prayer for injunctive relief for lack of
standing, denies a motion to strike allegations concerning forensic-pathologist testimony, dismisses
official-capacity claims as redundant, and dismisses the claim against the deputy district attorney with
leave to amend. The court allows the claims against the forensic pathologist and the Monell claims
against Sacramento County and related offices to proceed at this stage, subject to the rulings described
in the order.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging Brady
violations, fabricated evidence, and municipal liability arising from his
allegedly wrongful murder and robbery conviction. Defendants moved
under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) and 12(f) to dismiss
claims and strike portions of the complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepted factual allegations as
true and construed them in the light most favorable to plaintiff,
granting dismissal only when the complaint lacked a cognizable legal
theory or failed to allege sufficient facts to plausibly support relief.
The court examined standing sua sponte under Article III and applied
the Rule 12(f) standard for motions to strike.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished, nonprecedential district-court order
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TOPICS

section 1983 municipal liability motions to dismiss qualified immunity standing

PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Puckett had Article III standing to seek prospective injunctive relief after his convictions were
vacated, he was declared factually innocent, and he was released from prison.

2. Whether the official-capacity claims against individual defendants were redundant of claims against the
governmental entities.

3. Whether the complaint violated Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 by constituting a shotgun pleading.

4. Whether Deputy District Attorney Durenberger was absolutely immune from claims based on
prosecutorial actions taken in preparing for trial.

5. Whether forensic pathologist Henrikson was entitled to qualified immunity at the pleading stage.

6. Whether the allegations against Sacramento County and the Sheriff's Office plausibly pleaded Monell
liability based on customs, policies, and failures to train or discipline.

7. Whether the Sacramento County District Attorney's Office was immune from Monell liability for alleged
prosecutorial policies, but potentially liable for administrative failures to discipline and track
misconduct.

8. Whether allegations concerning Henrikson's trial testimony were immaterial and subject to a motion to
strike.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff seeking prospective injunctive relief must demonstrate a real and immediate threat of future
injury, and Puckett lacked standing because he had been declared factually innocent, released from
prison, and did not show a likelihood of being subjected again to the alleged unconstitutional
investigation or incarceration.

2. Official-capacity claims against individual defendants may be dismissed as redundant when the
governmental entity is also named and receives notice and an opportunity to respond.

3. The complaint was sufficiently organized and particularized to satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
8(a) and was not an impermissible shotgun pleading.



4. A prosecutor is absolutely immune from damages claims under § 1983 for actions within the traditional
functions of an advocate, including preparing for trial and suppressing evidence in that prosecutorial
role.

5. Henrikson was not entitled to qualified immunity at the pleading stage because the complaint alleged
that he deliberately fabricated evidence and recklessly or deliberately misapplied forensic science.

6. The allegations plausibly stated Monell claims against Sacramento County and the Sheriff's Office based
on alleged pervasive customs or policies of evidence manipulation and suppression and alleged failures
to train, discipline, or maintain disciplinary records.

7. The alleged office-wide policy of committing or tolerating Brady violations was a prosecutorial function
attributable to the state and therefore could not support a Monell claim against the District Attorney's
Office, but the alleged failure to discipline prosecutors and failure to maintain a system for tracking
misconduct were administrative county functions and were sufficiently pleaded to survive dismissal.

8. Allegations concerning Henrikson's trial testimony were not immaterial because Puckett offered the
testimony to support his claim that Henrikson fabricated autopsy findings and shared incorrect
information with investigators and prosecutors.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff does not show any “real or immediate” threat of facing further incarceration or being subject to a
faulty and unconstitutional investigation by defendants.” (§ II)

“Municipalities “are responsible only for their own illegal acts.”” (§ IV.B.5)

“Municipalities “cannot be held liable [for the actions of their employees] under § 1983 on a respondeat
superior theory.”” (§ IV.B.5)

“The court dismisses plaintiff's official capacity claims against the individual defendants without leave to
amend.” (§ V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Puckett was convicted of murdering and robbing Anthony Galati after investigators and prosecutors allegedly
suppressed exculpatory evidence, relied on a false accusation, and used allegedly flawed forensic evidence
concerning Galati's time of death. In 2020, a California superior court granted habeas relief and vacated
Puckett's convictions; in 2021, it found him factually innocent. Puckett alleged that Sacramento County entities
and officials maintained customs or practices of evidence suppression and failed to discipline or supervise
personnel responsible for constitutional violations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Puckett was convicted in 2001, later obtained habeas relief vacating his convictions in 2020, and was declared
factually innocent by the California superior court in 2021. He then filed this § 1983 action in federal court. The
district court granted the motions in part and denied them in part, dismissing some claims with and without leave
to amend, denying Henrikson's qualified-immunity motion without prejudice, denying the motion to strike his
trial-testimony allegations, and allowing certain Monell claims to proceed.



DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Plaintiff was required to file any amended complaint within 21 days. The official-capacity claims
against individual defendants were dismissed without leave to amend; the first claim was dismissed in part with
leave to amend; and the fourth claim was dismissed in part without leave to amend.
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