UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Smith v. Akkinola, et al.

Smith - No. 1:25-cv-00418-KES-HBK - Decided April 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened a pro se plaintiff's in

forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). The court found that the complaint failed

to establish federal subject matter jurisdiction, comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8, or state

a cognizable claim. The plaintiff was given until May 23, 2025, to amend the complaint, stand on the

existing complaint, or voluntarily dismiss the action.
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The court screened Plaintiff's in forma pauperis complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). The court found that the complaint failed to
establish federal subject matter jurisdiction, failed to comply with
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8, and failed to state a cognizable
claim, but permitted Plaintiff to amend before any recommendation of

dismissal.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), an in forma pauperis action may be
dismissed at any time if it is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a
claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant. Failure to
state a claim is evaluated under the same standard as Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), accepting factual allegations as true but
disregarding conclusory allegations and legal conclusions. Subject

matter jurisdiction may be raised sua sponte at any time.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the complaint established federal-question or diversity subject matter jurisdiction.
2. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and stated a plausible claim for relief.

3. Whether the complaint alleged the elements necessary for a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, including

state action and a causal connection between each defendant and the alleged constitutional injury.

4. Whether the complaint's apparent claims for monetary relief against the State of California, its agencies,

or defendants in their official capacities would be barred by the Eleventh Amendment.

5. Whether Plaintiff should be given an opportunity to amend before dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to establish federal-question jurisdiction because it did not identify a federal claim

arising under the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States.

2. The complaint failed to establish diversity jurisdiction because it did not allege the citizenship of the

parties or demonstrate complete diversity.

3. The complaint failed to comply with Rule 8 and failed to state a plausible claim for relief because it did
not provide a short and plain statement connecting each defendant to specific wrongdoing and
supporting a legally cognizable claim.

4. To state a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Plaintiff must allege deprivation of a federal right by a person
acting under color of state law and must connect each individual defendant's conduct to the alleged

deprivation; a municipality is liable only for injury caused by its policy or custom.

5. The court was required to afford Plaintiff an opportunity to amend because it could not determine that

the complaint's deficiencies could not be cured by amendment.

6. Claims for monetary damages against the State of California, its agencies, or defendants sued in their
official capacities are barred by the Eleventh Amendment, subject to the recognized distinction for
individual-capacity claims and prospective declaratory or injunctive relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Upon review, the Court finds the Complaint does not set forth any basis for federal subject matter

jurisdiction and fails to state a cognizable claim for relief.” (at 1)
“Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction.” (at 3)

“To establish § 1983 liability, a plaintiff must show both (1) deprivation of a right secured by the Constitution
and laws of the United States, and (2) that the deprivation was committed by a person acting under color of
state law.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that several private entities and individuals conspired to steal or damage her vehicle, arrange a
staged car crash, place drugs in her food, interfere with her vehicle's operation, and conceal vehicle information.
She named private parties, the California Department of Motor Vehicles, the Cities of Fresno and Clovis, and an
individual. Her complaint identified "Federal Question" jurisdiction, asserted fraud, theft, attempted murder, and
a car-crash setup, and claimed $5,000,000 in damages, but did not adequately identify a federal legal basis or the
parties' citizenship.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a form complaint on April 10, 2025, and the court granted her application to proceed in forma
pauperis. No defendant had been served. After screening, the magistrate judge ordered Plaintiff by May 23,
2025, to file an amended complaint, stand on the existing complaint subject to a recommendation of dismissal,
or voluntarily dismiss without prejudice; failure to respond could result in a recommendation of dismissal for
failure to comply and failure to prosecute.
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