UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Fields v. Hill

Fields v. Hill - No. 1:25-cv-00688-SKO - Decided June 13, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened a pro se complaint filed

by Catheryn D. Fields and concluded that it failed to state any cognizable claims. The court identified

pleading deficiencies, including shotgun pleading, failure to link individual defendants to specific

constitutional violations, potential Heck and Younger barriers, and apparent statute-of-limitations

problems. The order gives Plaintiff thirty days to file a first amended complaint or notify the court that

she wishes to stand on the existing complaint.
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Pro se plaintiff proceeding in forma pauperis filed a civil-rights
complaint under 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983, 1985, and 1986. The magistrate
judge screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), found that
it failed to state a cognizable claim, and ordered plaintiff either to file
a first amended complaint or notify the court that she wished to stand

on the original complaint.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), an in forma pauperis action must be
dismissed at any time if it is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim,
or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant. Failure to state a
claim is evaluated under the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)
pleading standard, accepting well-pleaded factual allegations as true,
liberally construing pro se pleadings, and disregarding legal
conclusions. The complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to

state a plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 when it grouped defendants
together and failed to allege each defendant's personal participation in a specific constitutional

deprivation.

2. Whether the complaint stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1985(3) by alleging a conspiracy without
specific facts showing an agreement, concerted action, or discriminatory animus against a protected

class.

3. Whether a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1986 could proceed absent a cognizable underlying conspiracy under
§ 1983 or § 1985.

4. Whether claims challenging convictions, sentences, or ongoing state criminal proceedings were barred

by Heck v. Humphrey or Younger v. Harris.
5. Whether the claims appeared barred by the applicable statutes of limitations.

6. Whether the complaint satisfied Rule 8 and alleged facts establishing proper venue in the Eastern

District of California.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint fails to satisfy Rule 8 because it is an impermissible shotgun pleading that lumps
defendants and claims together without identifying which defendant took which action or how specific

facts support each claim.

2. A § 1983 claim requires allegations that each individual defendant acted under color of state law and

personally participated in the deprivation of a constitutional or federal right.

3. A § 1985(3) claim requires plausible allegations of a conspiracy, an agreement or meeting of the minds
to deprive a person or class of equal protection or equal privileges and immunities, an act in furtherance

of the conspiracy, resulting injury, and class-based discriminatory animus.

4. A § 1986 claim requires a cognizable underlying conspiracy under § 1983 or § 1985(3), along with

knowledge of the impending conspiracy, power to prevent it, and failure to act.



5. Claims under §§ 1983 and 1985 are subject to California's two-year personal-injury limitations period,
while § 1986 claims are subject to a one-year limitations period; claims based on the 2002-2007 events
appeared facially time-barred.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Upon review, the Court concludes that the complaint fails to state any cognizable claims.” (at 1)
“The majority of Plaintiff’s complaint is an impermissible “shotgun” pleading.” (at 8)

“Plaintiff must clearly identify which defendant(s) she believes is or are responsible for each violation of her
constitutional rights and set forth the supporting factual basis so that the complaint places each defendant on

notice of Plaintiff’s claims against him or her.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that events in Oklahoma in 2002 led to criminal charges, a coerced plea, and loss or restriction
of parental rights. She also alleged later assaults, theft, missing police reports, and related misconduct in
Washington State. Plaintiff further alleged that in Fresno in 2007 she was arrested after officers approached her
while she sat in a parked car, that officers conducted a warrantless blood draw, and that a prosecutor coerced her
into pleading guilty to felony DUI. The complaint named numerous defendants across multiple jurisdictions and
attributed broad constitutional and conspiracy violations to them without clearly linking particular facts to

particular defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action and an application to proceed in forma pauperis on June 6, 2025. The application was
granted on June 10, 2025. After screening the complaint, the court concluded that no cognizable claims were
stated, granted thirty days to amend or stand on the complaint, and warned that failure to comply could result in
a recommendation of dismissal.
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