UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Kevin Massengale v. Kern County Sheriff Detentional Facility

Massengale v. Kern County Sheriff Detentional Facility - No. 1:24-cv-00010-SKO - Decided January 12, 2026

SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations by a magistrate judge recommending dismissal
without leave to amend of Kevin Massengale’s second amended civil-rights complaint. The court
concludes that the complaint fails to state a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and related theories because
it lacks sufficient factual detail, fails to identify responsible actors or establish causation, and asserts
claims barred by applicable doctrines. The court also finds that further amendment would be futile and

provides a 14-day objection period.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se former county jail inmate proceeding in forma pauperis filed

a second amended complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Following
mandatory prisoner screening, the magistrate judge recommended
dismissal without leave to amend for failure to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The complaint was reviewed under the mandatory screening standard
of 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. The court accepted factual allegations as true
but did not accept legal conclusions, and assessed whether the
complaint stated a plausible claim for relief under Rules 8(a) and 9 and

applicable substantive law.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential findings and recommendations of a federal magistrate

judge; not a final district-court judgment in the source text.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the second amended complaint stated a claim for relief under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and satisfied
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a).

. Whether the complaint adequately alleged personal participation, causation, or municipal and

supervisory liability.

. Whether the allegations concerning religious diet, detention conditions, false imprisonment, double

jeopardy, and related constitutional claims were sufficiently factual and legally cognizable.

. Whether state-law claims were barred or inadequately pleaded because Plaintiff did not allege

compliance with the California Government Claims Act.

. Whether Plaintiff's challenge to the duration of his confinement was cognizable under § 1983 or instead

had to be brought through habeas corpus, including under the favorable-termination rule.

. Whether further leave to amend would be futile.

HOLDINGS

1.

The second amended complaint failed to state a claim because it consisted largely of legal conclusions,
lacked sufficient factual matter to make the asserted claims plausible, and did not give the defendants

fair notice of the claims and their grounds.

. Plaintiff failed to state a § 1983 claim because he did not allege a causal connection between any

specific defendant's conduct and the claimed constitutional deprivation.

. Plaintiff did not adequately plead supervisory or Monell municipal liability because he alleged no

specific unconstitutional action by a supervisor and no policy or custom established by an authorized

policymaker that caused the deprivation.

. The second amended complaint failed to state a religious-diet or related conditions-of-confinement

claim because Plaintiff did not adequately allege a substantial burden on sincerely held religious beliefs

or that the challenged conduct lacked a rational relationship to a legitimate penological interest.

. The false-imprisonment and intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress allegations failed to state claims

because Plaintiff pleaded only conclusory elements and did not allege compliance with the California

Government Claims Act.

. Plaintiff could not proceed under § 1983 on a claim that he was falsely imprisoned beyond his prior

sentence because success would necessarily imply the invalidity of his confinement or its duration,
triggering the favorable-termination rule.

. Further leave to amend should be denied because Plaintiff had received two prior screening orders

explaining the deficiencies and still failed to provide sufficient factual allegations; amendment would

therefore be futile.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“when a state prisoner is challenging the very fact or duration of physical imprisonment, and the relief [the
prisoner] seeks is a determination that is entitled to immediate release or a speedier release from that

imprisonment, sole remedy is a writ of habeas corpus.” (at 13-14)

“a state prisoner's § 1983 action is barred (absent prior invalidation) — no matter the relief sought (damages
or equitable relief), no matter the target of the prisoner's suit (state conduct leading to conviction or internal
prison proceedings) — if success in that action would necessarily demonstrate the invalidity of confinement or
its duration” (at 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a former county jail inmate, alleged that he was detained for 28 days beyond an earlier criminal
sentence, transported between facilities multiple times, and denied a religious diet and adequate food. He named
Donny Youngblood in his official capacity and the Kern County Sheriff Department Detention Facility, but
generally attributed conduct to unspecified “Defendants.” He asserted federal civil-rights, constitutional, RICO,
false-imprisonment, and intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress theories, supported primarily by conclusory

allegations and grievance documents.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court's first screening order found that the original complaint violated Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 9 and
failed to state a claim, but granted leave to amend. After the first amended complaint, a second screening order
identified deficiencies in asserted Monell, statutory, First Amendment, Thirteenth Amendment, Fourteenth
Amendment, and RICO claims and granted one final opportunity to amend. Plaintiff filed a second amended
complaint, which again failed to provide sufficient factual allegations, identify responsible defendants, establish
causation, or satisfy applicable pleading requirements. The magistrate judge recommended dismissal without
leave to amend and advised that the recommendation would be submitted to the assigned district judge under 28
U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. The magistrate judge recommended that the second amended complaint be dismissed
without leave to amend and directed that the findings and recommendations be submitted to the assigned district
judge for review under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C).
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