UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Abraham Kim v. Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department, et al.

Case No. 2:24-cv-10591-CAS-JC - No. 2:24-cv-10591-CAS-JC - Decided April 7, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California dismissed Abraham Kim'’s pro se
civil-rights complaint against the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and Jailer Garcia,
allowing leave to amend. The court found that the complaint violated Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
8 and failed to adequately identify defendants’ conduct, state viable individual-capacity claims, or
allege a County or LASD policy or custom supporting official-capacity liability. Plaintiff was ordered

to file a First Amended Complaint or a notice of voluntary dismissal within 21 days.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Initial screening of a pro se civil-rights complaint filed in forma

pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On in forma pauperis screening, the court applies the same standard
used for a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, construed in conjunction with Rule
8(a): well-pleaded factual allegations are accepted as true, but
conclusory allegations and threadbare recitals are not, and the
complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a plausible

claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 by providing defendants fair notice of

the claims and the factual grounds supporting them.

2. Whether the complaint stated a plausible claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the Los Angeles County

Sheriff's Department or Jailer Garcia in his or her official capacity.

3. Whether dismissal should be with leave to amend where the pleading defects might be cured by alleging
additional or different facts.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint violated Rule 8 because its lengthy, vague, contradictory, and incoherent allegations did
not give defendants fair notice of the claims, the factual basis for those claims, or the conduct

attributable to each defendant.

2. The complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim against the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department or
Jailer Garcia in an official capacity because it did not plausibly allege that a County or LASD policy,
custom, or practice was the moving force behind the alleged constitutional violations.

3. The complaint was dismissed with leave to amend because it was possible that Kim could cure the

identified pleading defects by alleging different or additional facts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To avoid dismissal on screening, a complaint must “contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to

state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.”” (at 6)

“The “‘short and plain statement’ must provide defendants with ‘fair notice of what the plaintiff’s claim is
and the grounds upon which it rests.””” (at 9)

“A claim against a defendant in his or her official capacity is equivalent to a claim against the state or local

government entity that employs the named individual.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Kim alleged that after his November 18, 2023 arrest he was held in Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department
facilities as a pretrial detainee and received inadequate care for a serious back condition. He claimed that jail
staff ignored requests for medical care, denied him bedding and showers, and left him sleeping on a concrete
floor for nearly three weeks. He also alleged interference with grievances and an attempted assault, but the
complaint did not clearly identify the responsible individuals, explain the events, or connect the alleged conduct
to a policy or custom of the County or Sheriff's Department.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Kim filed a § 1983 complaint against the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department and Jailer Garcia, sued only
in an official capacity, alleging inadequate medical care and other unconstitutional conditions while he was a
pretrial detainee. The court conducted sua sponte screening and dismissed the complaint with leave to amend,
giving Kim 21 days to file a First Amended Complaint, voluntarily dismiss the action, or stand on the original

complaint.
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