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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California struck Plaintiff Lawrence
Christopher Smith’s third amended complaint because it was 48 pages, largely incoherent and
illegible, and failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and the court’s 25-page limit.
The court granted one final opportunity to file a compliant third amended complaint within 30 days or
submit a notice of voluntary dismissal. The order warned that failure to comply would result in a
recommendation that the action be dismissed.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court screened a pro se prisoner's third amended complaint in a
civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. The court struck the
complaint for exceeding the court's page limit and failing to comply
with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8, while granting one final
opportunity to file a compliant third amended complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915A and 1915(e)(2), including
whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim and complies
with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8. The court also applied its
inherent authority to manage its docket and enforce pleading page
limits.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court order; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should strike Plaintiff's third amended complaint for exceeding the court's 25-page
limit.

2. Whether the third amended complaint complied with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8's requirement
that allegations be short, plain, simple, concise, and direct.

3. Whether the court should allow Plaintiff one final opportunity to file a compliant third amended
complaint rather than dismissing the action.

4. What pleading requirements govern the joinder of claims and defendants in Plaintiff's amended
complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The court may enforce a 25-page limit for the complaint and its exhibits, and Plaintiff's 48-page third
amended complaint was properly stricken for violating that limit.

2. The third amended complaint violated Rule 8 because it was excessively long, largely incoherent and
illegible, failed to present short and plain statements of claims, and did not provide Defendants adequate
notice of the claims.

3. Plaintiff may not join unrelated claims against unrelated defendants in one action; multiple defendants
may be joined only when the claims arise from the same transaction or occurrence and share common
questions of law or fact, after which multiple claims against a properly joined defendant may be
considered under Rule 18.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rather than spend an inordinate amount of time trying to evaluate what, if any claims are stated in
Plaintiff's voluminous filing, the Court will permit Plaintiff one final opportunity to file another third amended
complaint.” (at 5)

“The largely illegible complaint does not set forth a basis for federal jurisdiction and fails to state a claim
upon which relief can be granted.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, filed a § 1983 action against governmental
defendants. His third amended complaint was 48 pages long, exceeded the court's generally applicable 25-page
limit, and was described as largely incoherent and illegible. The complaint did not establish a basis for federal
jurisdiction, did not state a claim upon which relief could be granted, and did not provide Defendants adequate
notice of the claims.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The District Judge denied Plaintiff's motion to stay on November 4, 2024, and allowed thirty days to file a third
amended complaint complying with the screening order. Plaintiff filed amended complaints, including a 48-page
third amended complaint on May 8, 2025. The court previously struck an amended complaint for exceeding the
25-page limit and again struck the 48-page complaint, allowing Plaintiff thirty days to file a compliant complaint
or voluntarily dismiss the action.
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