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SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations by a magistrate judge in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983
action brought by Allan Fletcher against federal court clerk employee Roxanne Gonzalez. The court
recommends granting the defendant’s unopposed motion to dismiss because § 1983 does not apply to
federal officials and court personnel are protected by judicial immunity for acts integral to the judicial
process. The recommended disposition is dismissal with prejudice.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on an unopposed motion to dismiss a
pro se civil-rights complaint under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts material factual
allegations as true, construes alleged facts in the plaintiff's favor, and
disregards legal conclusions unsupported by factual allegations. A
complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a facially
plausible claim for relief. Pro se pleadings are construed under a less
stringent standard. Materials outside the complaint generally may not
be considered, subject to recognized exceptions.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished, nonprecedential magistrate judge findings and
recommendations
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a federal court employee may be held liable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for alleged conduct not
undertaken under color of state law.

2. Whether the complaint could state a § 1983 claim based solely on an alleged violation of state law.

3. Whether Gonzalez was entitled to judicial immunity as court personnel whose conduct was integral to
the judicial process.

4. Whether the action should be dismissed with prejudice after Plaintiff failed to oppose the motion to
dismiss.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint cannot proceed under § 1983 against Gonzalez because she is alleged to be a federal
official and the complaint does not allege conduct under color of state law.

2. An alleged violation of state law, without more, does not establish liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

3. Judicial immunity extends to court clerks and other court personnel when they act as an integral part of
the judicial process.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In considering a motion to dismiss, the Court must accept all allegations of material fact in the complaint as
true.” (at 1)

“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the
reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” (at 2)

“It is RECOMMENDED that Defendant’s unopposed motion to dismiss, ECF No. 22, be granted and that this
action be dismissed with prejudice.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff is a civil detainee housed at Coalinga State Hospital. He alleged that Roxanne Gonzalez, identified as an
Operations Supervisor in the Fresno Division Clerk's Office, illegally obtained a patient roster from the hospital
in violation of state-law privacy protections. He sued Gonzalez in both her official and individual capacities
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff filed a pro se complaint on October 18, 2021. The action was transferred from the Fresno Division to
the Sacramento Division, the original complaint was dismissed with leave to amend, and Plaintiff filed a first
amended complaint that was served on Defendant. Defendant moved to dismiss on December 20, 2024; Plaintiff
filed no opposition. The magistrate judge recommended granting the motion and dismissing the action with
prejudice, subject to review by an assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).
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