UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Edward Clayton Whittaker v. Christine Carringer, et al.

Whittaker v. Carringer - No. 2:25-cv-1862-TLN-JDP (PS) - Decided December 19, 2025

SUMMARY

A magistrate judge recommends dismissing Edward Clayton Whittaker’s amended civil rights
complaint against three state court judges and a mediator. The recommendation concludes that the
allegations are insufficiently particular and that the defendants are protected by judicial or quasi-

judicial immunity, making further amendment futile.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on screening of a pro se plaintiff's first

amended complaint filed in forma pauperis.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e), the court screens an in forma pauperis
complaint and must dismiss claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to
state a claim, or seek monetary relief from an immune defendant. A
complaint must satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) and

allege sufficient facts to state a plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the first amended complaint stated a plausible claim for relief under the screening and pleading

standards applicable to an in forma pauperis action.

2. Whether the defendant judges and mediator were immune from liability for damages based on their

judicial or quasi-judicial acts.

3. Whether plaintiff should be granted further leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The first amended complaint failed to state a claim because its limited allegations did not give

defendants adequate notice of the claims or their factual basis.

2. The defendant judges were absolutely immune from civil damages liability for judicial acts, and the

mediator was entitled to quasi-judicial immunity for acts within the scope of the mediator's authority.

3. Further leave to amend should be denied because amendment would be futile in light of the repeated

deficiency in the amended complaint and the apparent immunity of the defendants.

KEY QUOTATIONS
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[J]udges are absolutely immune from civil liability for damages for their judicial acts,
27-32)

(Analysis, lines

“Plaintiff’s amended complaint, ECF No. 8, be DISMISSED without leave to amend.” (Recommendations,
lines 14-16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff challenged orders issued in a state-court proceeding, alleging that defendants continued making
judgments despite allegedly lacking jurisdiction and denied his request to move the case to another county. The
defendants were three state-court judges—Christine Carringer, Christine Donovan, and Stephaine Grogan-Jones
—and mediator Darlene Woodcock. The court found that the amended complaint did not identify a specific

claim or provide sufficient factual detail and appeared to seek damages for judicial or quasi-judicial conduct.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an action against three state-court judges and a mediator, followed by an amended complaint. The
magistrate judge concluded that the amended complaint failed to state a claim, repeated the deficiencies of the
original complaint, and recommended dismissal without leave to amend and closure of the case. The findings
and recommendations were submitted to the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1), subject to
objections within fourteen days.
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