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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends dismissing
Rosendo Gonzalez, Jr.’s amended civil-rights complaint arising from his April 5, 2025 arrest. The
court concludes that the allegations do not plausibly establish a false-arrest or other constitutional
claim, that certain defendants are immune, and that amendment would be futile; it also denies as moot

the motion for an extension of time.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se plaintiff filed an amended complaint alleging federal

constitutional claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and related state-law
claims arising from his April 5, 2025 arrest. The magistrate judge
screened the amended complaint and issued findings and
recommendations recommending dismissal without leave to amend,

while separately denying as moot a motion for an extension of time.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court screened the in forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e), accepting well-pleaded allegations for purposes of
determining whether they plausibly stated a claim under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) and the Twombly/Igbal standard. Pro se
allegations were construed liberally, but the court could not supply

essential elements not pleaded.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished and nonprecedential; findings and recommendations

subject to district-judge review
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint stated a plausible claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and related state law

based on plaintiff's arrest and allegedly defective warrant.
2. Whether the claims against the state-court judges were barred by absolute judicial immunity.

3. Whether the allegation that the warrant lacked a wet-ink signature established that the warrant and arrest

were invalid.

4. Whether plaintiff adequately pleaded the absence of probable cause necessary for a § 1983 false-arrest

claim.

5. Whether plaintiff should be granted leave to amend again.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint failed to state a claim because its allegations were vague and conclusory and

did not plausibly establish a constitutional violation or entitlement to relief.

2. The claims against Judges Leah Sears and Corie Caraway were barred by absolute judicial immunity

because the alleged conduct consisted of judicial acts.
3. The alleged absence of a wet-ink signature did not render the warrant invalid.

4. Plaintiff failed to state a false-arrest claim because he did not plausibly allege that defendants lacked

probable cause for his arrest.

5. Leave to amend should be denied because plaintiff had already amended and the deficiencies could not

be cured by another amendment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A complaint must contain a short and plain statement that plaintiff is entitled to relief, Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)

(2), and provide “enough facts to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face,”” (at 2)
“It is well established that state judges are entitled to absolute immunity for their judicial acts.” (at 3)

“To state a false arrest claim, plaintiff must allege that he was arrested without probable cause.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that he was unlawfully seized and arrested on April 5, 2025, based on an allegedly invalid
blood-draw or arrest warrant. He claimed the warrant lacked a judicial wet-ink signature and asserted violations
of the First, Fourth, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendments under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, along with related state-law



claims. He named Butte County, the City of Chico, police and county officials, a hospital, prosecutors, and two

state-court judges as defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff previously filed a complaint and was given an opportunity to amend. He filed a first amended
complaint, ECF No. 9, and moved for an extension of time, ECF No. 8. The magistrate judge concluded that the
amended complaint failed to state a viable claim, denied the extension motion as moot, and recommended
dismissal without leave to amend and closure of the action, subject to review by the assigned district judge under
28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).
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