UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

James C. Strader v. City Confidential, et al.

No. 25-3260-JWL, United States District Court for the District of Kansas (February 4, 2026)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas orders pro se prisoner James C. Strader to
show cause why his § 1983 action should not be dismissed. The court concludes that the complaint
does not plausibly allege that any defendant acted under color of state law or violated a federal
constitutional right, and that the asserted defamation claims do not support federal jurisdiction.

Plaintiff is given until March 6, 2026, to respond.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A state prisoner proceeding pro se filed a complaint under 42 U.S.C. §

1983. After statutorily required screening, the court found that the
complaint was subject to dismissal but gave plaintiff time to show

cause why the action should not be dismissed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court liberally construed the pro se
complaint, accepted well-pleaded allegations as true, and assessed
whether the complaint was frivolous, malicious, failed to state a
plausible claim, or sought relief from an immune defendant.
Conclusory allegations and legal conclusions were insufficient, and the
complaint had to contain enough factual matter to state a plausible

claim for relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; memorandum and order to show cause from a federal

district court.

PARTIES James C. Strader v. City Confidential, A&E Network, Unknown
networks that showed the documentary, Unknown individuals who

profited from the documentary, Unknown Kansas officials
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that any defendant acted under color of state law for purposes
of 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether the complaint identified a federal constitutional or statutory right allegedly violated by a named
defendant.

3. Whether plaintiff's defamation claims provided a basis for federal-question or supplemental jurisdiction.
4. Whether plaintiff stated a plausible claim under Bivens.

5. Whether plaintiff's references to 28 U.S.C. §§ 42 and 43 supplied a federal jurisdictional or substantive
basis for his claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a plausible § 1983 claim because it did not allege facts showing that any

defendant acted under color of state law.

2. The complaint failed to state a plausible § 1983 claim because it did not identify a federal constitutional

or statutory right allegedly violated by a named defendant.

3. Plaintiff's defamation claims were state-law claims and could not support federal-question jurisdiction;
because the complaint stated no claim within the court's original jurisdiction, the court could not

exercise supplemental jurisdiction over them.

4. Plaintiff failed to state a plausible Bivens claim because he named no federal agents and did not plead

facts showing a violation of the Bill of Rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A defendant acts “under color of state law” when he or she “exercise[s] power ‘possessed by virtue of state

law and made possible only because the wrongdoer is clothed with the authority of state law.’”” (Section
[11.a)

“Harm to one’s reputation does not implicate deprivation of a liberty or property interest under the
Constitution.” (Section II1.b)

“This action is subject to dismissal in its entirety.” (Section V)
FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that a City Confidential documentary episode about Benjamin Appleby falsely identified him as
a child molester, used his name, and displayed a photograph allegedly depicting him. He alleged that he had



never been convicted of a crime against a child and had not authorized the documentary. He asserted claims for
false information, slander, and dissemination of false information, but expressly stated that he did not seek

money damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a civil-rights complaint alleging that a television documentary falsely portrayed him as a child
molester and asserting claims characterized as life endangerment by false information, slander, and false
information disseminated through prison channels and LexisNexis. The court screened the complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915A and concluded that plaintiff had not plausibly alleged state action, a violation of a federal right,
or another basis for federal jurisdiction. The court did not dismiss immediately; it ordered plaintiff to show cause
by March 6, 2026, why the action should not be dismissed.
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