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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania grants Stanley Aristilde leave
to proceed in forma pauperis but dismisses his civil rights complaint arising from traffic citations, a
driver's-license suspension, and related state proceedings. The court concludes that the claims are
barred or deficient based on sovereign immunity, judicial immunity, failure to exhaust available state
procedures, frivolous right-to-travel theories, and failure to plead a plausible Fourth Amendment
violation; amendment is deemed futile.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se plaintiff brought a civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983,
sought leave to proceed in forma pauperis, and challenged traffic
citations, suspension of his driver's license, and related governmental
conduct. The district court granted in forma pauperis status and
screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), dismissing it
as frivolous or for failure to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), the court must dismiss an in forma
pauperis complaint that is frivolous or fails to state a claim. Failure to
state a claim is evaluated under the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6) plausibility standard. The court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences for the pro se plaintiff,
construes the allegations liberally, and disregards conclusory
allegations.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a plausible claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation.

2. Whether the complaint stated a due process claim based on suspension of Aristilde's driver's license
when he did not pursue available state appellate or post-deprivation remedies.

3. Whether absolute judicial immunity barred claims against the magisterial district judge based on rulings
in the traffic cases.

4. Whether the alleged traffic citations and license suspension infringed a constitutional right to interstate
travel.

5. Whether the complaint stated a Fourth Amendment claim based on an allegedly unlawful traffic stop.

HOLDINGS

1. The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation is a state agency that is not a person subject to liability
under § 1983 and is protected by Eleventh Amendment immunity absent waiver; the claims against it
were dismissed.

2. The complaint failed to state a due process claim based on suspension of Aristilde's driver's license
because he did not use the available state appellate and post-deprivation processes.

3. Absolute judicial immunity barred Aristilde's civil-rights claims against Judge Capobianco because the
challenged rulings were judicial acts performed within the judge's jurisdiction.

4. The complaint failed to state a right-to-travel claim and the claim was frivolous because the allegations
concerned regulation of Pennsylvania roads and did not implicate interstate travel.

5. The complaint failed to state a Fourth Amendment claim because it did not describe the circumstances of
the traffic stops or allege facts permitting an inference that the stops were unreasonable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A complaint is subject to dismissal under Section 1915(e)(2)(B)(i) as frivolous if it “lacks an arguable basis
either in law or in fact.”” (at 3)



“To state a claim under § 1983, a plaintiff must allege the violation of a right secured by the Constitution and
laws of the United States, and must show that the alleged deprivation was committed by a person acting under
color of state law.” (at 3)

“The United States Supreme Court has explained that the right to travel “protects the right of a citizen of one
State to enter and to leave another State, the right to be treated as a welcome visitor rather than an unfriendly
alien when temporarily present in the second State, and, for those travelers who elect to become permanent
residents, the right to be treated like other citizens of that State.”” (at 7)

“The Fourth Amendment guarantees “[t]he right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers,
and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures.”” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Aristilde received two traffic citations in Northampton County: one for operating a vehicle without a valid
inspection and another for driving without a license. He was convicted of both offenses by Magisterial District
Judge John C. Capobianco and did not appeal either conviction. Pennsylvania suspended his driver's license after
he failed to respond to the first citation, and Aristilde sued the officers, judge, and Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation, alleging civil-rights violations, an infringement of the right to travel, an unlawful bill of
attainder, and an unlawful traffic stop.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Aristilde filed the complaint in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania against Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation personnel or entities, a magisterial district judge, and two police officers. The court granted leave
to proceed in forma pauperis, considered the complaint and attached exhibits, and dismissed the complaint after
screening. The court also denied pending motions seeking assorted relief, including restoration of driving
privileges, and concluded that amendment would be futile.
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