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SUMMARY

The court recommends dismissal of Scott R. Shipley’s amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint against
officials at California Health Care Facility–Stockton. The findings and recommendations conclude that
the amended complaint fails to state a viable federal claim, deny the motion for default judgment,
recommend dismissal without further leave to amend, and recommend closing the case.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A state prisoner filed an amended pro se complaint under 42 U.S.C. §
1983 after the original complaint was dismissed with leave to amend.
The magistrate judge screened the amended complaint and considered
plaintiff's motion for default judgment, recommending dismissal
without further leave to amend and denial of the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915A and 1915(e)(2), accepting factual
allegations as true and construing the complaint in the light most
favorable to the plaintiff; the complaint must satisfy Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 8(a) and state a facially plausible claim under
Twombly and Iqbal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint stated a viable ADA, Equal Protection Clause, or other federal claim
sufficient to survive screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915A and 1915(e)(2).

2. Whether the amended complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and plausibly alleged
conduct by identifiable defendants.

3. Whether further leave to amend should be denied as futile after plaintiff failed to cure deficiencies
identified in the original complaint.

4. Whether plaintiff was entitled to default judgment despite failing to state a claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint failed to state an ADA, Equal Protection Clause, or other federal claim and did
not satisfy Rule 8 because its allegations were too sparse and did not identify actionable conduct by a
specific defendant.

2. Further leave to amend should be denied because plaintiff failed to cure deficiencies after receiving
notice of them, making further amendment futile.

3. Plaintiff's motion for default judgment should be denied because the amended complaint failed to state a
claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Vague allegations that do not allege conduct of a specific, identifiable defendant cannot survive screening.”
(at 2)

“Because plaintiff has not stated a claim, his motion for default judgment must be denied.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a state prisoner, alleged that a compassionate-release request prepared by a CDCR physician on
October 3, 2023 was based on his inability to perform activities of daily living. He also alleged that the request
had not been processed and sent to the court for recall of his sentence. He sued Anise Adams and N. Malakkla,
officials at California Health Care Facility–Stockton, but did not provide sufficient facts connecting either
defendant to a constitutional or statutory violation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously screened and dismissed the original complaint for failure to state a claim, granting leave to
amend. Plaintiff then filed an amended complaint and moved for default judgment. The magistrate judge
concluded that the amended complaint still failed to state an ADA, Equal Protection Clause, or other federal



claim and recommended denial of default judgment, dismissal without further leave to amend, termination of
pending motions, and closure of the case, subject to objections and review by the assigned district judge.
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