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June 17, 2025

SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations by a magistrate judge in a prisoner civil-rights
action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. The court recommends granting defendants’ amended motion to
dismiss the plaintiff’s RLUIPA claims as moot following his release from custody, dismissing
Defendant A. Rodriguez, and allowing the First Amendment claims against the remaining defendants

to proceed. The parties were given fourteen days to file objections.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on defendants' amended Rule 12(b)(6)

motion to dismiss portions of a pro se prison civil-rights complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded allegations
as true, construes the complaint in the plaintiff's favor, and generally
considers only the pleadings, attached exhibits, incorporated
documents, and matters subject to judicial notice. Pro se pleadings are
liberally construed, but the court may not supply essential elements or

credit naked assertions, labels, conclusions, or formulaic recitations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Evans's RLUIPA claims for injunctive relief became moot after his release from custody.

2. Whether defendant A. Rodriguez should be dismissed because the only claim asserted against Rodriguez
was the moot RLUIPA claim.

3. Whether the action should otherwise proceed on Evans's First Amendment claims against the remaining

defendants.

HOLDINGS

1. The magistrate judge recommended that Evans's RLUIPA claims for injunctive relief be dismissed as
moot because Evans had been released from custody and had no reasonable expectation that the
defendants would violate his rights in the future.

2. The magistrate judge recommended dismissing A. Rodriguez because the only cause of action asserted

against Rodriguez was the moot RLUIPA claim.

3. The magistrate judge recommended that the action proceed on Evans's First Amendment claims against
D. O'Donaughy, R. Moua, F. Barraza Hernandez, and L. Ruiz-Montalvo.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In light of Plaintiff’s release from custody, Plaintiff’s RLUIPA claims for injunctive relief are moot.” (Section
11.C)

“This action proceed on Plaintiff’s second amended complaint only on Plaintiff’s First Amendment claims

against Defendants D. O’Donaughy, R. Moua, F. Barraza Hernandez, and L. Ruiz-Montalvo.” (Section IIT)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Evans, a Muslim former state prisoner, alleged that while housed in administrative segregation at the California
Substance Abuse and Treatment Facility, prison officials repeatedly failed to provide Halal meals despite
knowing of his religious dietary requirements and his prior approval for a religious diet. He alleged that Halal
meals were omitted approximately three days per week for nine months and that the named officials knew of,
participated in, or failed to remedy the deprivation. During the pendency of the motion, Evans was paroled and
released from state custody, and the record contained no evidence that he would likely return to the facility or

that he was being denied Halal meals elsewhere.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Evans filed a second amended complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 asserting First Amendment claims concerning
denial of Halal meals and RLUIPA claims against two defendants. Defendants moved to dismiss the RLUIPA



claims and sought dismissal of defendant A. Rodriguez, arguing that Evans's release from prison mooted his

requests for injunctive relief. The magistrate judge recommended granting the motion, dismissing the RLUIPA

claims without leave to amend, dismissing Rodriguez, and allowing the First Amendment claims to proceed.
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