UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

MISSOURI, EASTERN DIVISION

Lisa Burchfield v. Nina Mattingly et al.

Burchfield - No. 4:25-cv-00710-SRC - Decided February 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri dismissed Lisa Burchfield’s pro
se § 1983 complaint without prejudice under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). The court held that
Burchfield lacked standing to assert claims on behalf of her daughter and that the claims against the

various state, municipal, judicial, police, and private defendants were barred by immunity, failure to

plead personal involvement, lack of suable-entity status, or failure to allege state action. The court

granted in forma pauperis status and leave to seal the daughter’s affidavit, denied leave to amend, and

denied the remaining motions as moot.
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Plaintiff filed a pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint and moved to
proceed in forma pauperis, for appointment of counsel, for a
temporary restraining order, for emergency protective relief, and to file
an affidavit under seal. The district court screened the in forma
pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), dismissed it
without prejudice, granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis and the
motion to seal, denied leave to amend, and denied the remaining

motions as moot.

The court reviewed the in forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B), accepting well-pleaded facts as true, disregarding legal
conclusions, and liberally construing the pro se pleading while

requiring facts sufficient to state a plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Burchfield had standing and could proceed pro se on claims asserted on behalf of her daughter.

2. Whether the complaint stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the State of Missouri and state

officials in their official capacities.
3. Whether judicial immunity barred claims against the named judges.
4. Whether the complaint adequately alleged personal involvement by individual defendants.
5. Whether police departments and a county jail were suable entities under § 1983.
6. Whether the complaint adequately pleaded municipal liability against the City of Hazelwood.

7. Whether private defendants could be liable under § 1983 absent allegations that they acted under color

of state law.

8. Whether Burchfield’s motion to update the case should be treated as a motion to amend and granted.

HOLDINGS

1. A nonlawyer parent proceeding pro se may not represent a child's claims in federal court, and Burchfield

therefore lacked standing to assert claims on her daughter's behalf.

2. The State of Missouri and state officials sued in their official capacities are not persons subject to
damages liability under § 1983, and sovereign immunity barred the claims because no waiver or
congressional abrogation was alleged.

3. The claims for damages against Judges Hoffman, Olsen, and Dodson were barred by judicial immunity,

and the complaint did not allege either recognized exception to that immunity.

4. A § 1983 plaintiff must allege each defendant’s personal involvement in the alleged constitutional

violation; Burchfield failed to do so as to Mattingly, Smith, Chandler, and Dodson.

5. A local police department and a county jail are not distinct legal entities amenable to suit under § 1983.



6. A municipality is not liable under § 1983 based solely on the alleged misconduct of its employees; the
plaintiff must plead a constitutional violation resulting from an official policy, unofficial custom, or

deliberately indifferent failure to train or supervise.

7. Private conduct generally does not support § 1983 liability absent allegations that the private defendant

acted under color of state law.

8. The motion to update the case was properly construed as a motion to amend but was denied because it
failed to comply with local pleading requirements and appeared to assert a claim arising from a separate

occurrence that should be brought in a separate action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Burchfield lacks standing to bring these claims on J.L.’s behalf.” (Section I11.A)

“Liability attaches where the constitutional violation “resulted from (1) an official municipal policy, (2) an

unofficial custom, or (3) a deliberately indifferent failure to train or supervise.”” (Section 111.B.7)

“The Court dismisses, without prejudice, Burchfield’s [1] Civil Complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)

and denies her [17] motion for leave to amend.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Burchfield alleged that in September 2021 a therapist contacted Hazelwood police during her daughter’s therapy
session and that officers removed the daughter without a court order or investigation. She alleged that the
daughter was later placed with others and in Youth in Need, where she suffered abuse, inadequate medical care,
a suicide attempt, and other medical problems. Burchfield also alleged that she was arrested under her daughter’s
name and received medication intended for her daughter while in jail. The complaint named numerous public

and private defendants but generally did not connect specific defendants to particular conduct.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Burchfield sued state employees, judges, governmental entities, police departments, a jail, and private
organizations concerning her daughter’s removal from custody and alleged mistreatment. The court granted in
forma pauperis status, liberally construed the complaint, and concluded that claims asserted on the daughter’s
behalf failed for lack of standing and that the claims against the individual defendants and entities failed because
of immunity, lack of personal involvement, lack of suable-entity status, failure to plead municipal policy or
custom, or lack of state action. The court dismissed the complaint without prejudice and denied the later motion
to update or amend because it did not comply with local pleading requirements and concerned a separate

occurrence.
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