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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio grants Richard Jones leave to
proceed in forma pauperis and screens his amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint. The court permits
individual-capacity claims for damages and declaratory relief against FCCS employees James
Edwards and DeJournay Ray to proceed, while recommending dismissal of claims against Franklin
County Children Services, Franklin County, and official-capacity defendants for failure to plead
municipal liability. The court also denies motions concerning evidence preservation, expedited
discovery, and compelled production as premature or unsupported.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis filed an amended 42
U.S.C. § 1983 complaint. The magistrate judge granted in forma
pauperis status, screened the amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2), denied motions concerning evidence preservation and
discovery, allowed certain individual-capacity claims to proceed, and
recommended dismissal of the remaining claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the court must dismiss an in forma
pauperis action that is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim upon
which relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an immune
defendant. Failure to state a claim is assessed under the pleading
standards of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) and the standards



generally applied under Rule 12(b)(6). Objections to the report and
recommendation receive de novo review under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

PARTIES Richard Jones v. Franklin County Children Services, James Edwards,
DeJournay Ray

TOPICS

section 1983 procedural due process due process civil procedure discovery dispute

PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights constitutional law civil procedure family law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint stated a cognizable § 1983 claim against Edwards and Ray in their
individual capacities for alleged interference with Jones's parental rights.

2. Whether Jones adequately pleaded municipal liability against Franklin County Children Services or
Franklin County under Monell.

3. Whether Jones's official-capacity claims against Edwards and Ray stated a claim.

4. Whether Jones was entitled to an order preserving evidence, expedited discovery, or compelled
production before service and the Rule 26(f) conference.

HOLDINGS

1. An in forma pauperis action must be dismissed under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) if it is frivolous or
malicious, fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an
immune defendant; the failure-to-state-a-claim inquiry applies the Rule 8(a)(2) and Rule 12(b)(6)
plausibility standards.

2. Jones failed to state a municipal-liability claim against Franklin County Children Services or Franklin
County because he alleged only conclusory assertions of policies, customs, inadequate training, or
supervision without facts connecting a municipal policy or custom to the alleged constitutional
violations.

3. Jones's official-capacity claims against Edwards and Ray failed because such claims are treated as
claims against the governmental entity, and Jones failed to state a claim against the relevant entity.

4. The court denied the motion to preserve evidence because Jones did not show a special risk of evidence
loss, and denied the expedited-discovery and motion-to-compel requests as premature before service and
the Rule 26(f) conference.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Plaintiff MAY PROCEED on his individual-capacity claims for damages and declaratory relief against
Defendants Edwards and Ray, but it is RECOMMENDED that Plaintiff’s remaining claims be DISMISSED
under § 1915(e)(2)(B) for failure to state a claim on which relief can be granted.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jones alleged that FCCS employees James Edwards and DeJournay Ray removed his children from his custody
without a warrant or pre-removal hearing. He further alleged that defendants entered an administrative neglect
determination without prior notice or an opportunity to be heard and used that determination to justify
continuing restrictions on his visitation. He asserted procedural and substantive due process claims under the
Fourteenth Amendment and sought compensatory and punitive damages and declaratory relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jones filed an original complaint on February 4, 2026, sought leave to supplement it, and filed an amended
complaint on February 25, 2026. The court treated the amended complaint as operative and granted the motions
to supplement. After screening, the court permitted damages and declaratory-relief claims against Edwards and
Ray in their individual capacities to proceed, recommended dismissal of the remaining claims, denied the
preservation and discovery motions, and advised the parties regarding objections and de novo review by a
district judge.
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