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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas orders pro se plaintiff Austin Bryce Langley
to show cause why his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint should not be dismissed. The court discusses the
Heck bar and habeas-corpus requirements, Eleventh Amendment and prosecutorial immunity, and
potential Younger abstention based on ongoing Kansas criminal proceedings. The court sets March 20,
2026, as the deadline for Langley’s written response.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a pro se civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983
while incarcerated and proceeding in forma pauperis. The court issued
a memorandum and order requiring Plaintiff to show cause why the
complaint should not be dismissed for failure to state a claim,
immunity, the Heck bar, the habeas nature of the claims, and Younger
abstention.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), the court must dismiss an in forma
pauperis action at any time if it is frivolous or malicious, fails to state
a claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant. The
court liberally construes a pro se complaint, accepts well-pleaded
allegations as true, and applies the plausibility standard under
Twombly and related authorities.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district-court memorandum and order to show cause;
generally nonprecedential and limited to the case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's challenge to the validity or length of his state sentence is cognizable in a § 1983
action or must instead be brought through habeas corpus.

2. Whether Plaintiff's damages claims are barred by Heck v. Humphrey because success would necessarily
imply the invalidity of his conviction or sentence.

3. Whether the named defendants are immune from Plaintiff's claims under the Eleventh Amendment or
absolute prosecutorial immunity.

4. Whether Younger abstention applies because Plaintiff's state criminal proceedings are ongoing and
provide an adequate forum for his constitutional claims.

5. Whether the complaint satisfies the pleading requirements applicable to an in forma pauperis § 1983
action.

HOLDINGS

1. A state prisoner's constitutional challenge to the fact or length of custody, where the requested remedy
would be release or a speedier release, must be brought in habeas corpus rather than under § 1983 and is
subject to exhaustion of available state remedies.

2. A § 1983 damages claim that would necessarily imply the invalidity of a conviction or sentence is not
cognizable unless the conviction or sentence has already been overturned, reversed, or otherwise
invalidated.

3. States, arms of the state, and state officials sued in their official capacities are generally immune from
suits for money damages absent consent or a valid exception, and Congress did not abrogate that
immunity through § 1983.

4. Prosecutors are absolutely immune from damages liability for courtroom advocacy and other functions
intimately associated with the judicial phase of the criminal process, including statements made during
trial, even if the statements are alleged to be false.

5. Federal courts must abstain from hearing claims when ongoing state judicial proceedings implicate
important state interests and provide an adequate opportunity to litigate federal constitutional issues,
absent extraordinary circumstances; the doctrine may extend to damages claims when a judgment would
have preclusive effects on the state proceeding.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a § 1983 action is a proper remedy for a state prisoner who is making a constitutional challenge to the



conditions of his prison life, but not to the fact or length of his custody.” (Section III.1)

“Therefore, the prosecutors in this case enjoy absolute prosecutorial immunity for statements made during
Plaintiff’s criminal trial.” (Section III.2)

“Once these three conditions are met, Younger abstention is non-discretionary and, absent extraordinary
circumstances, a district court is required to abstain.” (Section III.3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a convicted prisoner housed at the Shawnee County Jail, alleged that prosecutors made false statements
during his criminal proceedings concerning his threat, the victim's injuries, and the victim's pain. He challenged
his first-degree attempted-murder and aggravated-battery conviction and a sentence of 55 years and one month,
including restitution of $17,228.45, and also referred to a pending battery charge. He sought damages equal to
the restitution ordered in his state criminal case.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff challenged aspects of his state criminal proceedings, conviction, sentence, and restitution obligation.
The court granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis and conducted statutory screening under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B). Rather than immediately dismissing the action, the court granted Plaintiff until March 20, 2026,
to show good cause why dismissal should not occur.
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