UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH

Joshua James Hill v. Salt Lake County Third District Court, et al.

Hill - No. 2:25-cv-00919 - Decided April 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Utah determined that Joshua James Hill’s pro se
civil rights complaint failed to state a plausible claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against his grandparents’
estate and that the Eleventh Amendment barred claims against Utah’s Third District Court. The court
permitted Hill to file an amended complaint by May 4, 2026 and temporarily continued the waiver of

the filing fee pending screening.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se plaintiff brought a civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983

without paying the filing fee. The court screened the complaint under
28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii), determined that the complaint failed to
state a claim against the grandparents' estate and that the Third District
Court was immune under the Eleventh Amendment, and permitted

plaintiff to file an amended complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Rule 12(b)(6) failure-to-state-a-claim standard
through 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii), accepting well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, viewing them in the light most favorable to
plaintiff, and disregarding conclusory allegations. The court also
independently examined subject-matter jurisdiction and liberally

construed the pro se complaint.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the private estate of Hill's

grandparents.
2. Whether the Eleventh Amendment barred Hill's § 1983 claims against Utah's Third District Court.

3. Whether Hill should be granted leave to amend despite the deficiencies in his pro se complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim against the grandparents' estate because the estate was a

private party and Hill alleged no state action or concerted action with state officials.

2. The Eleventh Amendment barred Hill's § 1983 claims against Utah's Third District Court because the
court is an arm of the State of Utah, Utah had not waived immunity, and Congress had not abrogated that

immunity through § 1983.

3. The pro se plaintiff was permitted to file an amended complaint because dismissal for failure to state a
claim is proper only when it is obvious the plaintiff cannot prevail on the alleged facts and amendment

would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To establish a cause of action under [§] 1983, a plaintiff must allege (1) deprivation of a federal right by (2)

a person acting under color of state law.”

“Dismissal of a pro se complaint for failure to state a claim is proper only where it is obvious that the plaintiff

cannot prevail on the facts he has alleged and it would be futile to give him an opportunity to amend.”

“Like the state-action requirement of the Fourteenth Amendment, the under-color-of-state-law element of §

1983 excludes from its reach merely private conduct, no matter how discriminatory or wrongful.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hill alleged that Utah's Third District Court would not provide documents concerning his deceased grandparents,
their estate or trust documents, wills, or bank accounts. He claimed he had not received assets, money, or health-
insurance benefits from the estate or trusts and sought death certificates and access to estate proceedings and
bank accounts. The complaint alleged no misconduct by the estate, its representatives, or trustees, and no facts

showing concerted action with state officials.
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