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SUMMARY

This order addresses numerous pending motions in a pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action arising from
alleged fabricated evidence and unlawful pretrial detention following a domestic-violence-related
state-court proceeding. The court discusses, among other matters, requests for preservation and
discovery, disqualification of defense counsel, protective relief, reconsideration, and motions to strike.
The excerpt reflects denials of several motions as premature, unsupported, moot, or otherwise
meritless.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, filed a 42 U.S.C. §
1983 action and approximately twenty-two motions before initial
screening and commencement of discovery. The magistrate judge
adjudicated the motions under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A), denying the
requested relief, denying one motion as moot, and ordering certain
sealed submissions unsealed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Interlocutory reconsideration is generally warranted only for an
intervening change in controlling law, newly available evidence, or
clear error or manifest injustice. Motions to disqualify counsel are
reviewed under the district court's discretion and require a high
standard of proof. Discovery-related relief is unavailable before initial



in forma pauperis screening, closure of the pleadings, and the
commencement of discovery.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether discovery, preservation, subpoena, protective-order, and evidence-production relief was
premature before completion of § 1915(e)(2) screening, closure of the pleadings, and commencement of
discovery.

2. Whether defense counsel should be disqualified based on alleged concurrent representation, a potential
advocate-witness conflict, or alleged misuse of confidential materials.

3. Whether Plaintiff established grounds under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b) to reconsider the
prior denial of leave to amend and related rulings.

4. Whether Plaintiff established grounds for sealing submissions, submitting a confidential witness's
identity in camera, or obtaining a protective order.

5. Whether the parties' motions to strike, sanctions motions, requests for a scheduling conference, and
request for a federal criminal investigation warranted relief.

HOLDINGS

1. Discovery and related production, preservation, subpoena, and evidence-management relief is premature
before the in forma pauperis action has undergone initial screening, the pleadings have closed, and the
case has entered the discovery phase.

2. Plaintiff failed to establish a basis for disqualifying defense counsel because he did not show an actual
concurrent conflict of interest, an attorney-client relationship that entitled him to object, or an actual or
likely advocate-witness conflict.

3. A motion to reconsider an interlocutory order may not be used merely to relitigate issues, add facts that
were previously available, or seek a different result from one already reached.

4. Plaintiff was not entitled to protective orders, in camera submission of a witness's identity, or sealing
because he failed to establish the factual and legal prerequisites for those forms of relief.



5. A private plaintiff has no judicially cognizable interest in compelling the criminal investigation or
prosecution of another person.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Until initial screening has been completed and the pleadings closed, discovery in this matter is simply
premature.” (Section II.A)

“A motion to reconsider “is not an opportunity to relitigate issues already ruled on because a litigant is
displeased with the result.”” (Section II.C)

“Plaintiff is hereby NOTIFIED that filing motions requesting the same relief already sought in a pending
motion is improper” (Section II.P)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleges that Officer Seth Dickens gave false testimony during a May 16, 2025 state-court bond-
revocation hearing about an inculpatory video and body-worn-camera footage. Plaintiff contends that no such
inculpatory video existed, that he was detained for approximately four months, and that the state later dismissed
the charges. In this federal § 1983 action, Plaintiff sought preservation and production of evidence, early
discovery, disqualification of defense counsel, sealing and protective orders, sanctions, reconsideration of prior
rulings, and other emergency relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initiated the action on September 3, 2025, arising from a state-court bond-revocation proceeding
involving alleged violations of a domestic-violence protective order. The case was referred to Magistrate Judge
Omar J. Aboulhosn, whose prior order was later vacated after the matter was transferred to Magistrate Judge
Dwane L. Tinsley for reconsideration of the pending motions. The court denied the motions for preservation and
discovery, disqualification, reconsideration, amendment-related relief, protective orders, sealing, sanctions,
scheduling, investigation, and other related relief, while denying one motion to strike as moot and unsealing
specified submissions.
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