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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants the plaintiff’s application

to proceed in forma pauperis. The court dismisses the complaint as frivolous under the prisoner-

screening statutes, based on allegations it characterizes as delusional, but grants leave to amend within

30 days. The order also provides requirements for any amended complaint, including joinder,

pleading, and defendant-identification rules.
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Screening of a pro se state inmate's complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915A.

On prisoner screening, the court must dismiss claims that are
frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim, or seek monetary relief from
an immune defendant. For failure to state a claim, the complaint must
satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a) and the plausibility
standards of Twombly and Igbal; allegations are accepted as true and
construed in the light most favorable to the plaintiff.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint was subject to dismissal during prisoner screening because its factual allegations

were fanciful, delusional, or otherwise frivolous.
2. Whether plaintiff should receive leave to amend after dismissal.

3. What pleading, joinder, personal-participation, caption, and completeness requirements would govern

any amended complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint was frivolous because its claims were based on fanciful, delusional, or fantastic factual

allegations lacking an arguable basis in fact.

2. The complaint was dismissed with leave to file an amended complaint within 30 days to attempt to cure
the identified defects.

3. Any amended complaint must state facts rather than legal conclusions, avoid unrelated claims against
different defendants, identify persons who personally participated in the alleged constitutional

deprivation, include a proper caption, and be complete in itself.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the

reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” (at 1)
“Plaintiff s claims plainly fall within this category.” (at 2)

“Any amended complaint must contain facts — not legal conclusions — supporting each element of the claims
alleged.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff is an octogenarian Vietnamese inmate housed at California Health Care Facility. He appeared to allege
that he had been poisoned multiple times and that defendant S. Suprovici, a psychiatrist, created an involuntary
medication petition to conceal a plot at the facility to murder him involving the California Governor. An
involuntary medication notice indicated that plaintiff had been diagnosed with delusional disorder and that

Suprovici found him gravely disabled and lacking capacity to accept or refuse medications.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, a state inmate proceeding without counsel, filed a civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and an
application to proceed in forma pauperis. The court granted in forma pauperis status, screened the complaint,
found the claims frivolous because they were based on fanciful or delusional factual allegations, dismissed the
complaint, and granted leave to file an amended complaint within 30 days.
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