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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas dismissed James C. Strader’s amended pro
se complaint arising from a documentary allegedly portraying him as a child molester and from
challenges to his state-court convictions. The court dismissed the documentary-related claims with
prejudice for failure to allege action under color of state law and dismissed the remaining claims
without prejudice for failure to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8. The court also
explained that habeas corpus, rather than § 1983, is the proper vehicle for seeking release from
custody and that damages claims challenging allegedly invalid convictions may be barred by Heck v.
Humphrey.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se state prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983
dismissed at the mandatory screening stage after the amended
complaint failed to state a plausible federal claim and failed to comply
with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mandatory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A; the pro se complaint
was liberally construed, well-pleaded allegations were accepted as
true, and dismissal was required if the pleading was frivolous,
malicious, failed to state a claim, or sought relief from an immune
defendant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint stated a plausible claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the defendants
associated with the documentary.

2. Whether claims challenging errors in Strader's state criminal proceedings could proceed under § 1983
when he sought release from custody or damages relating to allegedly invalid convictions.

3. Whether the amended complaint complied with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8.

4. Whether the court should permit further amendment.

HOLDINGS

1. The documentary-related claims failed to state a plausible § 1983 claim because the amended complaint
did not plausibly allege that any defendant associated with the documentary acted under color of state
law or violated a federal or constitutional right.

2. A state prisoner's federal-court claim seeking immediate or speedier release must be brought through
habeas corpus rather than § 1983, and a damages claim that would necessarily imply the invalidity of an
existing conviction is barred unless the conviction has been invalidated.

3. The amended complaint violated Rule 8 because it did not provide a short and plain, intelligible
statement connecting the claims, defendants, supporting facts, and requested relief.

4. The court declined to allow a second amended complaint because Strader continued to assert deficient
claims after having been advised of the deficiencies.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A petition for habeas corpus relief is a state prisoner's sole remedy in federal court for a claim of entitlement
to immediate or speedier release.” (Discussion, Counts I-II)

“Even liberally construed, the amended complaint would not give opposing parties fair notice of the basis of
the claim or claims against them.” (Discussion, Rule 8 analysis)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Strader, a Kansas state prisoner, alleged that a City Confidential documentary used his name and a photograph
allegedly depicting him while falsely portraying him as a child molester or sexual predator. He also alleged
constitutional and tort-related errors in his underlying state criminal proceedings, including claims concerning
evidentiary rules, an allegedly unfair trial, and his asserted innocence. The amended complaint named numerous
state, correctional, media, and private defendants and sought release from custody, vacatur of his convictions,
clemency, damages, and other relief.
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Strader filed the action on December 3, 2025, and paid the filing fee. After screening the initial complaint, the
court issued a memorandum and order to show cause identifying deficiencies, including failure to plead state
action, a federal or constitutional violation, and a basis for supplemental jurisdiction. The court permitted an
amended complaint, but dismissed Counts III through VI with prejudice and dismissed Counts I and II and any
other intended claims without prejudice for failure to comply with Rule 8, declining to permit further
amendment.
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