
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Sandford v. Sacramento Police Dept., et al.
Sandford v. Sacramento Police Dept., No. 2:25-cv-00106-DJC-CSK PS (E.D. Cal. May 30, 2025) (findings and

recommendations) · No. 2:25-cv-00106-DJC-CSK PS · Decided June 2, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends denying James
Sandford’s application to proceed in forma pauperis and dismissing his complaint without leave to
amend. The court concludes that the asserted 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims arising from alleged conduct in
2009 are barred by the statute of limitations and that the complaint fails to satisfy Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 8. The recommendations also direct that the case be closed, subject to the parties’ right
to file objections.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed a civil-rights complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and
moved to proceed in forma pauperis. A magistrate judge screened the
complaint and issued findings and recommendations that the IFP
application be denied and the complaint be dismissed without leave to
amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), an IFP action must be dismissed if it
is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks monetary relief
from an immune defendant. The court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, construes them in the plaintiff's favor, and liberally
construes pro se pleadings, but need not accept conclusory allegations,
unreasonable inferences, or unwarranted deductions. Dismissal at
screening based on the statute of limitations is proper when
untimeliness is apparent from the face of the complaint and the
plaintiff cannot prevail on equitable tolling as a matter of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint should be dismissed at the in forma pauperis screening stage as frivolous or
failing to state a claim.

2. Whether Sandford's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims were barred by the applicable statute of limitations.

3. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8's requirement of a short and plain
statement showing entitlement to relief.

4. Whether leave to amend should be denied as futile.

HOLDINGS

1. A § 1983 claim in federal court is subject to California's two-year statute of limitations for personal-
injury actions, and the claims were untimely because the alleged misconduct occurred in 2009 and
Sandford had notice of the alleged misconduct no later than August 30, 2010.

2. Sandford failed to allege facts supporting equitable tolling of the limitations period.

3. The complaint failed to provide a short and plain statement with sufficient factual detail identifying what
each defendant allegedly did and the legal basis for liability.

4. Leave to amend should be denied because amendment would be futile in light of the statute-of-
limitations bar and the complaint's deficiencies.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons that follow, the Court recommends Plaintiff’s IFP application be denied, and the Complaint
be dismissed without leave to amend.” (at 1)

“Failure to comply with the applicable statute of limitations may be grounds for dismissal at the screening
stage if it is apparent from the face of the complaint that the plaintiff cannot “prevail, as a matter of law, on
the equitable tolling issue.”” (at 4)

“Based upon the findings above, it is RECOMMENDED that: 1. Plaintiff's motion to proceed in forma
pauperis (ECF No. 2) be DENIED; 2. Plaintiffs Complaint (ECF No. 1) be DISMISSED without leave to
amend; and 3. The Clerk of the Court be directed to CLOSE this case.” (at 5)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sandford alleged that in March 2009 Officer Brandon Mullock submitted a police report containing false
information and that Sandford was subjected to a full strip search while in custody. He asserted Fourth, Sixth,
Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendment claims based on the search, alleged denial of a fair trial, excessive bail and
punishment, wrongful incarceration, fines, drug classes, and other consequences. Sandford attached a 2010 letter
from the Sacramento County District Attorney stating that the underlying case was being dismissed, but filed
this action in 2025. He also made conclusory allegations of negligence involving Terra Nova and the DMV
without describing supporting facts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sandford filed this action alleging constitutional violations arising from a March 2009 incident involving an
allegedly false police report, a strip search, incarceration, bail, drug classes, and related consequences. The
magistrate judge concluded that the claims were untimely, inadequately pleaded under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 8, and not curable by amendment. The matter was referred to the assigned district judge for review
under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1), and the document recommended denial of IFP status, dismissal without leave to
amend, and closure of the case.
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