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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened a prisoner’s first
amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. The court held that the complaint
failed to state a cognizable claim because damages were barred against official-capacity defendants
and the requested injunctive relief targeted an outdated regulation. The court granted leave to amend
within thirty days and directed the plaintiff to clarify the regulation challenged and each defendant’s
involvement.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a state-prisoner civil-rights action under 28 U.S.C. §
1915A after plaintiff filed a first amended complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A and
applied the Rule 12(b)(6)-type plausibility standard, accepting well-
pleaded allegations as true and construing them in the light most
favorable to plaintiff.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the first amended complaint stated a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 or RLUIPA.

2. Whether plaintiff could recover monetary damages against state officials sued only in their official
capacities.

3. Whether plaintiff could pursue prospective injunctive relief against a regulation that had been amended
and recodified.

4. Whether plaintiff should receive leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff may not proceed with his claims for monetary damages against defendants sued only in their
official capacities because those claims are treated as claims against the State and are barred by
sovereign immunity.

2. State officials may be sued in their official capacities for prospective injunctive relief under § 1983 and
RLUIPA, but plaintiff could not proceed on the claim as pleaded because he challenged an outdated
regulation and did not identify what current conduct he sought to enjoin.

3. The first amended complaint failed to state a claim upon which relief may be granted and would not be
served.

4. Plaintiff was granted thirty days to file a second amended complaint that identifies the regulation
challenged and sufficiently alleges each defendant's involvement and the relief sought.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the undersigned finds that the FAC fails to state any cognizable claims for relief. Plaintiff will be given leave
to file an amended complaint.” (at 1)

“Because neither § 1983 nor RLUIPA abrogate state sovereign immunity, official capacity damage claims like
plaintiff’s are barred by the Eleventh Amendment.” (at 7-9)

“A request for injunctive relief does not lie if the plaintiff is no longer subject to the conduct sought to be
enjoined.” (at 9-10)

“There can be no liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 unless there is some affirmative link or connection between
a defendant’s actions and the claimed deprivation.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was incarcerated at the California Medical Facility and participated or sought to participate in the
Religious Meat Alternative program. He alleged that a Jewish chaplain threatened to remove him from the
program for six months after a company sent him an item different from the one he ordered, and he attributed the



alleged injury to California Code of Regulations, title 15, § 3054.5. Plaintiff sued the defendants only in their
official capacities and sought prospective injunctive relief, costs, and punitive damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis as a state prisoner, filed a § 1983 action and then a first
amended complaint against three California prison officials in their official capacities. The court screened the
first amended complaint, found that it stated no cognizable claim for relief, declined to serve it, and granted
plaintiff thirty days to file a second amended complaint.
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