UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Mazgaj v. Charles

Mazgaj - No. 3:24-cv-00777-JAH-MSB - Decided February 25, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California granted Jason Charles’s motion

to dismiss a pro se complaint brought by Mildred Mazgaj and Marian Anthony. The court held that the

plaintiffs lacked standing to pursue criminal claims and claims arising from Charles’s testimony in

state family-court proceedings, and that Charles was protected by absolute witness immunity. The

complaint was dismissed with prejudice.
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dismissed

Defendant moved to dismiss the complaint under Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) for lack of standing and subject-matter
jurisdiction and 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim. The court granted
the motion under Rule 12(b)(1) and dismissed the complaint with
prejudice without reaching Rule 12(b)(6).

For a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court accepts the complaint's
allegations as true. At the pleading stage, standing must be adequately
alleged, and pro se pleadings are liberally construed. The court must

establish subject-matter jurisdiction before reaching the merits.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiffs had Article III standing to assert claims based on criminal statutes against a private

individual.

2. Whether Plaintiffs had standing to sue Jason Charles for claims arising from his testimony as a witness

in judicial proceedings.

3. Whether dismissal for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction should be with prejudice where the claims are

barred by absolute witness immunity and the standing defect is plainly incurable.

HOLDINGS

1. Private citizens lack a judicially cognizable interest in the prosecution or nonprosecution of another and

therefore lack standing to assert claims based solely on the criminal statutes identified in the complaint.

2. Plaintiffs lacked standing to pursue claims arising from Jason Charles's involvement as a witness in the
state-court dissolution and child-custody proceedings because witnesses are absolutely immune from

lawsuits based on their testimony.

3. The complaint was properly dismissed with prejudice because Plaintiffs' claims against Charles were
barred by absolute witness immunity and it was plainly unlikely that Plaintiffs could cure the standing
defect.

KEY QUOTATIONS

e«

[I]n American jurisprudence ... a private citizen lacks a judicially cognizable interest in the prosecution or

nonprosecution of another.”” (at 5)
““Witnesses in judicial proceedings are absolutely immune from lawsuits based upon their testimony.”” (at 6)

““The mere allegation of a conspiracy to affect the outcome is insufficient to defeat immunity.”” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Marian Anthony was involved in a San Diego County family-court dissolution and child-custody matter.
Plaintiffs alleged that Jason Charles, who was involved as an adverse witness in those proceedings, falsely
denied remembering discussions at Bible studies and the frequency of Anthony's babysitting and tennis-coaching
activities involving Charles's children. Plaintiffs attempted to invoke various criminal statutes, 42 U.S.C. § 1983,

defamation, and conspiracy theories, but the complaint did not clearly structure or state specific causes of action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a federal complaint against Jason Charles based primarily on his testimony as a witness in Marian
Anthony's San Diego County family-court dissolution and child-custody proceedings. Defendant moved to
dismiss. After Plaintiffs opposed and Defendant filed no reply, the district court granted the motion, concluding

that Plaintiffs lacked standing and that Charles was absolutely immune from claims arising from his testimony.



The complaint was dismissed with prejudice because the court found it plainly unlikely that the standing defect

could be cured.
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