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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

VICTOR WAYNE COOPER, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 
 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, et al., 

Defendants. 
 

Case No.  15-cv-05800-JSW    
 
SCREENING ORDER AND ORDER 
SETTING CASE MANAGEMENT 
CONFERENCE 

Re: Docket No. 4 

 

 

Plaintiff, an inmate at the California Institution for Men, originally filed his Complaint in 

the Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco, through counsel.  On 

December 17, 2015, Defendants removed the action to this Court, filed a waiver of reply, and a 

request for screening.  (Docket Nos. 1, 4.)  Federal courts must engage in a preliminary screening 

of cases in which prisoners seek redress from a governmental entity or officer or employee of a 

governmental entity.  28 U.S.C. § 1915A(a).  The Court must identify cognizable claims or 

dismiss the complaint, or any portion of the complaint, if the complaint “is frivolous, malicious, or 

fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted,” or “seeks monetary relief from a 

defendant who is immune from such relief.”  Id. § 1915A(b).    

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) requires only “a short and plain statement of the 

claim showing that the pleader is entitled to relief.”  “Specific facts are not necessary; the 

statement need only give the defendant fair notice of what the . . . . claim is and the grounds upon 

which it rests.”  Erickson v. Pardus, 551 U.S. 89, 93 (2007) (citations and internal quotations 

omitted).  Although in order to state a claim a plaintiff “does not need detailed factual allegations,  

… a plaintiff's obligation to provide the grounds of his entitle[ment] to relief requires more than 

labels and conclusions, and a formulaic recitation of the elements of a cause of action will not do. 
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