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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS 

 

 

 

 

ANTHONY M. CAMACHO, 

 

Plaintiff,  

 

v. 

 

ANTHONY C. TORRES, Commonwealth 

of the Northern Mariana Islands 

Department of Corrections (“DOC”) 

Commissioner; 

JOAQUIN C. SABLAN, DOC 

Classifications Unit Captain; 

MARVIN B. SEMAN, DOC Acting 

Director; and 

LIANNA P. QUITUGUA, DOC Internal 

Affairs Sergeant, in their official capacities, 

 

Defendants. 

 

 

Case No. 1:26-cv-00007 

 

 

 

SECOND SCREENING ORDER 

 

   Before the Court is a four-page untitled filing (ECF No. 5) by pro se Plaintiff Anthony M. 

Camacho, which filing the Court treats as a First Amended Complaint (“FAC”).  For the reasons 

set forth below, the Court DISMISSES the First Amended Complaint without leave to amend.   

I. BACKGROUND 

  Camacho, an inmate incarcerated at the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 

(CNMI) Department of Corrections (DOC), initiated this case on May 4, 2026, with the filing of 

an eleven-page form Complaint for Violation of Civil Rights (ECF No. 2).  Therein, Camacho 

asserted a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against DOC Commissioner Anthony C. Torres, Captain 
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Joaquin C. Sablan of DOC’s Classifications Unit, Captain and DOC Acting Director Marvin B. 

Seman, and Sergeant Lianna P. Quitugua of DOC’s Internal Affairs.  Camacho alleged that 

Defendants violated his rights under the Due Process and Equal Protection Clauses of the 

Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution by terminating his work assignment after Acting 

Director Seman confiscated outside food Camacho had brought into the facility—even though no 

legal authority or guidance forbids bringing outside food into the facility and Camacho has 

witnessed DOC officers share food with inmates and fail to discipline inmates with more 

numerous, serious violations than him.  (See generally Compl., ECF No. 2.)   

  On June 30, 2026, the Court, as required by 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, screened Camacho’s 

Complaint and determined that dismissal of the entire Complaint was warranted for failure to state 

a claim.  The Court first found that Camacho failed to state a claim under the Equal Protection 

Clause because Camacho’s allegations failed to show that Defendants took action against him by 

virtue of his membership in a “protected class.”  (Screening Order 6-8, ECF No. 3.)  The Court 

next found that Camacho failed to state a claim under the Due Process Clause because Camacho’s 

interest in his job assignment was not constitutionally protected and the disciplinary actions were 

not so unexpected, atypical, or significant to trigger constitutional due process protections.  (Id. at 

7-10.)  The Court, however, authorized Camacho to file an amended complaint only as to his claim 

under the Equal Protection Clause because “[a]dditional factual allegations about the reasons 

underlying Acting Director Seman’s decision to terminate Camacho’s work assignment and failure 

to discipline other inmates could possibly give rise to an inference that Acting Director Seman 

impermissibly disciplined Camacho based on a protected characteristic instead of the reasons 

Camacho currently asserts are pretextual.”  (Id at 10.)   
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  Camacho subsequently submitted a four-page, eighteen-paragraph untitled filing that was 

received and docketed by the clerks on July 17, 2026.  In his newest filing, Camacho alleges that 

DOC officials recently implemented a new disciplinary rule called “One Fall, Every Body Falls,” 

under which DOC officials impose collective punishment for violations by a single inmate.  

(FAC ¶ 3, ECF No. 5.)  Camacho alleges that his own work assignment was terminated solely due 

to the conduct of another inmate under DOC’s new disciplinary rule (id. ¶¶ 4-6), and that DOC has 

terminated another two job assignments in accordance with the new rule (id. ¶¶ 8-9).  Camacho 

asserts that such group punishment, without regard to each individual’s culpability for the alleged 

violations, is summary punishment that is unfair and discriminatory, in violation of the Fourteenth 

Amendment’s guarantees of equal protection and due process.  (Id. ¶¶ 14-18.)  Camacho seeks an 

injunction against DOC’s practice of discrimination and unfair treatment in job assignment, 

reinstatement to his job assignment, and appointment of counsel.  (Id. at 4 (final three bulleted 

items).)   

II. LEGAL STANDARD 

  The Court must screen Camacho’s First Amended Complaint because it is one “in which a 

prisoner seeks redress from a governmental entity or officer or employee of a governmental entity.”  

28 U.S.C. § 1915A(a).  The Court must dismiss the First Amended Complaint if it 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).   

  “Under [28 U.S.C.] § 1915A, when determining whether a complaint states a claim, a court 

must accept as true all allegations of material fact and must construe those facts in the light most 

favorable to the plaintiff.”  Resnick v. Hayes, 213 F.3d 443, 447 (9th Cir. 2000).  A complaint 

survives dismissal “only if, taking all well-pleaded factual allegations as true, it contains enough 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

 
 

4 

facts to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’”  Hebbe v. Pliler, 627 F.3d 338, 341-

42 (9th Cir. 2010) (quoting Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009)); see also Wilhelm v. 

Rotman, 680 F.3d 1113, 1122 (9th Cir. 2012) (“Failure to state a claim under § 1915A incorporates 

the familiar standard applied in the context of failure to state a claim under Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 12(b)(6).”).  A claim is “plausible on its face” where there is sufficient “factual content 

that allows the court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct 

alleged.”  Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678.  “[D]etailed factual allegations” are not required; however, a 

plaintiff must plead “more than an unadorned, the defendant-unlawfully-harmed-me accusation.”  

Id. (rejecting “formulaic recitation of the elements of a cause of action” or “naked assertions devoid 

of further factual enhancement” (internal quotation marks and brackets omitted)).   

 As Camacho is proceeding pro se, his First Amended Complaint “must be held to less 

stringent standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers[.]”  Erickson v. Pardus, 551 U.S. 89, 

94 (2007) (quoting Estelle v. Gamble, 429 U.S. 97, 106 (1976)).  Furthermore, as Camacho raises 

a civil rights claim, the Court has an obligation “to construe the pleadings liberally and to afford 

[him] the benefit of any doubt.”  Hebbe, 927 F.3d at 342 (quoting Bretz v. Kelman, 773 F.2d 1026, 

1027 n.1 (9th Cir. 1985)).  The Court, however, will not “accept any unreasonable inferences or 

assume the truth of legal conclusions cast in the form of factual allegations,” Ileto v. Glock Inc., 

349 F.3d 1191, 1200 (9th Cir. 2003), and “may not supply essential elements of the claim that were 

not initially pled,” Ivey v. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of Alaska, 673 F.2d 266, 268 (9th Cir. 1982).  

“Vague and conclusory allegations of official participation in civil rights violations are not 

sufficient to [survive dismissal].”  Id.   

// 

// 
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III. DISCUSSION 

  As with his original Complaint, Camacho’s First Amended Complaint does not seek 

“monetary relief” against any of the Defendants, 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)(2), nor does it appear to 

be brought for “frivolous” or “malicious” purposes, id. § 1915A(b)(1).  Instead, Camacho only 

seeks injunctive relief for reinstatement to his work assignment and to compel DOC to terminate 

its allegedly unfair and discriminatory disciplinary practices.  (FAC 4.)  Therefore, the Court must 

examine whether Camacho’s First Amended Complaint “fails to state a claim upon which relief 

may be granted[.]”  28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)(1).   

  Camacho fails to state a claim for violations of either the Equal Protection Clause or the 

Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.  First, as previously explained, to state a 

42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim for a violation of the Equal Protection Clause, Camacho must set forth 

sufficient factual material to show that Defendants “acted with an intent or purpose to discriminate 

against [him] based upon membership in a protected class.”  Barren v. Harrington, 152 F.3d 1193, 

1194 (9th Cir. 1998).  Camacho’s newest allegations fail to do so.  Indeed, Camacho alleges the 

opposite:  that Defendants are indiscriminately imposing punishments on all inmates who were 

assigned to the same job assignments as the offending individual inmate (see FAC ¶¶ 4-13) or on 

the entire inmate population generally (see id. ¶ 3).  Furthermore, Camacho’s allegations do not 

show that any of the Defendants are imposing the punishments based upon his membership in a 

“protected class.”  In other words, Camacho does not allege that Defendants terminated his work 

assignment or inflicted other punishment on him because of his race, alienage, national origin, sex, 

or gender.  City of Cleburne v. Cleburne Living Ctr., 437 U.S. 432, 440-41 (1985); see also 

Rodriguez v. Cook, 169 F.3d 1176, 1179 (9th Cir. 1999) (noting that prisoners and indigent 
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prisoners are not suspect classes).  As such, any claim for violation of the Equal Protection Clause 

must be dismissed for failure to state a claim.  28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)(1).   

  Second, to state a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim for violation of the Due Process Clause based on 

the termination of his work assignment and DOC’s disciplinary practices, as previously explained, 

Camacho must show that he was deprived of a constitutionally protected interest, Zinermon v. 

Burch, 494 U.S. 113, 125 (1990), or otherwise subject to discipline that “exceed[s] [his] sentence 

in such an unexpected manner as to give rise to protection by the Due Process Clause of its own 

force” or “imposes atypical and significant hardship on the inmate in relation to the ordinary 

incidents of prison life[,]” Sandin v. Conner, 515 U.S. 472, 484 (1995).  See also Sierra Lake Rsrv. 

v. City of Rocklin, 938 F.2d 951, 957 (9th Cir. 1991) (explaining that “a claim for violation of 

substantive due process” merges with “a claim for violation of procedural due process” where 

action complained of is an official’s “arbitrary action”), vacated on other grounds, 506 U.S. 802 

(1992), re-adopted on remand in relevant part, 987 F.2d 662, 663 (9th Cir. 1993).  As to Camacho’s 

claim based on the termination of his work assignment, as previously explained, Camacho does 

not have a constitutionally protected interest in prison employment; thus, Defendants’ actions 

depriving him of his work assignment do not implicate the Due Process Clause.  Walker v. Gomez, 

370 F.3d 969, 973 (9th Cir. 2004).  Similarly, as to Camacho’s claim based on DOC’s alleged 

disciplinary practices, Camacho’s allegations do not show that the practices are outside of DOC’s 

“discretionary authority,” impose restrictions that exceed the expectations of the conditions of his 

sentence, or otherwise affect the term of his sentence.  Ramirez v. Galaza, 334 F.3d 850, 861 (9th 

Cir. 2003).  As such, Camacho fails to meet his burden to set forth sufficient “factual content that 

allows the court to draw the reasonable inference,” Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678, that such disciplinary 

practices trigger due process protections.  See also Sandin, 515 U.S. at 485 (“The punishment of 
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incarcerated prisoners . . . effectuates prison management and prisoner rehabilitative goals. . . .  

Discipline by prison officials in response to a wide range of misconduct falls within the expected 

perimeters of the sentence imposed by a court of law.”).  Therefore, dismissal of Camacho’s claim 

for violation of the Due Process Clause is also required.  28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)(1).   

  As the Court finds that the entirety of the First Amended Complaint must be dismissed, the 

Court must also determine whether to give Camacho leave to amend his claims.  Leave to amend 

is appropriate “unless . . . the pleading could not be cured by the allegation of other facts.”  Cook, 

Perkiss & Liehe, Inc. v. N. Cal. Collection Serv. Inc., 911 F.2d 242, 247 (9th Cir. 1990); see also 

Lopez v. Smith, 203 F.3d 1122, 1130-31 (9th Cir. 2000) (holding dismissal of pro se complaint 

without leave to amend was abuse of discretion where there was no finding that “the pleading 

could not be cured by the allegation of other facts” and contrary to longstanding precedent favoring 

leniency for self-represented litigants).   

  Here, the Court finds that no additional factual allegations could cure the defects in 

Camacho’s claims.  As to Camacho’s claim for a violation of the Equal Protection Clause, 

Camacho’s allegations in his two complaints make clear that the wrongful conduct of which he 

complains is not based on Camacho’s membership in a protected class or otherwise driven by a 

discriminatory intent or motive directed at him.  Likewise, as to Camacho’s claim for a violation 

of the Due Process Clause, the Court previously did not give leave to amend because “no additional 

facts would transform the termination of his work assignment into an ‘atypical and significant 

hardship on [him] in relation to the ordinary incidents of prison life[.]’”  (Screening Order 10 

(quoting Sandin, 515 U.S. at 484).)  In addition, the Court previously set forth what would be 

required to make out his claims such that they would potentially survive screening.  (Id.)  

Camacho’s First Amended Complaint fails to address the defects identified previously.  See Zucco 
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Partners, LLC v. Digimarc Corp., 552 F.3d 981, 1007 (9th Cir. 2009) (“As here, where the plaintiff 

has previously been granted leave to amend and has subsequently failed to add the requisite 

particularity to [his] claims, the district court’s discretion to deny leave to amend is particularly 

broad.”  (internal quotation marks omitted)).  As such, the Court declines to give leave to amend.   

  The Court’s dismissal of the entire First Amended Complaint without leave to amend 

terminates this case.  As such, Camacho’s request for appointment of counsel is moot.  In any 

event, Camacho fails to show “extraordinary circumstances” warranting the appointment of 

counsel in this civil case:  Camacho is able to articulate his claims in light of the complexity of the 

legal issues involved; however, there is no likelihood of success on the merits of those claims.  

Cano v. Taylor, 739 F.3d 1214, 1218 (9th Cir. 2014).   

IV. CONCLUSION 

  For the reasons set forth above, the Court concludes that Camacho’s First Amended 

Complaint fails to state a claim for violations of the Equal Protection and Due Process Clauses of 

the Fourteenth Amendment and that no further factual allegations could cure the defects identified 

in this order.  Accordingly, 

(1) Plaintiff Anthony M. Camacho’s First Amended Complaint (ECF No. 5) is DISMISSED 

WITHOUT LEAVE TO AMEND.   

(2) Plaintiff Anthony M. Camacho’s request for appointment of counsel is DENIED.   

(3) The Clerk is directed to mail a copy of this order to Plaintiff Anthony M. Camacho. 

 IT IS SO ORDERED this 20th day of July, 2026. 

 

 

       ____________________________________ 

      RAMONA V. MANGLONA 

Chief Judge 

 




