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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends that Matthew

Cisneros’s § 1983 action proceed only on his Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against

correctional officers Rowland, Marroquin, and Garcia. The document recommends dismissal of the

deliberate-indifference, conditions-of-confinement, personal-property, retaliation, and related claims

and defendants, and permits objections within thirty days.
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Screening of a pro se prisoner civil-rights complaint under 28 U.S.C.
8§ 1915A and 1915(e)(2), followed by findings and recommendations
after Plaintiff elected to stand on his original complaint.

For prisoner and in forma pauperis screening, the complaint must be
dismissed if it is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks
monetary relief from an immune defendant. Under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 8 and the plausibility standard, conclusory allegations
and threadbare recitals of elements are insufficient, while factual
allegations are accepted as true and liberally construed for a pro se

plaintiff.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a cognizable Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against

correctional officers Garcia, Rowland, and Marroquin.

2. Whether the allegations stated an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim based on delayed or

inadequate medical treatment and unsanitary holding-cell conditions.

3. Whether the alleged loss or deprivation of personal property stated a Fourteenth Amendment due-
process claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

4. Whether the alleged property deprivation stated a First Amendment retaliation claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The allegations that Garcia, Rowland, and Marroquin threw Plaintiff to the ground, handcuffed him, and
repeatedly punched and kicked him despite his compliance were sufficient at the screening stage to state

Eighth Amendment excessive-force claims against those three defendants.

2. The complaint failed to state an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim against Alvarado,

Patel, or Brown.

3. The allegation that Plaintiff spent approximately one hour in a holding cage without means to clean his

wounds did not state an Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim.

4. The alleged negligent or intentional loss of Plaintiff's personal property did not state a § 1983 procedural

due-process claim because California provides an adequate post-deprivation remedy.

5. The complaint failed to state a First Amendment retaliation claim because it did not allege facts

connecting the property deprivation to Plaintiff's appeal of the use-of-force incident.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“whenever prison officials stand accused of using excessive physical force in violation of the [Eighth
Amendment], the core judicial inquiry is . . . whether force was applied in a good-faith effort to maintain or

restore discipline, or maliciously and sadistically to cause harm.” (at 8)

“This case proceeds on the claim for excessive use of force against Defendants Rowland, Marroquin, and
Garcia” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Matthew Cisneros, a state prisoner at Kern Valley State Prison, alleged that on July 8, 2020, correctional officers
Garcia, Rowland, and Marroquin stopped and searched him, threw him to the ground, handcuffed him, and
repeatedly punched and kicked him despite his compliance and pleas to stop. He also alleged that medical
personnel provided inadequate or delayed treatment after the incident and that he was temporarily deprived of
personal property when placed in administrative segregation on July 8, 2020, and June 29, 2021. The Court



concluded that the allegations stated an excessive-force claim but did not state claims for deliberate indifference,

unconstitutional conditions, property deprivation, or retaliation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an in forma pauperis action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging excessive force, deliberate
indifference to medical needs, unconstitutional conditions of confinement, deprivation of personal property, and
retaliation. The Court screened the complaint on March 7, 2025, found only the excessive-force claim
cognizable, and gave Plaintiff leave to amend or elect to proceed on that claim. Plaintiff notified the Court on
April 2, 2025, that he wished to stand on his initial complaint. The magistrate judge recommended allowing the
excessive-force claim against Rowland, Marroquin, and Garcia to proceed and dismissing all other claims and

defendants, subject to objections.
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