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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened plaintiffs’ second
amended complaint concerning the death of Kevin Dresdner in the Sacramento County Main Jail. The
court found potentially cognizable Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claims against Deputy
Arnold and Dylan Schmidt, while dismissing other claims and defendants with leave to amend or
without prejudice, including claims based on HIPAA. The court also denied plaintiffs’ motion to
compel discovery and motion to file documents electronically without prejudice, while permitting

electronic receipt of court orders.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening order on a pro se prisoner civil-rights action under 28

U.S.C. § 1915A following the filing of a second amended complaint.
The court also ruled on plaintiffs' motion to compel discovery and

motion for permission to file documents electronically.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For § 1915A screening, the court liberally construed the pro se
complaint and assessed whether the allegations stated a potentially
cognizable claim. Conclusory allegations were insufficient under the

facial-plausibility pleading standard.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the second amended complaint plausibly alleged Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference

claims against Deputy Arnold and Dylan Schmidt.

2. Whether the claims against Chris Carlson stated due-process violations arising from an alleged failure to

provide a parole hearing or appoint counsel.

3. Whether Sacramento County Jail and Adult Correctional Health were proper § 1983 defendants.

4. Whether the allegations stated a municipal-liability or supervisory-liability claim against Sheriff Jim

Cooper or Sacramento County.

5. Whether claims against the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation were barred by

Eleventh Amendment immunity.

6. Whether HIPAA provides a private right of action for alleged disclosure of medical information.

7. Whether plaintiffs' motion to compel discovery was premature before screening and entry of a discovery

and scheduling order.

8. Whether a pro se plaintiff should be permitted to file documents electronically at that stage of the case.

H

1.

OLDINGS

The allegations that defendants knew of Dresdner's serious mental-health and safety risks, failed to
monitor him, delayed his move, and returned him to an unsafe environment were sufficient at the
screening stage to state potentially cognizable Eighth Amendment claims against Deputy Arnold and
Dylan Schmidt.

. The due-process claims against Chris Carlson were dismissed with leave to amend because the
allegations did not identify the relevant parole-hearing context or establish that the alleged violations

remained actionable after Dresdner's death.

. Sacramento County Jail and Adult Correctional Health, as alleged municipal departments or subunits,
were not proper § 1983 defendants; plaintiffs were granted leave to amend to name Sacramento County
if they could plead facts satisfying municipal-liability requirements.

4. The claim against Sheriff Jim Cooper was dismissed with leave to amend because the complaint

contained only a vague and conclusory assertion concerning monitoring, supervision, training, customs,

and policies and did not allege personal involvement or a sufficient causal connection.
. The claims against CDCR were dismissed as barred by Eleventh Amendment immunity.

. The HIPAA claim was dismissed because HIPAA does not provide a private right of action.



7. The motion to compel discovery was denied without prejudice as premature because the second

amended complaint had not yet been screened and no discovery and scheduling order had issued.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A defendant does not act in a deliberately indifferent manner unless the defendant “knows of and disregards

an excessive risk to inmate health or safety.”” (Section II)

“A local government, however, may not be held responsible for the acts of its employees or officials under a

respondeat superior theory of liability.” (Section I11.B)
“However, HIPAA does not provide any private right of action.” (Section IIL.E)

“A district court must construe a pro se pleading “liberally” to determine if it states a claim and, prior to
dismissal, tell a plaintiff of deficiencies in his complaint and give plaintiff an opportunity to cure them.”
(Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Kevin Dresdner was incarcerated in the Sacramento County Main Jail after a parole violation and was allegedly
known as a high-risk inmate with severe mental-health issues and a history of substance and alcohol abuse.
Plaintiffs alleged that he reported anxiety, depression, and fear, requested relocation after physical altercations
with cellmates, and was nevertheless delayed in moving or returned to an unsafe environment without adequate

monitoring. He was later found unresponsive in his cell with serious physical injuries and died.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a wrongful-death action alleging Eighth Amendment, due-process, and HIPA A violations arising
from Kevin Dresdner's death while incarcerated in the Sacramento County Main Jail. After dismissing the first
amended complaint with leave to amend, the court screened the second amended complaint. The court found
potentially cognizable Eighth Amendment claims against Deputy Arnold and Dylan Schmidt, dismissed claims
against several other defendants with leave to amend or without prejudice as specified, denied the motion to

compel discovery without prejudice, and denied the motion to file electronically without prejudice while
permitting electronic receipt of court orders.
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