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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California partially adopts findings and
recommendations concerning Defendant Pallares’s motion to dismiss claims in Plaintiff Jonathan
Robertson’s Second Amended Complaint. The court dismisses claims two and four with leave to
amend and dismisses claim three in part as to defendants other than Pallares, while allowing the claim
against Pallares to proceed.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff objected in part to a magistrate judge's findings and
recommendations concerning Defendant Pallares's motion to dismiss
claims two, three, and four of the Second Amended Complaint. The
district court conducted de novo review and adopted the findings and
recommendations in part.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) of the magistrate judge's
findings and recommendations to which the parties objected;
plausibility pleading standard under Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly
for the motion to dismiss.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should adopt the magistrate judge's findings and recommendations regarding
dismissal of claims two, three, and four.

2. Whether the Second Amended Complaint plausibly alleged that Defendant Pallares facilitated abuse in
violation of the Eighth Amendment.

3. Whether the Second Amended Complaint contained sufficient factual allegations to support claim three
against defendants other than Pallares.

4. Whether claims two and four should be dismissed with leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court adopted the findings and recommendations in part after conducting de novo review
under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).

2. The allegations that Defendant Pallares facilitated Plaintiff's abuse at the hands of Defendant Rodriguez
were sufficient to permit a plausible inference of an Eighth Amendment violation; dismissal of claim
three was therefore denied as to those allegations.

3. Claim three was dismissed with leave to amend as to defendants other than Pallares because the Second
Amended Complaint contained very few or no factual allegations describing the abuse allegedly
committed by those defendants, including where and when it occurred and who was involved.

4. Claim two, including Plaintiff's references to the Equal Protection Clause construed as a request for
leave to amend, and claim four were dismissed with leave to amend.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At this stage, Plaintiff has no obligation to cite evidence or establish facts, but rather only to offer factual
allegations.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a transgender woman and state prisoner, alleged that prison officials abused her. In the operative
Second Amended Complaint, she asserted several claims against prison officials, including allegations that
Defendant Pallares facilitated abuse by Defendant Rodriguez. The court found that the allegations against
Pallares plausibly supported an Eighth Amendment claim, but that the complaint lacked sufficient factual
allegations concerning the alleged abuse by the other defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding with counsel, asserted claims arising from alleged abuse by prison officials.
Defendant Pallares moved to dismiss claims two, three, and four. The magistrate judge recommended granting
the motion in part with leave to amend. After the parties filed partial objections and a response, the district court



reviewed the matter de novo, adopted the recommendations in part, granted the motion in part with leave to
amend, and allowed thirty days to file a Third Amended Complaint.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. Plaintiff was ordered to file any Third Amended Complaint within thirty days of the
order's filing, and the court stated that it did not anticipate permitting further amendments.

CASES CITED

Wilkerson v. Wheeler, 772 F.3d 834, 839 (9th Cir. 2014)

Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555 (2007)

Retrieved from lawtools.ai · https://lawtools.ai/cases/state/united-states-district-court-for-the-eastern-district-of-california-united-states-
district-court-for/2026/jonathan-robertson-v-state-of-california-et-al-1vqrtrpc


