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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screens Plaintiff Keith Ryan
Reese’s first amended prisoner civil rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. The court finds
potentially cognizable Equal Protection claims against Hennigan and Skelton, while concluding that
the claim against warden Schultz impermissibly relies on respondeat superior and should be
dismissed. The court also directs termination of CDCR as a named defendant and recommends
dismissal of Schultz.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on screening of a prisoner's first
amended civil-rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss a prisoner's
complaint or portion thereof if it is frivolous or malicious, fails to state
a claim upon which relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief
from an immune defendant. A complaint must also satisfy Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) by providing a short and plain
statement giving defendants fair notice of the claim and its grounds.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the first amended complaint plausibly stated equal-protection claims against Hennigan and
Skelton based on alleged racial discrimination and racial slurs.

2. Whether the amended complaint stated a cognizable 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim against supervisory
defendant Schultz based only on allegations that he allowed employees to discriminate against Reese.

3. Whether CDCR should remain a named defendant after it was omitted from the first amended
complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The first amended complaint plausibly stated potentially cognizable claims against Hennigan and
Skelton for violations of Reese's rights under the Equal Protection Clause based on alleged racial
discrimination.

2. The claim against Schultz failed because the allegation that he allowed his employees to discriminate
against Reese stated only a respondeat superior theory, which is not cognizable under § 1983, and did
not specifically allege Schultz's own participation, direction, deficient policy, or failure to prevent a
known constitutional violation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A supervisor is only liable for the constitutional violations of subordinates if the supervisor participated in
or directed the violations.” (at 3)

“Thus, Plaintiff's claim against Defendant Schultz proceeds on a theory of respondeat superior, which is not a
cognizable theory in a civil rights action.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Reese, a prisoner and the only Black plumber at California State Prison–Solano, alleged that Hennigan and
Skelton used racial slurs and discriminated against him in connection with a work change and termination from
his plumber position. He alleged that Skelton conspired with the other defendants to terminate him and that
warden Schultz allowed employees to discriminate against him. The amended complaint named Schultz,
Hennigan, and Skelton; CDCR, named in the original complaint, was omitted from the amended complaint.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Reese filed a pro se civil-rights complaint on December 2, 2024, naming CDCR, Hennigan, Schultz, and
Skelton. The court granted leave to amend on January 23, 2025, finding potentially cognizable equal-protection
claims against Hennigan and Skelton but identifying defects in the claims against CDCR and Schultz. Reese
filed a first amended complaint on February 13, 2025. The magistrate judge found potentially cognizable equal-



protection claims against Hennigan and Skelton, directed service on them by separate order, recommended
dismissal of Schultz for failure to state a claim, and directed termination of CDCR as a named defendant.
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