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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened Jeremiah Hankins’s
first amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint concerning psychiatric medication, medical care, and legal
mail. The court found potentially cognizable Fourteenth Amendment medical-care claims against Dr.
Williams, Dr. Sokolov, and a primary-care Dr. John Doe, but found no other cognizable claims as
pleaded. The court denied motions for appointment of counsel without prejudice and gave plaintiff the
option to proceed on the cognizable claim or file an amended complaint.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a civil detainee's first amended complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915A and resolution of two motions to appoint counsel.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss claims that are
frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim, or seek monetary relief from
an immune defendant. On screening, allegations are accepted as true
and construed in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, but the
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plausible claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the first amended complaint stated a cognizable Fourteenth Amendment medical-care claim
against the individual medical defendants.

2. Whether the complaint adequately linked the JPS supervisor and mailroom defendants to the alleged
constitutional violations.

3. Whether the complaint stated a municipal-liability claim against Sacramento County under § 1983.

4. Whether the legal-mail allegations stated a First Amendment access-to-courts or confidential-legal-mail
claim.

5. Whether the state-law claims were cognizable absent an allegation of compliance with the California
Government Claims Act.

6. Whether exceptional circumstances warranted appointment of counsel.

HOLDINGS

1. A civil detainee states a potentially cognizable Fourteenth Amendment medical-care claim by alleging
that medical defendants intentionally made treatment decisions creating a substantial risk of serious
harm, failed to take objectively reasonable measures to abate that risk, and caused injury. Hankins
adequately alleged such claims against Dr. Williams, Dr. Sokolov, and the primary-care physician
identified as Dr. John Doe.

2. A § 1983 plaintiff must allege an actual causal link between each defendant's conduct and the
constitutional deprivation; supervisory liability cannot rest solely on respondeat superior. The
complaint's vague allegations concerning the JPS supervisor did not satisfy this requirement.

3. A municipality is not liable under § 1983 on a respondeat superior theory; a plaintiff must identify a
policy, custom, or practice reflecting deliberate indifference that was the moving force behind the
constitutional injury. Hankins did not adequately plead a Monell claim against Sacramento County.

4. A legal-mail or access-to-courts claim requires allegations linking specific defendants to the opening or
reading of the plaintiff's mail; an access-to-courts claim additionally requires actual injury to
contemplated or existing litigation. Hankins's allegations did not satisfy either requirement at the
screening stage.

5. A plaintiff bringing state-law tort claims against a public entity or its employees must allege compliance
with the California Government Claims Act. Because Hankins did not allege such compliance, his
medical-negligence and negligent-emotional-distress claims were not cognizable as pleaded.

6. Appointment of counsel was not warranted because the circumstances presented did not establish
exceptional circumstances, including a likelihood of success on the merits and an inability to articulate



claims in light of their complexity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The elements of a civil detainee’s Fourteenth Amendment medical care claim are:” (slip op. at 4)

“Municipalities cannot be held vicariously liable under § 1983 for the actions of their employees.” (slip op. at
6)

“In the Ninth Circuit, prisoners have a “protected First Amendment interest in having properly marked,
confidential legal mail opened only in their presence.”” (slip op. at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hankins was a civil detainee at Sacramento County Jail and alleged that Dr. Williams and Dr. Sokolov
prescribed and increased Zyprexa without adequately disclosing its side effects or monitoring associated risks.
He alleged that he later developed gynecomastia confirmed by a mammogram and Type 2 diabetes, and that a
primary-care physician failed to provide follow-up treatment for the gynecomastia. He also alleged that jail
personnel opened and read legal mail, but did not identify which defendants performed those acts or allege an
actual litigation injury.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jeremiah Hankins, proceeding pro se, filed a § 1983 civil-rights action and a first amended complaint alleging
inadequate medical care, interference with legal mail, medical negligence, and negligent infliction of emotional
distress. The court screened the first amended complaint, found a potentially cognizable Fourteenth Amendment
medical-care claim against Dr. Williams, Dr. Sokolov, and a primary-care physician identified as Dr. John Doe,
and found no other cognizable claims at that stage. The court denied the motions to appoint counsel without
prejudice and gave Hankins 21 days to elect either to proceed on the cognizable claim or file another amended
complaint.
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