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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California dismissed Ronald K. Peterson’s
prisoner civil rights complaint concerning slip-and-fall injuries allegedly caused by water from a
leaking roof at Folsom State Prison. The court held that the claims against CDCR and Folsom State
Prison were barred by the Eleventh Amendment and that the alleged slippery-floor conditions and
negligence did not state an Eighth Amendment claim. The court deferred ruling on in forma pauperis
status and allowed Peterson 30 days either to voluntarily dismiss and proceed in state court or to file
an amended federal complaint.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Prisoner civil-rights complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, accompanied
by an application to proceed in forma pauperis, screened under 28
U.S.C. § 1915A.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the screening standard under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A,
accepting well-pleaded allegations as true and construing the pro se
complaint liberally, while determining whether the complaint was
frivolous, failed to state a claim, or sought relief from an immune
defendant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether CDCR and Folsom State Prison were immune from Peterson's damages claims under the
Eleventh Amendment.

2. Whether allegations that a leaking roof caused water to accumulate on a prison floor, resulting in slip-
and-fall injuries, stated an Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim.

3. Whether the complaint adequately linked Doe defendants to specific acts or omissions violating
Peterson's federal rights.

4. Whether Peterson's putative state-law tort claims could proceed in the federal action absent a cognizable
federal claim and allegations demonstrating compliance with the California Government Claims Act.

5. Whether Peterson should be given leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. CDCR and Folsom State Prison are immune from Peterson's damages claims because California has not
consented to suit.

2. Allegations of a leaking roof, wet or slippery prison floors, and resulting slip-and-fall injuries, without
an additional exacerbating condition, do not state an Eighth Amendment claim.

3. The complaint failed to state a claim against Doe defendants because it did not identify their individual
acts or omissions or otherwise link them to the alleged constitutional deprivation.

4. Peterson was granted leave to amend if he elected to continue in federal court, subject to pleading
specific facts showing a constitutional deprivation and each defendant's involvement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A single defective condition– such as a slippery floor, a leaking roof, or a broken oven – by itself without
additional conditions contributing to a threat to an inmate’s safety does not create an objectively sufficient
and serious condition to implicate the Eighth Amendment.” (at 3)

“Remedy for this type of injury, if any, must be sought in state court under traditional tort law principles.” (at
4)

“Plaintiff’s allegations support no more than negligence, and therefore do not state a claim for relief under
the Eighth Amendment.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Peterson alleged that water accumulated on a concrete floor at Folsom State Prison because of a leaking roof and
lack of warning signs. He alleged that he fell on April 6, 2021, and again on December 9, 2021, sustaining
injuries including pain to his tailbone, head, back, elbow, and a chipped bone. He alleged that work orders had
been submitted to repair the roof and named CDCR, Folsom State Prison, and Doe defendants. He sought
monetary damages.
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cognizable federal claim, and granted Peterson thirty days either to voluntarily dismiss and proceed in state court
or to file an amended federal complaint.
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