UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Cornejo v. Minglana

No. 23-cv-05383-JSW (N.D. Cal. Mar. 20, 2025) - No. 23-cv-05383-JSW - Decided March 20, 2025

SUMMARY

The Northern District of California granted defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss most claims

brought under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 by a California prisoner. The court held that res judicata barred the

retaliation, denial-of-medical-care, and related claims because substantially the same claims had been

dismissed with prejudice in the plaintiff’s prior action. The Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim

against Defendant T. Clayton remained, and the court set a summary-judgment briefing schedule.
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Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the plaintiff's Fourteenth Amendment claims. The court
granted the motion and dismissed all claims except the Eighth
Amendment excessive-force claim against Defendant T. Clayton,

which remained pending for summary-judgment proceedings.

The court reviewed the complaint under Rule 12(b)(6), accepting
factual allegations as true and construing them in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party, while disregarding conclusory
allegations, unwarranted factual deductions, and unreasonable
inferences. The court also considered judicially noticeable facts under
Federal Rule of Evidence 201.

District court order; precedential status not stated in the source.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether res judicata barred Cornejo's retaliation, denial-of-medical-care, and other claims because they

arose from the same transactional nucleus of facts as claims previously dismissed with prejudice.

2. Whether the newly named prison officials were in privity with parties to the prior action for purposes of

claim preclusion.
3. Whether the Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Clayton was barred by res judicata.

4. Whether the surviving excessive-force claim should proceed to summary-judgment briefing.

HOLDINGS

1. Res judicata barred the plaintiff's retaliation, denial-of-medical-care, and related claims because the prior
and present actions involved the same claims, a final judgment on the merits, and privity between the

parties.

2. Additional factual allegations did not defeat claim identity because they did not arise from a different

transactional nucleus of facts.

3. The Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Clayton was not dismissed on res judicata

grounds and remained pending.

4. Leave to amend the barred claims was denied because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The doctrine of res judicata, or claim preclusion, bars a party in successive litigation from pursuing claims
that were raised or could have raised in a prior action.” (at 3)

“The last of these criteria is “the most important.”” (at 4)

“Privity exists between officers of the same government so that a judgment in a suit between a party and a
representative of the government is res judicata in relitigation of the same issue between that party and

another officer of the government.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Cornejo, a California state prisoner, alleged that prison officials retaliated against him for a prior lawsuit,
subjected him to a cell extraction involving excessive force, and denied or delayed emergency medical care. He
alleged that Defendant Clayton kicked his upper torso and head during the extraction and that other defendants

participated in retaliation or denied medical care. The court found that substantially the same incidents and



constitutional claims had been litigated in Cornejo's prior action, except that Clayton was newly identified as the

officer previously sued as John Doe No. 1.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cornejo filed a pro se prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 concerning an alleged cell extraction,
denial of medical care, and retaliation. Defendants moved to dismiss. The court took judicial notice of Cornejo's
prior action, Cornejo v. Lawson, in which substantially the same claims had been dismissed with prejudice or
resolved at summary judgment. The court held that res judicata barred the claims except the excessive-force
claim against Clayton, denied leave to amend those barred claims, and ordered an answer and a summary-
judgment briefing schedule for the remaining claim.
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