UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Shan Valencia Thomas v. Stanislaus County, Kyle Christianson, Eric

Garcia, and Does 1-10, inclusive

No. 2:25-cv-02113 WBS CSK (E.D. Cal. Jan. 6, 2026) - No. No. 2:25-cv-02113 WBS CSK - Decided January 6,
2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied defendants’ motion to
dismiss Shan Valencia Thomas’s First Amended Complaint arising from alleged police-dog and other
excessive force during his arrest. The court held that Thomas’s nolo contendere plea to California
Penal Code section 69 did not support dismissal under Heck v. Humphrey in light of King v. Villegas.
The court also found that Thomas adequately pleaded municipal liability under Monell and
supervisory liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to

dismiss plaintiff's first amended complaint for failure to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts the complaint's
allegations as true, draws all reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's
favor, and determines whether the complaint states a claim for relief

that is plausible on its face.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; persuasive
authority only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Thomas's § 1983 excessive-force claim was barred by Heck v. Humphrey because he had

entered a nolo contendere plea to violating California Penal Code § 69.

2. Whether Thomas adequately pleaded a municipal-liability claim against Stanislaus County under a

custom or policy theory.

3. Whether Thomas adequately pleaded supervisory liability under § 1983 against the Supervisor and
Officer Does.

HOLDINGS

1. At the pleading stage, Thomas's nolo contendere plea and the facts stipulated to in connection with it
could not be relied on to establish that he committed a violation of California Penal Code § 69;

therefore, there was no plausible basis to conclude that his excessive-force claim was barred by Heck.

2. Thomas adequately pleaded a Monell claim because he alleged multiple sufficiently similar incidents in
which Stanislaus County deputies allegedly used excessive force to punish subdued or restrained
arrestees, together with allegations that the incidents occurred without discipline, investigation, or
retraining.

3. Thomas adequately stated a supervisory-liability claim because he alleged both a sufficient causal
connection between the supervisors' wrongful conduct and the excessive-force violation and personal

participation in the constitutional deprivation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a judgment in favor of [him] would necessarily imply the invalidity of his conviction or sentence.” (at 2)

“[Federal] Rule [of Evidence] 410(a) bars admission of a nolo contendere plea to show that a § 1983

plaintiff committed the crimes to which he pleaded nolo contendere.” (at 2)

“A government entity may not be held liable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, unless a policy, practice, or custom of

the entity can be shown to be a moving force behind a violation of constitutional rights.” (at 6)
“At the pleading stage, plaintiff need not prove the existence of such a custom” (at 6)

“A defendant may be held liable as a supervisor under § 1983 if there exists either (1) his or her personal
involvement in the constitutional deprivation, or (2) a sufficient causal connection between the supervisor's

wrongful conduct and the constitutional violation.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



On or about May 24, 2022, Stanislaus County Sheriff's Office deputies located Thomas behind a fence while
searching for him. According to the complaint, Deputy Christianson tore down the fence, Deputy Garcia
commanded a police dog to attack Thomas, and deputies continued restraining him and permitting the dog to
attack after Thomas raised his hands in surrender; Thomas suffered severe leg injuries and a broken arm
requiring surgery. Thomas later entered a nolo contendere plea to violating California Penal Code § 69. He
alleged that the defendants' conduct violated the Fourth Amendment and that Stanislaus County maintained a

custom or policy of using excessive force against subdued or restrained arrestees.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Thomas brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 arising from alleged police use of excessive force, including
claims against individual deputies, Stanislaus County, and supervisory defendants. Defendants moved to dismiss
the first amended complaint. The district court denied the motion as to the excessive-force, Monell, and

supervisory-liability claims.
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