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SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations in an Eastern District of California action
brought by David Robinson against Collegeville Market & Café and P M & J Group, Inc. The
magistrate judge recommends granting default judgment on the plaintiff’s ADA and California Unruh
Civil Rights Act claims, awarding $8,000 in statutory damages, injunctive relief, and $3,650.76 in
attorney’s fees and costs.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for default judgment on claims under Title III of the
Americans with Disabilities Act and the California Unruh Civil Rights
Act after defendants were personally served, failed to respond, and had
defaults entered by the clerk. The magistrate judge issued findings and
recommendations recommending that the motion be granted.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion for default judgment is reviewed under the discretionary
factors identified in Eitel v. McCool. After entry of default, well-
pleaded factual allegations other than those concerning damages are
generally taken as true, but legally insufficient claims and facts
necessary to establish liability that are not pleaded are not established
by default.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff was entitled to default judgment on his ADA Title III claim based on alleged
inaccessible parking and other architectural barriers.

2. Whether the alleged ADA violation also established a violation of the California Unruh Civil Rights Act
and entitled plaintiff to statutory damages.

3. Whether plaintiff was entitled to injunctive relief requiring defendants to provide an accessible parking
space with proper signage.

4. Whether plaintiff was entitled to attorney's fees and costs, and what amount was reasonable.

HOLDINGS

1. Default judgment should be entered for plaintiff on his ADA Title III claim because the complaint
sufficiently alleged that plaintiff was disabled, defendants operated a place of public accommodation,
plaintiff was denied equal access because of his disability, the facility contained prohibited architectural
barriers, and removal of those barriers was readily achievable.

2. Plaintiff was entitled to default judgment on his Unruh Act claim and $8,000 in statutory damages,
consisting of $4,000 for the alleged denial of equal access during his visit and $4,000 for deterrence
from attempting to access the public accommodation.

3. Plaintiff should be granted an injunction requiring defendants to provide an accessible parking space
with proper signage.

4. Plaintiff should be awarded $3,045 in attorney's fees and $605.76 in costs, for a total award of
$3,650.76.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, “a defendant’s default does not automatically entitle the plaintiff to a court-ordered judgment.””
(at 1)

“Generally, once default is entered “the factual allegations of the complaint, except those relating to the
amount of damages, will be taken as true.”” (at 2)

“However, “necessary facts not contained in the pleadings, and claims which are legally insufficient, are not
established by default.”” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that he is physically disabled and uses a wheelchair for mobility. Defendants owned, managed,
and operated Collegeville Market, a place of public accommodation in Stockton, California. During plaintiff's



May 27, 2024 visit, the market allegedly lacked an accessible parking space and had no striping or markings
identifying the accessible parking space and access aisle. Plaintiff alleged that the barriers could be removed
without significant difficulty or expense.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed claims alleging that defendants operated a public accommodation with inaccessible parking and
other architectural barriers. Defendants were personally served on June 27, 2024, failed to plead or otherwise
defend, and the clerk entered default on August 22, 2024. Plaintiff then moved for default judgment, statutory
damages, injunctive relief, attorney's fees, and costs. The magistrate judge recommended granting the motion
and entering judgment, subject to review by the assigned district judge.
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