UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Guillory v. Pfeiffer

Guillory - No. 1:22-c¢v-01336-JLT-SKO (PC) - Decided August 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The document contains Findings and Recommendations from the United States District Court for the

Eastern District of California following screening of Jovan R. Guillory’s second amended 42 U.S.C. §

1983 complaint. The magistrate judge recommends allowing an Eighth Amendment excessive-force

claim to proceed against Correctional Officer Alcantar, dismissing the remaining claims, and

dismissing defendants Christian Pfeiffer, E. Stark, and N. Montanez. The recommendations were

issued with a 14-day objection deadline.
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Findings and recommendations following screening of a prisoner’s
second amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

The complaint was screened under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A to determine
whether it was frivolous, malicious, failed to state a claim, or sought
monetary relief from an immune defendant. For pleading sufficiency,
the court accepted factual allegations as true, construed the pro se
prisoner’s allegations liberally, and applied the plausibility standard
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a), Ashcroft v. Igbal, and Bell
Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the second amended complaint stated a cognizable Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim

against Alcantar.

. Whether the complaint stated Eighth Amendment excessive-force or failure-to-train and supervisory-

liability claims against Montanez, Stark, or Pfeiffer.

. Whether the complaint stated an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim concerning medical

care after Guillory’s injuries.

. Whether the complaint stated a Fourteenth Amendment procedural-due-process claim based on the

prison disciplinary proceeding.

HOLDINGS

1.

Liberally construed and accepting its factual allegations as true, the second amended complaint stated a
cognizable Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Alcantar because it alleged that Alcantar
orchestrated the altercation and used force maliciously, unnecessarily, and without a good-faith effort to

maintain security.

. The complaint failed to state claims against Montanez, Stark, or Pfeiffer because it did not adequately

allege their personal participation, a causal connection, an unconstitutional policy or custom, or facts

supporting a failure-to-train claim.

. The complaint failed to state a deliberate-indifference claim against any defendant.

. The complaint failed to state a due-process claim because it did not allege that any of the minimum

procedural protections required in a prison disciplinary proceeding were denied, and the record

contained some evidence supporting the disciplinary decision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A correctional officer engages in excessive force in violation of the Cruel and Unusual Punishments Clause
if he (1) uses excessive and unnecessary force under all the circumstances, and (2) “harms an inmate for the

very purpose of causing harm,” and not “as part of a good-faith effort to maintain security.”” (at 4)

“To maintain an Eighth Amendment claim based on medical care in prison, a plaintiff must first “show a
serious medical need by demonstrating that failure to treat a prisoner’s condition could result in further
significant injury or the unnecessary and wanton infliction of pain. Second, the plaintiff must show the

defendants’ response to the need was deliberately indifferent.”” (at 10)

““Prison disciplinary proceedings are not part of a criminal prosecution, and the full panoply of rights due a

defendant in such proceedings does not apply.”” (at 13)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Guillory alleged that on March 21, 2020, after an exchange of derogatory or profane words, inmate Barnett was
released from an upper tier and assaulted him. Guillory alleged that Correctional Officer Alcantar orchestrated
the altercation and discharged a weapon, striking Guillory in the eye, face, or head and causing serious facial
injuries and continuing headaches, vision problems, cognitive symptoms, and psychological trauma. He also
alleged that follow-up medical care and reconstructive procedures did not occur and that Lieutenant Montanez,
Associate Warden Stark, and Warden Pfeiffer were responsible for supervisory, training, or disciplinary matters.

Guillory further alleged that Montanez found him guilty of a disciplinary violation arising from the incident.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously found that Plaintiff had failed to state a claim and gave him the option to proceed only on
an Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Defendant Alcantar, amend, or voluntarily dismiss. Plaintiff
filed a second amended complaint naming Alcantar, Montanez, Stark, and Pfeiffer, and later filed a request to
proceed on the excessive-force claim. The magistrate judge recommended that the action proceed only against
Alcantar on the excessive-force claim and that all other claims and the other named defendants be dismissed,

subject to objections and review by the assigned district judge.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The magistrate judge recommended that the action proceed only on the Eighth Amendment excessive-force
claim against Alcantar; that all remaining claims be dismissed; and that Pfeiffer, Stark, and Montanez be
dismissed. The recommendations were to be submitted to the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)
(C), subject to objections within 14 days.
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