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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California addresses defendants’ motion for

summary judgment in a case arising from the fatal police shooting of Artemio Alfaro. The court denies

summary judgment in part because disputed facts concerning whether Alfaro’s truck posed an

immediate threat preclude determining the Fourth Amendment excessive-force claim as a matter of

law. The order also considers qualified immunity and state-law battery, negligence, wrongful-death,

and Bane Act claims.
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Plaintiff brought federal constitutional claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983
and California state-law claims arising from the fatal officer-involved
shooting of her father. After the court partially denied defendants'
motion to dismiss, defendants moved for summary judgment. The

court granted the motion in part and denied it in part.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. The court views the evidence and draws reasonable inferences in
favor of the nonmoving party, but need not credit a version of events
blatantly contradicted by video evidence. On qualified immunity, the
moving defendants bore the burden of showing both no constitutional

violation and that the right was not clearly established.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether disputed facts concerning the position and movement of Alfaro's truck and the location of the

officers precluded summary judgment on Johnson's Fourth Amendment excessive-force claim.

. Whether Johnson was entitled to qualified immunity on the Fourth Amendment excessive-force claim.
. Whether Johnson's use of deadly force violated the Fourteenth Amendment by shocking the conscience.

. Whether the disputed reasonableness of Johnson's use of force precluded summary judgment on the

state-law battery and negligence claims against Johnson and the County's vicarious-liability claims.

. Whether the evidence created a triable issue on Johnson's specific intent or reckless disregard under the

California Bane Act.

. Whether Majeski and Iniguez could be liable for negligent wrongful death based on their pre-shooting

conduct or the vehicle pursuit.

HOLDINGS

1.

Summary judgment was denied because disputed facts concerning whether Alfaro's truck was moving
toward any officer or other person, or instead turning away to flee, could lead a reasonable jury to find

that Johnson's use of deadly force was objectively unreasonable.

. Johnson was not entitled to qualified immunity at summary judgment because disputed facts precluded

determining whether he violated a constitutional right, and existing precedent clearly established the

right not to be shot when a vehicle posed no immediate danger to officers or others.

. Summary judgment was granted to Johnson on the Fourteenth Amendment claim because plaintiff

presented no evidence that Johnson acted with a purpose to harm unrelated to legitimate law-

enforcement objectives.

. Summary judgment was denied on the battery claims against Johnson and the County because California

battery liability for a peace officer's use of force turns on whether the force was unreasonable, and that

issue remained triable.

. Summary judgment was denied on the Bane Act claim against Johnson because a triable issue existed as

to whether he acted with reckless disregard for plaintiff's constitutional rights.

. Summary judgment was denied on the negligence claim against Johnson because a triable issue existed

as to whether his use of deadly force was reasonable under the totality of the circumstances.



7. Summary judgment was granted on the negligence claims against Majeski and Iniguez because no

reasonable jury could find that their conduct negligently created a situation that proximately caused
Alfaro's death.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The “key question” is whether Alfaro “accelerated or attempted to accelerate toward” the officers or other

person before Johnson shot Alfaro.” (Opinion at 22)

“The right not to be shot in a car that poses no immediate danger to police officers or others is clearly
established.” (Opinion at 24)

“A state law battery claim is a counterpart to a federal claim of excessive use of force. In both a plaintiff must

prove that the peace officer’s use of force was unreasonable.” (Opinion at 29)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On April 29, 2020, Madera County deputies attempted to arrest Artemio Alfaro on outstanding warrants,
including a robbery warrant. Alfaro fled in a truck, leading deputies on a high-speed pursuit, and later reentered
the truck after resisting efforts by deputies Majeski and Iniguez to apprehend him. As Alfaro backed the truck

away from the officers and appeared to turn the vehicle away from them, Deputy Johnson fired ten shots into the
truck, killing Alfaro; the parties disputed whether Alfaro or the truck posed an immediate threat to the officers or

others.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously adopted findings and recommendations and dismissed some claims, allowing the case to
proceed on specified Fourth and Fourteenth Amendment claims, state-law battery and negligence claims, and a
California Bane Act claim. Defendants moved for summary judgment on the remaining claims. The court denied
summary judgment on the Fourth Amendment claim against Johnson, the battery, negligence, and Bane Act
claims against Johnson, and the County's vicarious liability for Johnson's conduct, but granted summary
judgment on the Fourteenth Amendment claim against Johnson and the negligence claims against Majeski and

Iniguez.
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