UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Chapple v. County of Sacramento

Chapple v. County of Sacramento - No. 2:24-cv-01939-TLN-CSK - Decided June 13, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California addresses motions to strike and

motions to dismiss claims arising from the alleged shooting and use of force against Plaintiff Marquise

Chapple by a Sacramento County sheriff’s deputy. The court denies the motion to strike and permits

the federal excessive-force claims against Sheriff Cooper, the County, and the Sheriff’s Department to

proceed based on alleged customs or practices. It dismisses without leave to amend the claim under

Article I, section 13 of the California Constitution, while considering additional state-law and Bane

Act claims in the remainder of the order.
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Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and California law
arising from an alleged police shooting. Defendants moved to strike
portions of the complaint, and Sheriff Cooper, the County, and the
Sheriff's Department moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6).

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
disregards unsupported legal conclusions, and asks whether the
complaint states a facially plausible claim. A Rule 12(f) motion to
strike is discretionary and is granted only for redundant, immaterial,

impertinent, or scandalous matter.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether allegations concerning prior excessive-force incidents were redundant, immaterial, impertinent,

scandalous, or prejudicial and therefore subject to a Rule 12(f) motion to strike.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged supervisory liability under § 1983 against Sheriff Cooper.
. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged Monell liability against the County and Sheriff's Department

based on a longstanding custom or practice of excessive force.

. Whether California Constitution Article I, § 13 provides a private damages remedy for excessive force.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged the specific intent required for a California Bane Act claim

against Sheriff Cooper based on supervisory conduct.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a duty of care and special relationship supporting negligence

liability against Sheriff Cooper.

. Whether the Sacramento County Sheriff's Department could be sued alongside the County on the

asserted state-law claims.

HOLDINGS

1.

The court denied the motion to strike because the challenged allegations could bear on the plaintiff's
claims, including Monell liability, and defendants did not establish that the allegations were immaterial,

impertinent, scandalous, or sufficiently prejudicial.

. The complaint plausibly alleged a § 1983 excessive-force claim against Sheriff Cooper in his individual

capacity based on his alleged knowledge of repeated excessive-force incidents and failure to take

corrective action.

. The complaint plausibly alleged municipal liability under § 1983 against the County and Sheriff's

Department based on a longstanding custom or practice of excessive force.

. The court dismissed the Article I, § 13 excessive-force claim against Sheriff Cooper, the County, and the

Sheriff's Department without leave to amend because the court consistently held that the provision does

not confer a private right of action for damages.

. The complaint plausibly alleged a California Civil Code § 52.1 claim against Sheriff Cooper based on

supervisory conduct and alleged deliberate indifference or reckless disregard for plaintiff's constitutional
rights.

. The complaint plausibly alleged negligence against Sheriff Cooper because it alleged that he had the

ability to control Davis, failed to train, supervise, and discipline officers, and therefore had a special
relationship giving rise to a duty of care.



7. The court denied dismissal of the state-law claims against the Sheriff's Department on the ground that it

was not a distinct or separately suable entity from the County.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In sum, Defendants have not shown paragraphs 53 through 56 have no possible bearing on Plaintiff’s claims

nor provide any sufficient explanation as to how the information within these paragraphs is prejudicial.”

“Accordingly, the Court DENIES Sheriff Cooper’s motion to dismiss the § 1983 excessive force claim against

»

him.

“The Court agrees with Plaintiff that he sufficiently alleges a Monell claim for excessive force against the

Department and County based on a custom or practice.”

“In sum, the Court GRANTS Sheriff Cooper’s and the Department and County’s motions to dismiss the Article

I, § 13 excessive force claim without leave to amend.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that on March 5, 2024, Sacramento County Sheriff's Deputy Nathaniel Davis shot him twice
while he was fleeing through a parking lot after exiting a vehicle while holding a handgun and cellphone.
Plaintiff alleged that he never pointed the handgun at Davis, and that Davis then handcuffed him while he was
injured on the ground. Plaintiff further alleged that Sheriff Jim Cooper, the County, and the Sheriff's Department
knew of numerous prior excessive-force incidents but failed to discipline personnel, retrain officers, or change

policies and procedures.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on July 16, 2024. Defendants filed a motion to strike and motions to dismiss on
September 16, 2024. The court denied the motion to strike, granted in part and denied in part the motions to
dismiss, and ordered defendants to answer within twenty-one days.
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