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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California dismisses Walter Lee Young’s
pro se Section 1983 complaint. The court grants leave to amend claims concerning an alleged sexual
assault and strip search, requiring factual allegations, exhaustion information, and identification of
proper defendants. Claims concerning privileges allegedly denied in violation of the Babu v. Ahern
consent decree are dismissed without leave to amend in this action, without prejudice to pursuing them
through the consent decree’s procedures.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Young's allegations concerning a sexual assault and strip search stated cognizable § 1983
claims when the complaint lacked facts describing the conduct, did not establish exhaustion, and did not
identify proper defendants.

2. Whether Young could pursue claims concerning denied jail privileges in this separate action when those
claims alleged violations of the consent decree entered in the Babu class action.

3. Whether the complaint adequately stated claims against Alameda County, Sheriff Gregory Ahern, and
fellow inmate Ishmal under § 1983.

HOLDINGS

1. The allegations did not state cognizable claims because Young failed to plead facts identifying who
harmed him, when the harm occurred, and the nature and circumstances of the alleged conduct; he also
failed to adequately address exhaustion and proper defendants.

2. The constitutional analysis for the alleged sexual assault and strip search would depend on whether
Young was a convicted inmate or a pretrial detainee: the Eighth Amendment would apply to a convicted
inmate, while the Fourteenth Amendment Due Process Clause would apply to a pretrial detainee.

3. To proceed against Alameda County, Young must identify a constitutional policy or practice that was the
moving force behind the alleged violation and must support an alleged custom or practice with evidence
creating a triable issue of fact; a single incident is insufficient to establish Monell liability.

4. Sheriff Ahern could not be held liable merely because he was a supervisor or allegedly knew about
constitutional violations; Young had to identify Ahern's own actions that directly caused the alleged
injury.

5. A private fellow inmate is not a proper § 1983 defendant unless the plaintiff alleges that the inmate acted
under color of state law.

6. The claims concerning privileges allegedly denied in violation of the Babu consent decree had to be
pursued through class counsel using the procedures established by that decree and were dismissed
without leave to amend in this action, without prejudice to pursuing them through the decree's
procedures.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“if Mr. Young believes the strip search constituted a sexual assault, he must explain what actions the officers
took that were beyond the scope of a normal search.” (at 15-20)

“Exhaustion in prisoner cases covered by § 1997e(a) is mandatory.” (at 13-18)

“a single incident of unconstitutional activity is not sufficient to impose liability under Monell.” (at 9-13)



“Under no circumstances is there liability under section 1983 on the theory that one is responsible for the
actions or omissions of another.” (at 15-19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Young, an inmate at Santa Rita Jail, alleged that he had been sexually assaulted, subjected to an illegal strip
search, and denied privileges because of his mental-health diagnosis. His complaint and attached materials did
not provide facts describing the alleged assault or strip search, and the materials did not show exhaustion of the
jail grievance process. The privileges claims substantially overlapped with claims covered by the Babu v. Ahern
class action and its consent decree, which required class members to use class counsel and the decree's dispute-
resolution procedures.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Walter Lee Young, an inmate at Santa Rita Jail, filed a pro se § 1983 complaint against Alameda County, Sheriff
Gregory Ahern, and fellow inmate Ishmal. The court screened the complaint, found no cognizable claim as
pleaded, dismissed the sexual-assault and strip-search claims with leave to amend, and dismissed the claims
concerning privileges allegedly denied under the Babu consent decree without leave to amend in this action. The
court allowed Young until June 6, 2025, to file a first amended complaint.

DISPOSITION

dismissed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Young may file a first amended complaint by June 6, 2025, using the caption and civil case number
specified in the order, and must plead facts supporting each claim. Failure to amend timely may result in
dismissal.
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