UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

In re CIM-SQ Transfer Cases

No. 5:20-cv-06326-EJD (N.D. Cal. May 8, 2025) - No. 5:20-cv-06326-EJD - Decided May 8, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California screens a prisoner civil-rights

complaint arising from the May 2020 transfer of inmates from California Institution for Men to San

Quentin State Prison during the COVID-19 pandemic. The court dismisses the California Department

of Corrections and Rehabilitation as immune from damages claims, finds a cognizable Eighth

Amendment deliberate-indifference claim against former warden Ronald Broomfield, orders service,

and keeps the case stayed for purposes other than service.
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Screening of a pro se prisoner's civil-rights complaint under 28 U.S.C.
§ 1915A(a).

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must identify cognizable claims
or dismiss claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim, or
seek monetary relief from an immune defendant. Pro se pleadings are
liberally construed, and a complaint must contain enough factual

matter to state a plausible claim for relief.
Unknown; district court order of service with no reporter citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the damages claims against the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation were

barred by Eleventh Amendment sovereign immunity.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim against
Ronald Broomfield.

3. Whether the complaint should be screened under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A and served on the surviving
defendant.

HOLDINGS

1. The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation is immune from a § 1983 damages action

because it is a state agency and the action operates as a suit against the State.

2. Liberally construed, the allegations stated a plausible Eighth Amendment claim for deliberate

indifference to plaintiff's health and safety against Broomfield.

3. The complaint survived screening as to Broomfield because it alleged sufficient facts to state a plausible

claim, while the claim against CDCR was dismissed as barred by immunity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal courts must engage in a preliminary screening of cases in which prisoners seek redress from a

governmental entity or officer or employee of a governmental entity.” (at 2)

“Liberally construed, plaintiff’s allegations state a plausible claim for deliberate indifference to plaintiff’s

safety against Broomfield, in violation of the Eighth Amendment.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a California prisoner, alleged that more than 100 inmates, some infected with COVID-19, were
transferred from California Institution for Men to San Quentin State Prison in May 2020 without testing or
quarantine procedures. He sued former San Quentin warden Ronald Broomfield and the California Department

of Corrections and Rehabilitation for damages, alleging deliberate indifference to his health and safety.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A California prisoner filed a pro se action alleging that officials violated his constitutional rights by transferring
inmates from California Institution for Men to San Quentin State Prison without adequate testing or quarantine
procedures. The action was consolidated into the CIM-SQ transfer cases, and the court screened the complaint,
dismissed CDCR, found a cognizable Eighth Amendment claim against Broomfield, ordered service, and stayed

the case for all purposes other than service.
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