UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Scott v. Hill

Case No. 3:24-cv-2400-WQH-MSB - No. 3:24-cv-2400-WQH-MSB - Decided May 27, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California grants Robert Scott’s motion to

proceed in forma pauperis in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning alleged inadequate medical care
for his knees. The court dismisses the complaint without prejudice under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B)

and 1915A(b) for failure to state a claim, concluding that the allegations did not establish deliberate

indifference under the Eighth Amendment. The court grants Scott 60 days to file a First Amended

Complaint.
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Pro se state prisoner filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint alleging
inadequate medical care in violation of the Eighth Amendment and
moved to proceed in forma pauperis. The district court granted in
forma pauperis status and screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §8§
1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b).

On screening under 28 U.S.C. §8§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), the
court applied the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) standard
and accepted well-pleaded factual allegations as true while requiring

sufficient factual matter to state a plausible claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Scott qualified to proceed in forma pauperis and whether an initial filing-fee installment should

be assessed.

. Whether the complaint stated a plausible Eighth Amendment claim for deliberate indifference to serious

medical needs under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

. Whether the official-capacity claims for damages were barred by Eleventh Amendment immunity.

. Whether the complaint adequately pleaded personal participation or a causal connection for supervisory

defendants.

. Whether allegations of inadequate treatment, medical negligence, malpractice, surgical complications, or

differences of medical opinion stated an Eighth Amendment claim.

. Whether Scott should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1.

Scott established his inability to prepay the filing fee, so the court granted his motion to proceed in
forma pauperis and assessed no initial payment because the initial installment exceeded his available

funds.

. The complaint failed to state a plausible Eighth Amendment claim because it did not allege facts

showing that any defendant acted with deliberate indifference to a serious medical need.

. The official-capacity claims against the defendants were dismissed because claims for damages against

state officials in their official capacities are treated as claims against the State and are barred by the
Eleventh Amendment.

. Scott failed to state individual-capacity claims against the warden and chief nurse because he did not

allege their personal involvement in, or a sufficient causal connection to, the alleged constitutional

violations.

. The court dismissed the complaint without prejudice and granted Scott sixty days to file a complete

amended complaint curing the pleading deficiencies.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The “standard for determining whether Plaintiff has failed to state a claim upon which relief can be granted
under § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) is the same as the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) standard for failure to

state a claim.”” (at 3)



“A plaintiff must show the official knew of and disregarded “excessive risk to inmate health and safety.”” (at
7)

“Under Section 1983, supervisory officials are not liable for actions of subordinates on any theory of

vicarious liability.” (at 8)

“That Scott disagrees with the specific way they addressed his pain merely amounts to “differences of medical
opinion” between himself and the three doctors as to the appropriate treatment for his pain.” (at 10)

“A district court should not dismiss a pro se complaint without leave to amend [pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B)(ii)] unless ‘it is absolutely clear that the deficiencies of the complaint could not be cured by

amendment.’” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Scott, a California state inmate, alleged chronic and severe bilateral knee pain caused by osteoarthritis beginning
in 2017. He alleged that prison medical personnel delayed or inadequately treated his pain, that he underwent
total knee replacement surgeries in 2021 and 2022, and that the surgeries were botched and resulted in
continuing pain, swelling, and possibly loose hardware. He also alleged that certain providers failed to prescribe
narcotics or arrange corrective surgery. The court found that the allegations and attached medical records showed
treatment, differing medical judgments, and no facts plausibly establishing deliberate indifference by any

defendant.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Scott filed a civil-rights complaint and an in forma pauperis motion. The court granted the motion, assessed no
initial installment because Scott had insufficient available funds, and ordered collection of the filing fee in
installments. The court dismissed the complaint in its entirety for failure to state a claim, without prejudice, and
granted Scott sixty days to file an amended complaint.
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