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SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations addressing defendants’ motion for summary
judgment in a pro se prisoner civil-rights action against El Dorado County and jail officials. It
recommends granting summary judgment for El Dorado County because the plaintiff failed to exhaust
available administrative remedies concerning jail lighting and sleep-disrupting conditions, and
analyzes the plaintiff’s discriminatory-cell-search claims against defendants Garcia and Handy.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on defendants El Dorado County,
Handy, and Garcia's motion for summary judgment in a prisoner civil-
rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The moving party bears the initial burden of showing the
absence of a genuine issue; if the nonmoving party bears the trial
burden, the movant may show an absence of evidence supporting the
claim. The nonmoving party must identify specific admissible
evidence establishing a genuine dispute, and reasonable inferences are
drawn in that party's favor. Failure to exhaust under the PLRA is an
affirmative defense that defendants must plead and prove.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Spears failed to exhaust available administrative remedies concerning his claim against El
Dorado County under the Prison Litigation Reform Act.

2. Whether Spears produced sufficient evidence to create a genuine dispute that Handy and Garcia
conducted cell searches with racially discriminatory intent in violation of the Equal Protection Clause.

3. Whether the absence of a Fourth Amendment violation arising from a cell search precludes an equal-
protection claim based on discriminatory selection or motivation.

HOLDINGS

1. The administrative grievance process was available to Spears, and because he admittedly did not grieve
the claim concerning jail lighting and sleep-disrupting activities, the County was entitled to summary
judgment on exhaustion grounds.

2. Spears failed to produce evidence from which a reasonable jury could find that Handy or Garcia
searched his cell with racially discriminatory intent; therefore, summary judgment was warranted on
those claims.

3. The fact that a prisoner has no reasonable expectation of privacy in a jail cell, and therefore cannot
establish an unreasonable-search claim, does not foreclose an equal-protection claim alleging that the
search was intentionally discriminatory.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The summary judgment motion should therefore be granted as to defendant El Dorado County.” (at 24)

“Ultimately, even if defendants’ conduct lacked a valid penological purpose, their conduct did not violate
plaintiff’s right to equal protection unless it was done to discriminate against him based on his race, and
plaintiff offers no evidence of such motive.” (at 42)

“The claim against defendant El Dorado County should be dismissed without prejudice for failure to exhaust
and the claims against defendants Garcia and Handy should be dismissed with prejudice because plaintiff is
unable to prove an essential element of his claim.” (at 43)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Spears, a former county and current state prisoner, alleged that conditions at the El Dorado County Jail deprived
inmates of uninterrupted sleep and that Officers Handy and Garcia subjected him to unusually frequent or severe
cell searches because he was African American. Spears had filed twenty jail grievances, but none concerned the



lighting and sleep-disruption claim against the County. In discovery, he did not identify facts or documents
beyond his complaint establishing that Handy or Garcia searched his cell with discriminatory intent.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action proceeded on a second amended complaint asserting claims against El Dorado County and several
individual defendants. The district court previously dismissed other claims and defendants, denied in part the
County's motion to dismiss, and allowed the surviving claims to proceed. After discovery, El Dorado County,
Handy, and Garcia moved for summary judgment; following supplemental discovery and briefing, the magistrate
judge recommended granting the motion, dismissing the County claim without prejudice for failure to exhaust,
dismissing the Handy and Garcia claims with prejudice for lack of evidence of discriminatory intent, and
proceeding solely on the claim against Kurk.
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