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SUMMARY

This document contains findings and recommendations by a magistrate judge of the United States

District Court for the Eastern District of California concerning defendants’ motion for summary

judgment in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The plaintiff alleged that correctional officers violated the

Eighth Amendment by failing to protect him from being struck by a homemade spear thrown by

another inmate. The magistrate judge recommends granting summary judgment for the defendants,

concluding that the plaintiff failed to present sufficient evidence that the defendants were deliberately

indifferent to a substantial risk of serious harm.
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Plaintiff brought an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that
correctional officers violated the Eighth Amendment by failing to
protect him from being stabbed by another inmate. The remaining
defendants moved for summary judgment and alternatively asserted
qualified immunity. The magistrate judge issued findings and

recommendations recommending that the motion be granted.

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. In evaluating the motion, the court must believe the opposing
party's evidence and draw reasonable inferences in that party's favor,
but unsupported speculation and conclusory allegations do not create a
genuine dispute. Qualified immunity requires consideration of whether
the facts show a constitutional violation and whether the right was

clearly established.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Leonard's Eighth Amendment failure-to-
protect claim because the evidence did not establish that they were subjectively aware of and

deliberately indifferent to a substantial risk of serious harm.

2. Whether defendants would be entitled to qualified immunity even if the evidence created a triable issue

concerning subjective awareness.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence created a genuine dispute as to whether the broken cell window presented an objectively
substantial risk of serious harm, but Leonard failed to create a genuine dispute that Bartlett or Britton
actually knew of the broken window and drew the inference that it posed a substantial risk to him.

Summary judgment should therefore be granted to defendants.

2. Even assuming a triable issue existed as to whether defendants violated Leonard's Eighth Amendment
rights, defendants would be entitled to qualified immunity because it was not clearly established that
redirecting an inmate past a cell with a broken window, in order to avoid an immediate gassing threat,

violated the Constitution under the circumstances.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A prison official acts with deliberate indifference only if he “knows of and disregards an excessive risk to
inmate health and safety; the official must both be aware of facts from which the inference could be drawn

that a substantial risk of serious harm exists, and he must also draw the inference.”” (at 12)

“If a person should have been aware of the risk, but was not, then the person has not violated the Eighth

Amendment, no matter how severe the risk.” (at 15)

“it is not sufficient that Farmer clearly states the general rule that prison officials cannot deliberately
disregard a substantial risk of serious harm to an inmate; . . . in addition, it is relevant that neither Farmer
nor subsequent authorities has fleshed out at what point a risk of inmate assault becomes sufficiently

substantial for Eighth Amendment purposes.” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Leonard was housed in the Psychiatric Services Unit at California State Prison, Sacramento, where inmate
Gulbronson had a history of gassing staff and spearing staff through cell windows. On June 30, 2020, Officer
Lujan discovered that Gulbronson's cell window was partially shattered and had a small hole, but defendants
Bartlett and Britton stated they were not informed of the damage and did not observe it. Approximately two
hours later, while escorting Leonard, defendants redirected him past Gulbronson's cell to avoid another inmate's
threat to throw bodily fluids; Gulbronson then threw a homemade spear through the hole and struck Leonard's
arm. Leonard asserted that defendants knew of the danger, but his opposition was unverified and lacked

evidentiary support.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Leonard proceeded pro se and in forma pauperis on a first amended complaint alleging Eighth Amendment
failure-to-protect claims against correctional officers Britton and Bartlett. The claims survived screening, and the
defendants moved for summary judgment. After reviewing the filings and ordering defendants to determine
whether additional video footage existed under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(e)(4), the magistrate judge
concluded that plaintiff failed to establish a genuine dispute concerning defendants' subjective awareness of a
substantial risk and recommended granting summary judgment and closing the case, subject to objections to the
assigned district judge.
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