UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Cravotta v. County of Sacramento

Cravotta - No. 2:22-cv-00167-DJC-AC - Decided February 26, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California addresses three motions to
dismiss claims arising from the alleged assault of a former pretrial detainee by his cellmate. The court
dismisses in part claims under the Fourteenth Amendment, the Rehabilitation Act, the Americans with
Disabilities Act, California Government Code section 845.6, and related state-law theories, generally
with leave to amend. The order concerns alleged deliberate indifference, failure to protect, failure to
summon medical care, disability discrimination, and related liability of county and medical-service
defendants.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff's operative Third Amended Complaint asserted claims under

42 U.S.C. § 1983, the Rehabilitation Act, the ADA, California
Government Code section 845.6, the Bane Act, and negligence. Three
groups of defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(1) motion, the plaintiff bears the burden of
establishing Article III standing, requiring injury in fact, traceability,
and redressability. On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-
pleaded factual allegations as true and construes them in the plaintiff's
favor, but dismisses claims lacking a cognizable legal theory or
sufficient facts to state a plausible entitlement to relief. Leave to
amend is generally granted absent undue delay, bad faith, prejudice, or

futility.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

PARTIES Anthony Cravotta II v. County of Sacramento, Sacramento County
Sheriff's Department, Regents of the University of California, State of
California, California Department of State Hospitals, Scott Jones,
Christopher Sturgis, Christina Albright-Mundy, Jacob Saesee, Daisy
Rollon, Bradley Whiting, Jacquelyn Blevins, Ramandeep Singh,
Andrea Haynes, Moises Paredes, Ronnie McLean, Justin Higley,
Takuya Noda, Bennett Preston, Nicole Garces-Barrella, Diane Oran,

Jaclyn DeCarlo, Melissa Turner
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Third Amended Complaint plausibly alleged Fourteenth Amendment deliberate-
indifference claims against the various mental-health, classification, housing, monitoring, and medical-

response defendants.

2. Whether Cravotta had Article III standing to challenge Defendant Saesee's classification of Burleson as

causally connected to the later assault.

3. Whether the complaint stated claims under the Rehabilitation Act and ADA based on allegedly

inadequate mental-health care and failure to accommodate.

4. Whether the complaint stated claims under California Government Code section 845.6 for failure to

summon immediate medical care.
5. Whether the complaint stated claims under the California Bane Act.

6. Whether the complaint stated negligence claims against the defendants.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint did not plausibly allege deliberate indifference by Garces-Barrella, Oran, DeCarlo, or
Turner because it did not show that their decisions exposed Cravotta to a substantial risk of serious harm

or that Turner could reasonably have appreciated a specific threat from the cellmate.

2. The complaint failed to state Rehabilitation Act or ADA claims against the Regents because it did not
allege that mental-health care was denied because of disability or that the alleged treatment amounted to

a discriminatory refusal to accommodate.

3. The complaint failed to state section 845.6 claims against the individual Regent defendants or the

Regents because it did not allege that they knew or had reason to know that Cravotta required immediate



medical care and failed to summon it.

4. The Bane Act claims against the Regent defendants were dismissed because the complaint failed to
plead the underlying deliberate-indifference, ADA, Rehabilitation Act, or section 845.6 violations. The
Bane Act claims against the County defendants and Saesee were not dismissed to the extent they were
adequately supported by surviving deliberate-indifference allegations or unchallenged regulatory

theories.

5. The negligence claims were sufficiently pleaded against defendants for whom deliberate-indifference
allegations survived, including Rollon, Whiting, Blevins, Singh, Haynes, Higley, and Saesee, but were
dismissed against Sturgis, Albright-Mundy, McLean, Paredes, Noda, and the Regents on the allegations

presented.

6. Cravotta had standing to challenge Saesee's classification of Burleson because the complaint alleged a
non-attenuated line of causation between the classification decision, Burleson's placement in general

population, the cell assignment, and the assault.

7. The complaint plausibly alleged deliberate-indifference claims against Rollon, Whiting, Blevins, Singh,
Haynes, Higley, and Saesee, but not against Sturgis, Albright-Mundy, Paredes, McLean, or Noda.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The mere lack of due care by a state official does not deprive an individual of life, liberty, or property under
the Fourteenth Amendment.” (Section 1.B)

“The ADA prohibits discrimination because of disability, not inadequate treatment for disability.” (Section
1.C)

“Liability under section 845.6 attaches only when an employee fails to summon medical care; failure to
provide further treatment, or to ensure further diagnosis or treatment, is not actionable under section 845.6.”
(Section 1.D)

“The Court DENIES dismissal as to Plaintiff's remaining claims.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Anthony Cravotta IT was a pretrial detainee at the Sacramento County Main Jail who had mental-health
diagnoses and was housed in an outpatient psychiatric unit and later in general population housing. Jail officials
allegedly assigned him to share a cell with Lemar Burleson despite records documenting Burleson's serious
mental illness, assaultive behavior, threats toward cellmates, and hostility toward white people. Burleson
assaulted Cravotta on September 26, 2021, causing catastrophic brain injuries; the court found that some
allegations plausibly supported claims concerning the cell assignment and the post-assault medical response,

while other allegations were insufficient.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on January 26, 2022. The court previously dismissed portions of the First Amended
Complaint, dismissed one claim with prejudice, and granted leave to amend. Plaintiff filed the Third Amended

Complaint on June 3, 2024. After a hearing on October 17, 2024, the court granted the motions to dismiss in



part, denied them in part, dismissed some claims with and some without leave to amend, and granted leave to

file an amended complaint within 30 days.
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