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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California denied Defendants’ motion for
summary judgment and granted Plaintiff’s motion for partial summary judgment in an action
concerning alleged barriers to accessibility at Mi Ranchito Market. The court found genuine disputes
regarding Plaintiff’s standing to seek injunctive relief and held that Plaintiff established his disability,
encountered the alleged barriers, and that the barriers continued to exist. The court did not grant
summary judgment on the ultimate availability of injunctive relief or damages because the readily
achievable removal issue remained unresolved.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Northern District of California

WRITING FOR THE COURT Thomas S. Hixson

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Northern District of California

DECIDED May 7, 2025

DOCKET 23-cv-01443-TSH

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Cross-motions for summary judgment in an action alleging violations
of Title III of the Americans with Disabilities Act and related
California statutes.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. The court viewed reasonable inferences in favor of the
nonmoving party and held that credibility determinations are
inappropriate at summary judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff had standing to seek injunctive relief under Title III of the ADA despite moving
approximately 60 miles from the market.

2. Whether genuine disputes of material fact concerning Plaintiff's deterrence and intent to revisit the
market precluded summary judgment for Defendants.

3. Whether Plaintiff established on partial summary judgment that the alleged accessibility barriers existed
on the visit dates, that he encountered them, and that they continued to exist.

4. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to summary judgment establishing his complete ADA claims or
entitlement to injunctive relief and damages.

HOLDINGS

1. A Title III ADA plaintiff may establish standing for injunctive relief by presenting evidence that he is
currently deterred from visiting a place of public accommodation because of an accessibility barrier or
was previously deterred and intends to return where he is likely to encounter the barrier. Plaintiff's
evidence concerning his ongoing medical care and ties to Oakland created a genuine dispute regarding
his intent to revisit the market.

2. Defendants were not entitled to summary judgment because genuine disputes of material fact existed
regarding Plaintiff's intention to revisit Mi Ranchito Market.

3. Plaintiff was entitled to partial summary judgment establishing that the alleged barriers existed on the
dates he visited Mi Ranchito Market, that he encountered them, and that the barriers continued to exist.

4. Plaintiff was not entitled at this stage to summary judgment establishing his complete causes of action or
entitlement to injunctive relief and damages because he had not shown that removal of the barriers was
readily achievable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff’s history as a serial litigant “has no place in our standing analysis.”” (at 12)

“Rather, the barrier need only interfere with the plaintiff’s ‘full and equal enjoyment’ of the facility.” (at 13)

“As Plaintiff has made no such showing here, summary judgment on his claims is inappropriate.” (at 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Richard Sepulveda has lumbar disc disease and degenerative arthritis, is limited in the use of his legs, and uses a
walker. He visited Mi Ranchito Market on July 9, 2022, and January 25, 2023, and alleged that blocked service
areas, narrow aisles and alcoves, and an excessively sloped route interfered with his ability to enter, move
through, shop in, and use the market. Although he later moved approximately 60 miles away, he stated that he
continued to receive frequent medical care in Oakland and maintained longstanding ties to the area. A January
2024 inspection identified several conditions that did not comply with federal and state accessibility
requirements.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sepulveda filed the action on March 28, 2023, seeking injunctive and declaratory relief and statutory damages
based on alleged accessibility barriers at Mi Ranchito Market. After a joint site visit and expert inspection,
Defendants moved for summary judgment on standing and Plaintiff moved for partial summary judgment
concerning the existence, encounter, and continued existence of the barriers. The court denied Defendants'
motion and granted Plaintiff's motion in part, while declining to grant summary judgment on whether Plaintiff
had established any complete cause of action or entitlement to damages or injunctive relief.
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