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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California resolves a discovery dispute in a

42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning plaintiff’s access to ten staff complaints. Following in camera

review, the court permits withholding one complaint on third-party privacy grounds and another as

irrelevant, requires specified redactions, and orders supervised review of the remaining eight

complaints. The court also lifts the stay of the dispositive-motion deadline and sets May 13, 2026, as

the filing deadline.
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In a prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the court
resolved a discovery dispute concerning plaintiff's requests for
production of staff complaints and defendants' assertions of third-party

privacy and official-information privilege after an in camera review.

The court balanced the requesting party's need for discovery against
asserted third-party privacy and official-information interests,
including whether redaction or other protective measures adequately

protected those interests.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether third-party privacy interests justified withholding or redacting particular staff-complaint files

and mental-health information.

2. Whether the official-information privilege justified withholding the responsive staff-complaint files from

discovery.

3. What protective measures and manner of access were appropriate for the materials ordered disclosed.

HOLDINGS

1. Third-party privacy interests outweighed disclosure of the documents pertaining to Log No. 531340
because the file primarily contained sensitive mental-health diagnoses and treatment information that

could not be meaningfully redacted and had little relevance to plaintiff's claims.

2. The mental-health-assessment portion of the RVR in Log No. 30385 had to be redacted, while the

remainder of the file could be disclosed subject to appropriate redactions.

3. Defendants could withhold the entirety of Log No. 149087 because the complaint concerned alleged
unprofessional conduct and profanity, which were outside the scope of plaintiff's retaliation claim based
on an allegedly false RVR.

4. The official-information privilege did not justify withholding the remaining responsive complaint files
after in camera review, because the files did not contain sufficiently sensitive information to overcome

the policy favoring disclosure in civil-rights actions and protective redactions were adequate.

5. The disclosed complaint files had to be made available for plaintiff's supervised review, with redaction
of complainants', witnesses', and other involved incarcerated persons' names; plaintiff could not retain

possession of the files but had to receive additional reasonable review opportunities during the litigation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The official information privilege is subject to the competing interests of the requesting party and is “subject

to disclosure especially where protective measures are taken.”” (at 3)

“Overall, none of the ten complaints resulted in discipline against either defendant.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, an incarcerated pro se litigant proceeding in forma pauperis, brought claims involving alleged
retaliation and due-process violations. He requested grievances and investigative files concerning similar
incidents involving defendants. Defendants asserted third-party inmate privacy and official-information

privilege, and submitted ten responsive staff-complaint files for in camera review.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff sought staff complaints responsive to RFPs Nos. 1, 3, and 4. In a prior order, the court found that
defendants had provided a sufficient foundation to invoke the official-information privilege and ordered
defendants to submit the responsive documents for in camera review. After reviewing the ten complaint files, the
court determined which materials could be withheld, which required redaction, and which had to be made

available for plaintiff's supervised review.
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