UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Gray v. Allison

No. 1:23-cv-01285-BAM (PC), United States District Court for the Eastern District of California (December 1,
2025)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends dismissing Otha
Gray’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against California corrections officials. The recommendation
concludes that the complaint fails to state an Eighth or Fourteenth Amendment claim and does not
adequately support supervisory liability, a privacy claim, or claims against unidentified Doe
defendants. Dismissal with prejudice is also recommended based on Gray’s failure to obey the court’s

order, failure to file an amended complaint, and failure to prosecute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the complaint states a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the named defendants

for failure to protect from violence under the Eighth Amendment

2. Whether supervisory liability attaches to the CDCR Secretary, Warden, and John Doe supervisor based

solely on their supervisory roles or failure to train

3. Whether Plaintiff has a constitutionally protected privacy interest in his prison legal status summary
(LSS)

4. Whether dismissal with prejudice is appropriate for failure to state a claim, failure to obey a court order,

and failure to prosecute

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff fails to state a cognizable Eighth Amendment claim because he does not allege that any

defendant knew of a specific risk of harm to him from an assault by another inmate.

2. Supervisory liability cannot be imposed under a respondeat superior theory; personal participation in or

knowledge of constitutional violations, or implementation of a deficient policy, is required.

3. No constitutionally protected expectation of privacy exists in prison treatment records when the state has

a legitimate interest in access.

4. Dismissal with prejudice is the appropriate sanction under the Henderson factors, given Plaintiff's failure

to amend his deficient complaint, failure to obey the court's order, and failure to prosecute.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“[T]hreadbare recitals of the elements of a cause of action, supported by mere conclusory statements, do not
suffice.” (at 1)

“Liability may not be imposed on supervisory personnel for the actions or omissions of their subordinates

under the theory of respondeat superior.” (at 3)

“Mere negligent failure to protect an inmate from harm is not actionable under Section 1983.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a former state prisoner, alleged that a prison case records analyst incorrectly labeled him as a child
abuser on his legal status summary (LSS), which led to threats, extortion, and a physical assault causing a
dislocated jaw, permanent fear, and PTSD. He sued the CDCR Secretary, Warden, the analyst, and his supervisor
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, claiming violations of the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments based on failure to

protect from violence and invasion of privacy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a pro se civil rights complaint. The court screened the complaint and found it failed to state a
claim, granting leave to amend. Plaintiff failed to file an amended complaint or communicate with the court. The
magistrate judge issued findings and recommendations to dismiss the action with prejudice for failure to state a
claim, failure to obey a court order, and failure to prosecute.
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