UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Raul Uvalles v. Kevin Rueter, et al.

Uvalles v. Rueter - No. 2:23-cv-0160 DJC AC P - Decided March 17, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened Raul Uvalles’s first
amended prisoner civil-rights complaint against medical and corrections personnel. The court
concluded that the complaint failed to state claims under § 1983, the First and Fourteenth
Amendments, the Eighth Amendment, the ADA, the Rehabilitation Act, and state law, and denied the
motion for appointment of counsel. Plaintiff was granted thirty days to file a second amended

complaint addressing the identified deficiencies.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A state prisoner proceeding pro se filed a first amended complaint

under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the Americans with Disabilities Act, the
Rehabilitation Act, and state tort law. The court screened the amended
complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, denied plaintiff's motion for
appointment of counsel, found that the complaint failed to state a

claim, declined to order service, and granted leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court screened the prisoner complaint
and assessed whether it stated a legally cognizable claim. In evaluating
the pleading, the court accepted factual allegations as true and
construed them in the light most favorable to plaintiff, while requiring
more than conclusory allegations and sufficient factual matter to make

each claim facially plausible.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the first amended complaint stated a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for deliberate

indifference to serious medical needs.
2. Whether the complaint stated a First Amendment claim based on prison grievance handling.
3. Whether the complaint stated a Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claim.
4. Whether the complaint stated claims under Title IT of the ADA and the Rehabilitation Act.

5. Whether the complaint stated state-law claims without alleging compliance with California's

Government Claims Act.

6. Whether plaintiff demonstrated exceptional circumstances warranting appointment of counsel.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a deliberate-indifference claim because it did not sufficiently allege a
serious medical need, deliberate indifference by each defendant, or resulting harm; allegations showing

only a difference of opinion regarding treatment were insufficient.

2. The complaint failed to state a First Amendment claim because plaintiff alleged no prevention of

grievance filing and had no constitutional right to receive a particular response to a grievance.

3. The complaint failed to state a Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claim because it alleged neither
discrimination based on membership in a protected class nor intentional disparate treatment of similarly
situated prisoners without a rational relationship to a legitimate governmental purpose.

4. The complaint failed to state ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims because it did not adequately allege
that plaintiff had a disability or that he was excluded from, denied the benefits of, or discriminated
against in a public program or service because of that disability.

5. The state-law claims were inadequately pleaded because plaintiff did not allege compliance with

California's Government Claims Act.

6. The motion for appointment of counsel was denied because plaintiff did not demonstrate exceptional
circumstances, including a likelihood of success on the merits and inability to articulate his claims in

light of their complexity.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Plaintiff has a right under the First Amendment to file grievance, not to receive a specific response to those

grievances.” (at 14-15)

“The ADA prohibits discrimination because of disability, not inadequate treatment for disability.”

(Attachment A at E)

“Plaintiff’s complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted, see 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, and will
not be served.” (Conclusion at 21-28)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a state inmate, alleged that prison medical personnel failed to follow outside consultation orders
concerning foot surgery, pain management, and treatment for neck and spine conditions, and allowed or caused
transfers that disrupted his care. He also alleged interference with grievances, unequal treatment, disability-based
exclusion from programs, improper mental-health placement, and state-law tort violations. The court found the
allegations insufficiently clear to establish a serious medical need, deliberate indifference, disability

discrimination, equal-protection violation, or compliance with California's Government Claims Act.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The original complaint was screened and found not to state a claim, after which plaintiff was granted an
opportunity to amend. Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint and moved for appointment of counsel. The court
denied counsel, determined that the amended complaint did not state cognizable claims, and allowed plaintiff
thirty days to file a second amended complaint, warning that failure to do so would result in a recommendation
of dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b).
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