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SUMMARY

The document is a magistrate judge’s findings and recommendations in a § 1983 action brought by

civil detainee Patrick Neill against employees of the Department of State Hospitals—Coalinga. The

court recommends denying defendants’ motion to dismiss claims alleging inadequate mental-health

treatment and disparate treatment amounting to improper punishment under the Fourteenth

Amendment, and directs the clerk to randomly assign a district judge.
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Plaintiff, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, brought a 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983 action against employees of the California Department of State
Hospitals. Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6). The magistrate judge recommended that the

motion be denied.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in favor of the
nonmoving party, and asks whether the complaint states a plausible
claim for relief. Pro se pleadings are liberally construed. The court's
review is generally limited to the operative pleading, subject to limited
exceptions for authenticated documents relied on by the complaint and

appropriate judicial notice of public records.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff stated a Fourteenth Amendment claim based on denial or inadequate provision of

mental-health treatment to a pre-adjudication civil detainee.

2. Whether plaintiff's allegations that defendants used inadequate staffing and delayed his treatment

plausibly stated a claim under the Youngberg professional-judgment standard.

3. Whether allegations that criminal offenders received better or more consistent treatment plausibly

established that plaintiff was subjected to punitive conditions of confinement.

4. Whether defendants' asserted sovereign immunity and deference to state discretion required dismissal at

the pleading stage.

5. Whether plaintiff's proposed documents were appropriate subjects of judicial notice on a Rule 12(b)(6)

motion.

HOLDINGS

1. A pre-adjudication civil detainee's claim may proceed under the Fourteenth Amendment notwithstanding
the absence of a statutory right to treatment under the Sexually Violent Predator Act. Civil detainees are

entitled to access to mental-health treatment providing a realistic opportunity to be cured and released.

2. Plaintiff's allegations that defendants inadequately staffed the facility, used unlicensed or insufficiently
qualified personnel, and delayed his progress through the treatment program were sufficient at the

pleading stage to state a claim under the Youngberg professional-judgment standard.

3. The Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference standard did not govern the claims of this pre-

adjudication civil detainee; the more protective Fourteenth Amendment standard applied.

4. Plaintiff plausibly alleged punitive conditions of confinement by asserting that he received less access to
clinical psychologists and less consistent treatment than criminal offenders housed in comparable

settings.

5. Defendants' motion to dismiss should be denied because the complaint plausibly stated Fourteenth
Amendment claims for inadequate treatment and punitive conditions of confinement, and the asserted

sovereign-immunity and state-discretion arguments did not warrant dismissal at the pleading stage.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Under the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, civil detainees are entitled to mental health

treatment that gives them a realistic opportunity to be cured and released.” (Opinion at 5)

“Indeed, in Jones v. Blanas, it was held that for a pre-adjudication civil detainee to prevail under the SVPA,
“the confined individual need not prove ‘deliberate indifference’ [under the Eighth Amendment] on the part of

government officials.”” (Opinion at 7-8)

“Thus, without deciding whether professional judgment was exercised in this case, Plaintiff s allegations are

sufficient to state a claim under the Youngberg standard, at the pleading stage.” (Opinion at 10)

“Treating criminal offenders who are, in part, being detained for punitive reasons better than civil detainees

who have not been convicted of a crime, effectively amounts to Plaintiff being punished.” (Opinion at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff is a pre-adjudication civil detainee housed at Department of State Hospitals—Coalinga under
California's Sexually Violent Predator Act. He alleged that defendants failed to staff the facility with enough
psychologists to provide psychotherapy and used unlicensed or inadequately qualified personnel in the Sex
Offender Treatment Program, delaying his treatment and potential release. He also alleged that criminal
offenders received more consistent treatment and staffing, making his conditions of confinement more restrictive
and punitive. Plaintiff sued the facility's director and other officials in their official capacities under the

Fourteenth Amendment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Neill filed an action alleging that defendants violated his Fourteenth Amendment rights by failing to provide
adequate mental-health treatment and by subjecting him to disparate and punitive conditions of confinement.
Defendants moved to dismiss, arguing that plaintiff lacked a constitutional or statutory right to treatment, failed
to plead deliberate indifference or injury, and that sovereign immunity and deference to state health policies
barred the claims. The magistrate judge denied plaintiff's request for judicial notice and recommended denial of

defendants' motion to dismiss, subject to review by a district judge after objections.
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