
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Taylor v. California Department of Corrections
Taylor · No. 23-cv-206-MMA (JLB) · Decided March 16, 2023

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California grants Matthew Scott Taylor
leave to proceed in forma pauperis in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court dismisses the California
Department of Corrections as an immune and non-person defendant but permits Taylor’s Eighth
Amendment failure-to-protect claims against the remaining defendants to proceed past screening. The
court directs the United States Marshal to effect service and establishes related filing-fee collection
and service requirements.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se incarcerated plaintiff filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint and
moved to proceed in forma pauperis. The district court granted IFP
status, screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and
1915A(b), dismissed the claims against CDCR, and permitted the
Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claims against the remaining
defendants to proceed to service.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), the
court must dismiss claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a
claim, or seek damages from immune defendants. The failure-to-state-
a-claim standard is the same as under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6): the complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted
as true, to state a plausible claim for relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown



TOPICS

prisoners rights section 1983 cruel and unusual punishment sovereign immunity civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

prisoner civil rights constitutional law federal civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Taylor qualified to proceed in forma pauperis and what filing-fee obligations applied.

2. Whether the complaint stated a plausible Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claim against the
individual defendants.

3. Whether the claims against the California Department of Corrections were barred because CDCR is not
a person subject to suit under § 1983 and is immune from monetary damages under the Eleventh
Amendment.

4. Whether the remaining claims should proceed past mandatory prisoner screening and be served.

HOLDINGS

1. Taylor qualified for IFP status because his financial submission satisfied the applicable prisoner
requirements. The court assessed an initial partial filing fee of $88.24 and required payment of the
remaining $350 through the statutory installment process.

2. The complaint plausibly alleged that the remaining defendants were deliberately indifferent to a
substantial risk of serious harm, so the Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claims could proceed past
screening.

3. The claims against CDCR were dismissed because CDCR is not a person subject to suit under § 1983
and is immune from suit for monetary damages under the Eleventh Amendment.

4. Because the remaining Eighth Amendment claims met the low threshold for proceeding past screening,
the court directed the Clerk and U.S. Marshal to issue and effect service after Taylor supplied sufficient
information to identify the Doe defendants.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The standard for determining whether a plaintiff has failed to state a claim upon which relief can be granted
under § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) is the same as the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) standard for failure to
state a claim.” (3)

“The Court finds that Plaintiff’s allegations are sufficient to plausibly allege an Eighth Amendment failure to
protect claim against the remaining Defendants because they show Defendants were “aware of facts from
which the inference could be drawn that a substantial risk of serious harm exist[ed],” and that Defendants
actually drew that inference.” (4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Taylor, an incarcerated plaintiff, alleged that a new cellmate was housed with him despite having threatened
prior cellmates. Taylor warned Defendant Doe 1, an assigned counselor, about the threats, but she allegedly
dismissed his concerns. The next day, the cellmate stabbed Taylor multiple times with a manufactured weapon,
and Taylor alleged that Defendant Torres later acknowledged knowing the cellmate was a problem.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Taylor filed a civil-rights complaint alleging that prison officials failed to protect him from a cellmate who
stabbed him. He did not prepay the filing fee and submitted an IFP motion supported by a prison certificate. The
court granted IFP status, assessed an initial partial filing fee, dismissed CDCR, and directed the U.S. Marshal to
serve the remaining defendants after Taylor identifies the Doe defendants.
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