UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Goldsberry v. North Bay Regional Hospital
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants William Frederick

Goldsberry’s request to proceed in forma pauperis and assesses the statutory filing fee. The court

dismisses his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint challenging the alleged denial of placement in a

rehabilitative facility because of homelessness, finding the allegations insufficiently specific and

failing to establish standing, state action, or a cognizable equal protection claim. The dismissal is

without prejudice, and plaintiff is granted thirty days to file an amended complaint.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT

JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DOCKET

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

PARTIES

United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
Chi Soo Kim

United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
March 27, 2025

No. 2:25-cv-0379 CSK P

dismissed

Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983; the court granted
plaintiff leave to proceed in forma pauperis, screened the complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, dismissed the complaint for failure to state a
sufficiently specific claim and failure to satisfy Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 8(a)(2), and granted leave to amend.

Mandatory prisoner-complaint screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A;
dismissal is required for frivolous claims, claims that fail to state a
claim, or claims seeking monetary relief from an immune defendant.
The court also applied the Rule 8(a)(2) fair-notice pleading standard,
accepting well-pleaded allegations as true and construing the

complaint in plaintiff's favor.
unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 by alleging a violation of a

federal right committed under color of state law.

2. Whether the complaint stated a Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claim based on plaintiff's
homelessness or a class-of-one theory.

3. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2)'s requirement of a short and

plain statement giving fair notice of the claim and the grounds on which it rests.

4. Whether the complaint should be dismissed with leave to amend under the court's prisoner-screening
obligations.

HOLDINGS

1. A § 1983 claim requires allegations showing both a violation of a federal constitutional or statutory right
and that the violation was committed by a person acting under color of state law; the complaint failed to
allege facts showing that the hospital or social worker acted under color of state law or that the

defendant was personally involved in a constitutional deprivation.

2. Homelessness is not a suspect or protected class under the Equal Protection Clause, and the complaint
did not adequately allege a class-of-one claim because it did not identify similarly situated persons who

were intentionally treated differently without a rational relationship to a legitimate state purpose.

3. The complaint failed to satisfy Rule 8(a)(2) because its allegations were too vague and conclusory to

provide fair notice of the claim and the grounds on which it rested.

4. The complaint was dismissed, but plaintiff was granted thirty days to file a complete amended complaint

complying with the Civil Rights Act, the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and the Local Rules.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In order to survive dismissal for failure to state a claim, a complaint must contain more than “a formulaic
recitation of the elements of a cause of action;” it must contain factual allegations sufficient “to raise a right

to relief above the speculative level.”” (at 3)

“To establish Article III standing, a plaintiff must allege: injury-in-fact that is (1) concrete and particularized,
as well as actual and imminent; (2) fairly traceable to the challenged action of the defendant; and (3)

redressable by a favorable ruling.” (at 6)

“Because being homeless does not constitute a protected class, plaintiff cannot state a cognizable
discrimination claim based on being homeless.” (at 7)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that he underwent spine-pelvis-hip surgery at North Bay Regional Hospital in 2022 and was
required to place no weight on his left leg for approximately nine weeks. He alleged that a hospital social worker
initially assured him that he would be discharged to a rehabilitative facility, but after learning that plaintiff was
homeless, told him that hospital policy prevented placement in such a facility and suggested a homeless shelter.
Plaintiff claimed this constituted Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection discrimination and sought damages,
but did not identify a specific resulting injury, the hospital's or social worker's state action, or similarly situated

persons treated differently.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a pro se § 1983 complaint alleging that North Bay Regional Hospital discriminated against him by
refusing to discharge him to a rehabilitative facility because he was homeless. Plaintiff requested in forma
pauperis status. The court granted that request, assessed the statutory filing fee and initial partial fee, screened
the complaint, dismissed it with leave to amend within thirty days, and warned that failure to amend could result

in dismissal of the action.
DISPOSITION

dismissed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Plaintiff was ordered to file, within thirty days, a completed Notice of Amendment and an original
amended complaint bearing the assigned docket number and labeled "Amended Complaint." The amended
complaint must be complete in itself and comply with the Civil Rights Act, the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,

and the Local Rules. Failure to amend may result in dismissal of the action.
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