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SUMMARY

The document is a magistrate judge’s findings and recommendations concerning cross-motions for
summary judgment in an ADA Title III accessibility case. The court recommends granting Best Buy’s
motion and denying Fernando Gastelum’s motion because he failed to establish an injury in fact for
Article III standing; it alternatively concludes that his evidence was insufficient to prove the alleged
accessibility violations.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on cross-motions for summary
judgment in an action alleging that a retail store violated Title III of
the Americans with Disabilities Act by maintaining architectural and
other accessibility barriers.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute of
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
At summary judgment, the plaintiff must support Article III standing
with admissible evidence and specific facts rather than mere
allegations. The court may not make credibility determinations or
weigh conflicting evidence, and evidence is viewed in the nonmoving
party's favor. The plaintiff bears the burden of proving an ADA
Accessibility Guidelines violation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Gastelum established Article III injury-in-fact standing to seek injunctive relief under Title III
of the ADA.

2. Whether Gastelum's evidence established violations of the ADA Accessibility Guidelines concerning
accessible-route width, bathroom-door operating force, or service-counter accessibility.

3. Whether Best Buy's motion for summary judgment should be granted and Gastelum's cross-motion
denied.

HOLDINGS

1. An ADA plaintiff seeking injunctive relief must provide admissible evidence and specific facts showing
that an alleged accessibility barrier affected the plaintiff's full and equal enjoyment of the facility
because of the plaintiff's particular disability. Gastelum failed to make that showing because he did not
establish that he used a wheelchair at the store or otherwise explain how the alleged barriers affected the
loss of his leg.

2. Gastelum was not entitled to summary judgment because his photographs, declaration, and legal
conclusions did not objectively establish violations of the ADA Accessibility Guidelines.

3. Best Buy's motion for summary judgment should be granted, and Gastelum's motion for summary
judgment should be denied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court therefore concludes that Gastelum’s statements identifying barriers that relate to wheelchair
users, without evidence that he used his wheelchair at the Store, are insufficient to demonstrate he suffered an
injury-in-fact.” (at 8)

“The Court therefore finds Gastelum has failed to establish an injury-in-fact for purposes of ADA, Title III
standing.” (at 11)

“Best Buy’s motion for summary judgment be GRANTED. Gastelum’s motion for summary judgment be
DENIED.” (at 15)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gastelum, who is missing a leg, uses a wheelchair in some locations and a prosthetic leg and cane in others. He
alleged that during an August 10, 2022 visit to Best Buy's Fresno store he encountered narrow accessible routes,
a bathroom door requiring excessive force and wrist twisting, and cluttered service counters. He alleged that
these conditions interfered with his full and equal enjoyment of the store and deterred him from returning. The
court found that he did not provide competent evidence showing which mobility aid he used at the store or how
the alleged barriers affected his particular disability.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gastelum filed a second amended complaint asserting an ADA claim and seeking injunctive relief. His state-law
claims under the Unruh Civil Rights Act and California Disabled Persons Act had previously been dismissed
without prejudice after the court declined supplemental jurisdiction. Gastelum moved for summary judgment,
and Best Buy cross-moved for summary judgment based principally on standing and mootness. The magistrate
judge recommended granting Best Buy's motion and denying Gastelum's motion, subject to objections and
review by the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).
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