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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California granted Joseph Moore’s
motion to proceed in forma pauperis, assessed an initial partial filing fee, and screened the prisoner
civil-rights complaint. The court dismissed without prejudice claims under the Americans with
Disabilities Act, the Rehabilitation Act, the Eighth Amendment, and the Fourteenth Amendment for
failure to state a claim or because of sovereign immunity. The court also denied the motion for a
temporary restraining order as moot and granted 60 days to file an amended complaint.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A prisoner proceeding pro se filed a civil-rights complaint alleging
violations of the ADA, Rehabilitation Act, Eighth Amendment, and
Fourteenth Amendment, together with motions to proceed in forma
pauperis and for a temporary restraining order. The district court
granted in forma pauperis status, screened the complaint under 28
U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), dismissed the complaint
without prejudice for failure to state a claim and immunity, denied the
TRO motion without prejudice as moot, and granted leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6)
plausibility standard in screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B)
and 1915A(b), dismissing claims that were frivolous, malicious, failed
to state a claim, or sought damages from immune defendants. The
court also applied the Winter standard for preliminary injunctive relief
and the mootness and personal-jurisdiction principles governing the
TRO request.
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TOPICS

prisoners rights section 1983 ada / disability sovereign immunity motions to dismiss

PRACTICE AREAS

prisoner civil rights constitutional law disability discrimination civil procedure injunctive relief

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Moore stated ADA or Rehabilitation Act claims based on the alleged denial of permanent
single-cell housing.

2. Whether the CDCR and officials sued only in their official capacities were proper defendants for
Moore's claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

3. Whether Moore plausibly alleged an ongoing constitutional violation supporting prospective injunctive
relief under the exception to Eleventh Amendment immunity.

4. Whether Moore stated Eighth Amendment or Fourteenth Amendment claims based on the attempted
cellmate assignment and double-cell classification.

5. Whether the temporary restraining order should be denied as moot after dismissal of the complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. Moore failed to state ADA or Rehabilitation Act claims because she did not allege facts showing that the
denial of a permanent single-cell classification or the attempted cellmate assignment occurred by reason
of her disability.

2. The CDCR was not a proper defendant for Moore's Section 1983 claims because California and its
agencies are immune from such suits in federal court absent waiver or a valid congressional abrogation.

3. Officials sued in their official capacities may be treated as persons for purposes of prospective injunctive
relief, but Moore failed to plead a cognizable official-capacity claim because she did not identify the
challenged policy adequately, establish the defendants' direct connection to its enforcement, or allege a
continuing constitutional violation.

4. Moore failed to state Eighth or Fourteenth Amendment claims because she did not plausibly allege a
constitutional deprivation, and the defendants were sued only in their official capacities.

5. The TRO motion was denied without prejudice as moot because dismissal of the complaint left the court
without personal jurisdiction over a defendant against whom injunctive relief could issue.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The standard for determining whether 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.” (at 3)

“When sued for prospective injunctive relief, a state official in his official capacity is considered a ‘person’
for § 1983 purposes, and the Eleventh Amendment will not bar such relief.” (at 8)

“The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment requires states treat all similarly situated people
equally.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Moore, a transgender woman incarcerated at R.J. Donovan Correctional Facility, had been housed in a single cell
for approximately three years. She alleged that prison officials attempted on October 21, 2025, to assign her a
cellmate and that officials continued a double-cell housing policy that harmed transgender inmates. She alleged
that Dr. Sato knew of her anxiety, gender dysphoria, and hormone treatment but did not recommend single-cell
housing. Moore did not allege that she was actually assigned a cellmate.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Moore filed the complaint and an in forma pauperis motion. She later filed a motion for a temporary restraining
order concerning double-cell housing and related conditions. The court granted IFP status, assessed an initial
partial filing fee, dismissed all claims without prejudice after screening, denied the TRO as moot, and allowed
sixty days to file an amended complaint.
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