UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Zaya Reed v. Officer Prado, et al.

No. 2:23-cv-1101 KIM CSK P - No. No. 2:23-cv-1101 KJM CSK P - Decided June 10, 2025

SUMMARY

This document is an order and findings and recommendations addressing defendants’ motion for

summary judgment in a pro se prisoner’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 excessive-force action. The court considers

the parties’ filings, video evidence, requests for admission, evidentiary objections, and judicial notice,

and recommends granting summary judgment to the defendant correctional officers.
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Plaintiff, a pro se county jail inmate proceeding in forma pauperis,
brought 42 U.S.C. § 1983 excessive-force claims against correctional
officers and a sergeant. Defendants moved for summary judgment or
partial summary judgment. The magistrate judge recommends granting
the motion and terminating the action, subject to review by the

assigned district judge.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. In evaluating the motion, the court views evidence and draws
reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmovant, except when the
nonmovant's account is blatantly contradicted by video evidence. The
excessive-force claim is evaluated under the objective-reasonableness

standard applicable to pretrial detainees.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Reed's Fourteenth Amendment excessive-

force claims.

2. Whether the body-camera video contradicted material portions of Reed's account and established that the

officers' use of force was objectively reasonable.

3. Whether Reed's late responses to requests for admission should be accepted and the automatic

admissions withdrawn under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 36(b).

4. Whether defendants were entitled to qualified immunity.

HOLDINGS

1. The court exercised its discretion under Rule 36(b) to withdraw the automatic admissions resulting from
Reed's failure to timely respond to defendants' requests for admission because enforcing them would

effectively eliminate consideration of the merits and defendants failed to show prejudice.

2. The officers' use of force against Reed was objectively reasonable under the circumstances and did not
violate her Fourteenth Amendment rights; defendants therefore were entitled to summary judgment on

the excessive-force claims.

3. Defendants were entitled to qualified immunity because the record showed no constitutional violation

and, alternatively, the particular use of force was not clearly unlawful under the circumstances.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court must make this determination from the perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene, including

what the officer knew at the time, not with the 20/20 vision of hindsight.” (at 12)

“Even after drawing all reasonable inferences in plaintiff’s favor, withdrawing the automatic admission of
defendants’ requests for admission, excusing plaintiff’s failure to respond to defendants’ statement of

undisputed facts, and permitting plaintiff to submit two late oppositions, the Court concludes that defendants

use of force was reasonable under the circumstances, and defendant officers are entitled to summary

judgment.” (at 23)

“The officers’ actions in placing plaintiff in the safety cell were rationally related to a legitimate

governmental objective to prevent plaintiff from further injuring herself.” (at 25)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

After a state-court hearing, Reed returned to the county jail emotionally distraught and crying about separation
from her children. She struck her own head against a cell wall, after which officers restrained her, summoned
mental-health and medical staff, and escorted her to medical evaluation. When officers attempted to return her to
a safety cell on suicide watch, Reed physically resisted, thrashed, kicked, and bit an officer, requiring several
officers to restrain and carry her. The court found the force used during the incident objectively reasonable in

light of Reed's self-harm, resistance, and the officers' need to protect her and maintain jail security.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint asserting excessive-force claims arising from a December 22, 2022
incident at the Solano County Justice Center Detention Facility. Several defendants and claims were dismissed
without prejudice, and six correctional defendants answered. After defendants moved for summary judgment,
plaintiff filed late and procedurally deficient oppositions. The court considered both oppositions, withdrew
plaintiff's deemed admissions under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 36(b), considered the complete record and

video evidence, and recommended that defendants' summary-judgment motion be granted.
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