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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened a pro se prisoner civil-
rights complaint alleging inadequate medical care, excessive force, retaliation, and disability-related
violations. The court found that the complaint failed to comply with Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
8, 18, and 20 and failed to state cognizable claims, and recommended dismissal based on failure to
prosecute, failure to obey a court order, and failure to state a claim.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se former county jail inmate proceeding in forma pauperis
brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging retaliation, excessive force,
inadequate medical care, Americans with Disabilities Act violations,
and related constitutional violations. After screening the complaint, the
magistrate judge recommended dismissal with prejudice for failure to
obey a court order, failure to prosecute, and failure to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW At screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court accepts well-pleaded
factual allegations as true, disregards legal conclusions and
unwarranted inferences, and determines whether the complaint states a
facially plausible claim. For dismissal based on failure to prosecute or
obey a court order, the court applies the Ninth Circuit's five-factor test
concerning expeditious resolution, docket management, prejudice,
disposition on the merits, and availability of less drastic sanctions.
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PARTIES Juan Fidencio Flores v. Mike Boudreaux and other defendants
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PRACTICE AREAS

prisoner civil rights civil procedure constitutional law disability discrimination

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and complied with Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure 8, 18, and 20.

2. Whether the complaint adequately alleged personal participation or a causal link between each defendant
and the alleged constitutional violations.

3. Whether the complaint adequately alleged claims for inadequate medical care, excessive force,
retaliation, and ADA violations.

4. Whether the action should be dismissed with prejudice for failure to prosecute, failure to obey a court
order, and failure to state a claim.

5. Whether the requested injunctive relief complied with the Prison Litigation Reform Act's narrow-
tailoring and least-intrusive-means requirements.

HOLDINGS

1. A Section 1983 complaint must provide sufficient factual matter to state a facially plausible claim and
must link each defendant's own actions or omissions to the alleged constitutional deprivation;
conclusory allegations that a group of defendants was responsible are insufficient.

2. A prisoner may not bring unrelated claims against unrelated defendants in a single action; claims against
multiple defendants may be joined only when they arise from the same transaction or occurrence and
share common questions of law or fact.

3. Supervisory personnel are not liable under Section 1983 solely based on respondeat superior; liability
requires personal participation, direction, knowledge coupled with failure to act, or implementation of a
constitutionally deficient policy that was the moving force behind the violation.

4. A pretrial detainee alleging inadequate medical care under the Fourteenth Amendment must plead facts
supporting an objective deliberate-indifference claim, including an intentional decision, a substantial risk
of serious harm, objectively unreasonable conduct, and causation of injury.

5. A district court may dismiss an action, including with prejudice, when a plaintiff fails to prosecute or
obey a court order, after considering the Ninth Circuit's five dismissal factors and the availability of less
drastic sanctions.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Plaintiff may not bring unrelated claims against unrelated parties in a single action.” (at 23)

“Liability may not be imposed on supervisory personnel for the actions or omissions of their subordinates
under the theory of respondeat superior.” (at 30)

“The Court’s January 13, 2025 order expressly warned Plaintiff that his failure to comply with the Court’s
order would result in dismissal of this action, with prejudice.” (at 63)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a former county jail inmate proceeding pro se, alleged that he was paralyzed, suffered pressure ulcers
and other medical problems, and was subjected to inadequate transportation, medical treatment, housing
accommodations, and retaliation after filing grievances. The court previously ordered him to amend his
complaint or voluntarily dismiss the action and expressly warned that failure to comply could result in dismissal
with prejudice. The order was returned as undeliverable, Plaintiff did not provide a new address or otherwise
communicate with the court, and the response deadline expired.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court screened Plaintiff's complaint on January 13, 2025, granted leave to file a first amended complaint or a
notice of voluntary dismissal within thirty days, and warned that noncompliance could result in dismissal with
prejudice. The screening order was returned as undeliverable because Plaintiff was no longer in custody, and
Plaintiff did not file a change of address or respond. The magistrate judge ordered random assignment of a
district judge and issued findings and recommendations that the action be dismissed with prejudice, subject to
fourteen days for objections.
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