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SUMMARY

This document contains findings and recommendations in a civil-rights action brought by civil
detainees at Coalinga State Hospital against Department of State Hospitals officials. The magistrate
judge recommends granting in part and denying in part defendants’ motion to dismiss, including
dismissal of the Eighth Amendment claims, certain Fourteenth Amendment claims concerning sex-
offender treatment and internet-capable devices, and dismissal with leave to amend of one First
Amendment religious-services claim. Claims concerning educational programming, phone calls,
personal clothing, nutritional supplements, and related conditions of confinement are recommended to
proceed, while official-capacity damages claims are barred by the Eleventh Amendment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs brought a consolidated civil-rights action concerning
conditions of confinement and moved against defendants' Rule 12(b)
(6) motion to dismiss. The magistrate judge issued findings and
recommendations recommending that the motion be granted in part
and denied in part.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court considers whether the complaint
states a facially plausible claim for relief, generally accepts well-
pleaded factual allegations as true, construes them in the nonmoving
party's favor, and considers the pleadings, attached exhibits, and
matters subject to judicial notice. Qualified immunity may support
dismissal at the pleading stage only when its applicability is apparent
from the complaint itself.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

PARTIES William Stephenson, Thomas Bodnar, Joshua Forster v. Stephanie
Clendenin, Brandon Brice

TOPICS

motions to dismiss due process first amendment eleventh amendment immunity civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights constitutional law prisoner and civil-detainee rights civil procedure remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether civil detainees may pursue conditions-of-confinement claims under the Eighth Amendment
rather than the Fourteenth Amendment.

2. Whether Bodnar and Forster stated a Fourteenth Amendment claim based on inadequate sex-offender
treatment while awaiting SVP adjudication.

3. Whether plaintiffs stated a Fourteenth Amendment claim based on restrictions on internet-capable
electronic devices.

4. Whether plaintiffs stated Fourteenth Amendment claims based on unequal access to educational
programming, free telephone calls, personal clothing, nutritional supplements, and food purchases
compared with criminal counterparts.

5. Whether Bodnar stated a First Amendment religious-exercise claim and should receive leave to amend.

6. Whether defendants were entitled to qualified immunity at the motion-to-dismiss stage.

7. Whether the Eleventh Amendment barred official-capacity damages claims while permitting prospective
injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The Eighth Amendment does not govern civil detainees' challenges to their conditions of confinement;
such claims arise under the Fourteenth Amendment. The Eighth Amendment claims should therefore be
dismissed without leave to amend.

2. Bodnar and Forster failed to state a Fourteenth Amendment claim based on denial of sex-offender
treatment while awaiting SVP adjudication because California law does not mandate such treatment
before a person is adjudicated an SVP. The claim should be dismissed without leave to amend.

3. Plaintiffs adequately alleged that denying them access to internet-capable electronic devices was
presumptively punitive because criminal counterparts and certain released individuals allegedly received
more individualized access. Defendants nevertheless rebutted the presumption by identifying legitimate,
nonpunitive security and facility-management interests, so the claim should be dismissed without leave
to amend.



4. Plaintiffs sufficiently alleged that these restrictions were more restrictive than conditions imposed on
criminal counterparts and therefore presumptively punitive. Defendants did not identify legitimate,
nonpunitive interests rebutting the presumption at the pleading stage, so dismissal should be denied.

5. Bodnar failed to allege sufficient facts comparing his access to Protestant services with the access
available to criminal counterparts, but the deficiency could be cured by amendment. The claim should be
dismissed with leave to amend.

6. Qualified immunity should not support dismissal of the Fourteenth Amendment conditions-of-
confinement claims that adequately alleged a violation of clearly established rights. The issue was
premature as to Bodnar's First Amendment claim because that claim was being dismissed with leave to
amend.

7. The Eleventh Amendment bars plaintiffs' claims for monetary damages against defendants in their
official capacities, but does not bar their claims for prospective injunctive relief under Ex parte Young.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Fourteenth Amendment, not the Eighth Amendment, governs civil detainees’ challenges against the
conditions of their confinement.” (at 7)

“an individual detained under civil process . . . cannot be subjected to conditions that amount to
punishment.” (at 7-8)

“they are entitled to more considerate treatment and conditions of confinement than criminals whose
conditions of confinement are designed to punish.” (at 8)

“legitimate, non-punitive interests” (at 9)

“Determining claims of qualified immunity at the motion-to-dismiss stage raises special problems for legal
decision making.” (at 15)

“the state official sued ‘must have some connection with the enforcement of the act’” (at 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs were civil detainees held at Coalinga State Hospital under California's Sexually Violent Predator Act.
Bodnar and Forster were awaiting treatment or adjudication of their SVP petitions, while Stephenson had been
adjudicated an SVP and was awaiting conditional release. They alleged inadequate sex-offender treatment and
more restrictive access than criminal counterparts to internet-capable devices, educational and vocational
programming, personal clothing, nutritional supplements, and free telephone calls; Bodnar also alleged denial of
Protestant religious services while Catholic and Native American services were available.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs, civil detainees held at Coalinga State Hospital, alleged violations of the Eighth and Fourteenth
Amendments and, as to Bodnar, the First Amendment. Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6). The magistrate judge recommended dismissal of the Eighth Amendment claims, the pre-
adjudication treatment claim, the internet-device claim, Bodnar's religious-services claim with leave to amend,



and official-capacity damages claims, while recommending that other Fourteenth Amendment conditions-of-
confinement claims proceed.
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