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SUMMARY

Findings and Recommendations from the United States District Court for the Eastern District of
California concerning Defendant R. T. Mora’s motions for partial judgment on the pleadings,
sanctions, and summary judgment. The action involves claims arising from an allegedly excessive-
force arrest and racial insult during a traffic stop. The court recommends granting summary judgment
for Defendant, denying the motion for partial judgment on the pleadings as moot, and denying

sanctions.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on defendant's motion for summary

judgment, motion for partial judgment on the pleadings, and motion

for Rule 11 sanctions in a pro se civil-rights action.

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.
The court viewed admissible evidence in the light most favorable to
Plaintiff, did not make credibility determinations, and applied the
objective-reasonableness standard to the excessive-force claim. For the
Rule 12(c) motion, the court applied the same standard as Rule 12(b),
accepting the nonmovant's pleaded facts. Rule 11 sanctions required a
filing to be frivolous, legally unreasonable, without factual foundation,

or brought for an improper purpose.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant Mora used excessive force in violation of the Fourth Amendment when he

controlled Plaintiff's arms and handcuffed her during the traffic-stop detention.

2. Whether Plaintiff produced sufficient evidence that Defendant Mora acted with intentional racial
discrimination in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment or the surviving racial-insult claim under 42
U.S.C. § 1981.

3. Whether Defendant's motion for partial judgment on the pleadings should be denied as moot after

summary judgment disposed of all remaining claims.

4. Whether Plaintiff's filings warranted sanctions under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendant Mora's use of force was objectively reasonable under the totality of the circumstances and did

not violate the Fourth Amendment.

2. Plaintiff failed to produce evidence from which a reasonable factfinder could conclude that Defendant

Mora acted with intentional racial discrimination.

3. Defendant was not entitled to Rule 11 sanctions because the record did not establish that Plaintiff's
filings were frivolous, baseless, legally unreasonable, unsupported by a reasonable inquiry, or brought
for an improper purpose.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Defendant used minimal force against Plaintiff under the circumstances, the force used by
Defendant was “objectively reasonable in light of the facts and circumstances” confronting Defendant.”
(Discussion § I1.A.3)

“Defendant’s motion for partial judgment on the pleadings be DENIED as moot.” (Conclusion and

Recommendation)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The case arose from a Fresno, California traffic stop on August 30, 2018, after officers observed a vehicle with
expired registration and received information that a firearm might be in the vehicle. Plaintiff disputed the

officers' account, but the body-worn-camera footage showed her yelling profanities, lunging toward Defendant



Mora with documents near his face, and resisting efforts to handcuff her. Mora and other officers controlled
Plaintiff's arms, placed her in handcuffs, and detained her briefly; Plaintiff reported arm pain and was treated by
paramedics at the scene. Plaintiff alleged that Mora twisted her arm excessively and used a racial slur, but the
court found no racial slur on the continuous body-camera recording and found her evidence of alteration

conclusory.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a civil-rights complaint arising from an August 30, 2018 traffic stop and arrest. After screening the
amended complaint, the court allowed an excessive-force claim under the Fourth Amendment and a racial-insult
claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1981 to proceed against Defendant Mora and recommended dismissal of the other
claims and defendants; the assigned district judge adopted that recommendation. Defendant moved for partial
judgment on the pleadings, sanctions, and summary judgment. The magistrate judge recommended granting
summary judgment, denying the pleading motion as moot, and denying sanctions, subject to fourteen-day
objections and review by the assigned district judge.
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