UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Robert Hart v. Edgardo Sandoval, an individual, and County of

Tulare, a public entity

Hart - No. 1:24-cv-00071-HBK - Decided September 18, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denies Defendants’ request for

judicial notice and grants their motion for summary judgment in Robert Hart’s civil-rights action. Hart

alleged that Deputy Edgardo Sandoval arrested him without a warrant or probable cause and asserted

related equal-protection and municipal-liability claims against Sandoval and the County of Tulare. The

court determined that no material facts were in dispute and ruled for Defendants.
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Defendants moved for summary judgment after discovery on

Plaintiff's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims for false arrest and imprisonment
and denial of equal protection. The court denied Defendants' request
for judicial notice and granted the motion for summary judgment on

all claims.

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. The evidence must be viewed in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, but credibility determinations and weighing of
evidence are improper. For qualified immunity, whether the facts could
support a reasonable belief in probable cause is a question of law,
while factual disputes are viewed under the summary-judgment

standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Deputy Sandoval arrested Hart without probable cause in violation of the Fourth Amendment.
2. Whether Deputy Sandoval was entitled to qualified immunity even if probable cause was lacking.

3. Whether Hart presented sufficient evidence to establish an equal protection claim under § 1983.

4. Whether the County of Tulare could be liable under Monell for the alleged constitutional violations.

5. Whether Defendants' request for judicial notice of state-court domestic-violence filings should be

granted.

HOLDINGS

1. Deputy Sandoval had probable cause to arrest Hart for domestic violence because, under the totality of
the circumstances known at the time of arrest, the reports from Lily and corroborating witnesses

provided reasonably trustworthy information that Hart had committed domestic battery.

2. Deputy Sandoval was alternatively entitled to qualified immunity because, even if probable cause were
lacking, it was reasonably arguable that probable cause existed and clearly established law did not place

the unlawfulness of his conduct beyond debate.

3. Hart failed to establish an equal protection claim because he presented no argument or evidence showing

that he was treated differently from a similarly situated person.

4. The County of Tulare was entitled to summary judgment because Hart failed to establish an underlying

constitutional violation, which is necessary for municipal liability under Monell.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Considering the totality of the circumstances known to Sandoval, probable cause existed to arrest Plaintiff

for domestic violence.” (Discussion § IV.A.2)
“Accordingly, no constitutional violation occurred.” (Discussion § IV.A.2)

“Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment (Doc. No. 24) is GRANTED.” (Order)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On January 18, 2022, deputies responded to Plaintiff's residence after reports of domestic violence involving his

wife, Lily Hart. During a later visit, Lily reported that Hart had pushed her that morning, had previously beaten



and strangled her, had threatened to kill her, and had access to unsecured firearms; other witnesses provided
corroborating information, including photographs and statements expressing concern for Lily's safety. Deputy
Sandoval relayed the information to a judge, who issued an emergency protective order with a move-out
provision, and Sandoval arrested Hart when he returned to the property. Hart disputed Lily's credibility and

argued that the arrest lacked probable cause and occurred in the home's curtilage.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hart filed the civil rights complaint on January 17, 2024. Defendants answered on May 6, 2024, and, after
discovery, moved for summary judgment on June 23, 2025. Hart opposed the motion, withdrew an untimely
cross-motion for partial summary judgment, and Defendants filed a reply. The magistrate judge decided the
matter without oral argument, granted summary judgment, directed entry of judgment for Defendants, vacated

deadlines, and closed the case.
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