
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Crago v. Sacramento County Towing Enforcement Supervisor
No. 2:25-cv-00086-DC-CKD PS (E.D. Cal. Mar. 28, 2025) · No. 2:25-cv-00086-DC-CKD PS · Decided March

28, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants Mary Crago’s application
to proceed in forma pauperis but dismisses her complaint for failure to state a claim. The court
concludes that the allegations concerning vehicle impoundment, towing charges, and towing-company
procedures do not plausibly establish violations of the Fourth Amendment, Eighth Amendment
Excessive Fines Clause, or due process. Plaintiff is granted thirty days to file an amended complaint.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se plaintiff sought leave to proceed in forma pauperis in a civil-
rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. After screening the complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the court dismissed it for failure to state
a claim and granted leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court screened the in forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B), accepting factual allegations as true unless clearly
baseless or fanciful, construing them in the light most favorable to
plaintiff, and assessing whether the complaint stated a plausible claim
for relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

PARTIES Mary Crago v. Sacramento County Towing Enforcement Supervisor, et
al.

TOPICS



civil procedure section 1983 due process excessive fines constitutional law
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civil rights constitutional law civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that the impoundment of Crago’s vehicles was an unreasonable
seizure under the Fourth Amendment.

2. Whether charges imposed by private towing companies constituted an excessive fine under the Eighth
Amendment.

3. Whether the alleged failure to allow Crago to present evidence at a tow hearing stated a procedural due-
process claim.

4. Whether the complaint stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against persons acting under color of state
law.

5. Whether Crago should be granted leave to amend after dismissal of the complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a Fourth Amendment claim because it did not allege facts plausibly
showing that the impoundment was unreasonable or inconsistent with the community-caretaking
function.

2. The complaint failed to state an excessive-fines claim because a private towing-company charge is not a
constitutionally actionable fine.

3. The complaint failed to state a due-process claim because Crago challenged procedures employed by
private towing companies and did not allege a deprivation attributable to a state actor.

4. The complaint failed to state a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 because it did not plausibly allege a
violation of a constitutional or federal right by a person acting under color of state law.

5. Leave to amend was appropriate because a pro se litigant is generally entitled to notice of pleading
deficiencies and an opportunity to amend unless the deficiencies cannot be cured.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A seizure of property occurs when there is some meaningful interference with an individual’s possessory
interests in that property.” (at 3)

“The excessive-fines clause of the Eighth Amendment “limits the government's power to extract payments,
whether in cash or kind, as punishment.”” (at 4)

“To prevail on this claim, plaintiff must prove that she was denied a specified liberty or property interest
protected under the due-process clause and that she was deprived of that interest without the constitutionally
required procedures.” (at 4)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sacramento County Sheriff’s Department deputies were called to a Napa Auto Parts store following a trespassing
complaint involving Crago. Her truck and recreational vehicle were towed after deputies allegedly told her that
the vehicles were being towed because she was unlicensed and uninsured, and the vehicles were taken to
different tow yards, resulting in charges she characterized as excessive fines. Crago also alleged that she was not
allowed to present evidence at a tow hearing and named both governmental and private towing-related
defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Crago filed a complaint alleging federal civil-rights violations arising from the towing and impoundment of her
truck and recreational vehicle. The court granted her application to proceed in forma pauperis, screened the
complaint, determined that the allegations did not plausibly establish Fourth Amendment, excessive-fines, or
due-process violations, dismissed the complaint, and allowed thirty days to file an amended complaint.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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