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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends dismissing Kevin
Duane Hickman’s amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against the California Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation. The court concludes that the Eighth Amendment claims seeking damages and
injunctive relief are barred by the Eleventh Amendment, declines supplemental jurisdiction over the
negligence claim, and recommends dismissal without further leave to amend.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983; after the original
complaint was dismissed with leave to amend, the magistrate judge
screened the amended complaint and issued findings and
recommendations recommending dismissal.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A; the court accepts well-pleaded
allegations as true and construes the complaint in the light most
favorable to the plaintiff, but dismisses claims that are frivolous, fail to
state a claim, or seek monetary relief from an immune defendant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Hickman's Eighth Amendment claims for damages and injunctive relief against CDCR are
barred by the Eleventh Amendment.

2. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Hickman's state-law negligence claim
after dismissal of the federal claims.

3. Whether Hickman should receive further leave to amend his Eighth Amendment claims against CDCR.

HOLDINGS

1. The Eighth Amendment claims against CDCR, a state agency, are barred by the Eleventh Amendment
because Hickman seeks damages and injunctive relief and California has not waived its immunity from
§ 1983 suits in federal court.

2. The court should decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Hickman's negligence claim after
dismissal of the federal claims at the early stage of the action.

3. Further leave to amend should be denied because Hickman could not cure the defect in his Eighth
Amendment claims against CDCR, and he disregarded the prior instruction to name the individual
officials allegedly responsible.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Eleventh Amendment bars suits which seek either damages or injunctive relief against a state, ‘an arm
of the state,’ its instrumentalities, or its agencies.” (at 2)

“Because this Court recommends dismissal of plaintiff’s Eighth Amendment claims as barred by the Eleventh
Amendment at this early stage of this action, this Court recommends that the court decline to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction over plaintiff’s negligence claim.” (at 3)

“This Court recommends dismissal of this action without further leave to amend because plaintiff cannot cure
the pleading defects as to his Eighth Amendment claim against defendant CDCR.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hickman, a state prisoner, alleged that on March 2, 2025, his right middle finger was crushed when his cell door
unexpectedly slammed. He attributed the injury to CDCR's failure to secure the door, failure to follow prison
operating procedures, and failure to train or supervise staff. He asserted Eighth Amendment, negligence, and
failure-to-train/Monell claims and sought damages, equitable and injunctive relief, costs, and other relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hickman filed an action against CDCR concerning an injury to his finger caused by a cell door. The court
dismissed the original complaint with leave to amend, finding the § 1983 claim barred by the Eleventh
Amendment and the negligence claim inadequately pleaded for failure to allege compliance with the California



Government Claims Act. Hickman filed an amended complaint naming CDCR alone, and the magistrate judge
recommended dismissal without further leave to amend, while ordering assignment of a district judge.
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