UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Andy LaShawn Fortner v. Lake County Jail, et al.

Fortner - No. 25-cv-02506-HSG - Decided May 6, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California dismisses Andy LaShawn
Fortner’s pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint following screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. The court
identifies deficiencies including failure to allege a federal constitutional or statutory violation,
improper joinder, conclusory allegations, and inadequate pleading of municipal liability. The dismissal

is without prejudice, and Plaintiff is granted 28 days to file an amended complaint.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 screened

under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A; complaint dismissed with leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Preliminary screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915A and 1915(e); the
court must dismiss claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a
claim, or seek monetary relief from an immune defendant. Pro se
pleadings are liberally construed, but must satisfy Federal Rule of

Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) and state a plausible claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 by alleging violation of a

federal constitutional or statutory right by a person acting under color of state law.

2. Whether the complaint improperly joined unrelated claims and defendants under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 20.

3. Whether the complaint's conclusory allegations of harassment, intercom nonresponse, mail interference,

and denial of care sufficiently stated constitutional claims.

4. Whether Lake County Jail or its personnel could be held liable under § 1983 absent a proper municipal-
liability theory and factual allegations connecting the alleged violations to a county policy, custom, or

final policymaker.

5. Whether the complaint should be dismissed with leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 because it did not adequately allege a

violation of federal law or the federal Constitution.

2. The complaint violated Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 20 because it combined claims concerning
separate occurrences and defendants without allegations showing that the claims arose from the same

transaction or occurrence and shared a common question of law or fact.

3. The complaint failed to state a claim because its allegations were conclusory and did not explain how the

alleged mimicking, intercom nonresponse, or other conduct violated Plaintiff's constitutional rights.

4. Lake County Jail or an agency of Lake County is not the proper defendant for a municipal-liability
claim, and Plaintiff must allege facts showing that any constitutional violation resulted from an

expressly adopted county policy, a longstanding practice or custom, or a final policymaker's decision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“multiple claims against a single party are fine, but Claim A against Defendant 1 should not be joined with

unrelated Claim B against Defendant 2.” (at 2)
“not every unpleasant interaction with jail officials gives rise to a constitutional violation.” (at 3)

“The County is a proper defendant in a § 1983 claim, an agency of the County is not” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a pretrial detainee at Lake County Jail, alleged retaliation after filing grievances, denial of medical and
mental-health-related care, verbal ridicule and harassment by deputies and medical staff, interference with
outgoing and legal mail, and failure by an aid technician to respond to his intercom requests. He named Lake

County Jail, jail staff, an aid technician, and other officials as defendants. The complaint presented multiple



incidents involving different defendants without clearly alleging the federal constitutional or statutory rights

violated or facts establishing the required elements of a § 1983 claim.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, a pretrial detainee proceeding in forma pauperis, filed a § 1983 complaint against Lake County Jail and
individual jail and medical personnel. The district court conducted preliminary screening and dismissed the
complaint for failure to identify a federal constitutional or statutory violation, improper joinder, conclusory
allegations, and improper or insufficient municipal-liability allegations. The court granted 28 days to file an

amended complaint and warned that failure to do so would result in dismissal without further notice.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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