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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened Christopher G.
Valencia’s second amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. The court found viable Eighth
Amendment claims against Sergeant Samantha Medina for failure to protect and deliberate
indifference to serious medical needs arising from alleged exposure to chemical gas, and ordered
service of the complaint.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a state prisoner’s second amended complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915A.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court screened the prisoner complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A
and applied the Rule 8(a)(2) and plausibility standards, accepting
factual allegations as true but not accepting legal conclusions or
unwarranted inferences.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential screening order; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the second amended complaint plausibly alleged an Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claim
against Sergeant Medina.

2. Whether the second amended complaint plausibly alleged an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference-
to-serious-medical-need claim against Sergeant Medina.

3. Whether the allegations labeled as torture stated a separate claim or were properly considered together
with the deliberate-indifference claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The second amended complaint stated a viable Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claim because it
alleged that Plaintiff was confined and unable to escape chemical-gas exposure, that Medina knew of the
exposure and Plaintiff’s resulting distress, and that she failed to take reasonable measures to assist or
remove him.

2. The second amended complaint stated a viable Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim because
it alleged that Medina knew Plaintiff was suffering from chemical-gas exposure, burning eyes and skin,
and breathing problems, yet intentionally refused to provide or summon medical assistance or
decontamination.

3. The court treated the torture allegations in Claim Three together with the deliberate-indifference
allegations in Claim Two because the claims were based on virtually the same facts and the torture
allegations ultimately amounted to a deliberate-indifference-to-serious-medical-need claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For these reasons, Plaintiff has stated a viable Eighth Amendment failure to protect claim against Defendant
Medina.” (at 13)

“Plaintiff has also stated a viable Eighth Amendment deliberate indifference to serious medical need claim
against Defendant Medina.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, an incarcerated person at California State Prison–Corcoran, alleged that on March 19, 2022, CN gas
released on a nearby prison yard spread into the locked and caged yard where he was confined. He alleged that
Sergeant Medina failed to evacuate or assist him, leaving him exposed to the gas for approximately twenty
minutes despite his requests for help. He further alleged that Medina refused to summon medical aid or arrange
decontamination, and that he remained without medical treatment for four days while suffering respiratory
problems and burning eyes and skin.
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Plaintiff filed this § 1983 civil-rights action after paying the filing fee and submitted a second amended
complaint against Sergeant Samantha Medina. The matter was referred to a United States Magistrate Judge
under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(B) and Local Rule 302. On screening, the court found viable Eighth Amendment
failure-to-protect and deliberate-indifference-to-serious-medical-need claims and ordered the complaint served.
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