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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screens Plaintiff Wadrick
Bouligny’s first amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint. The court concludes that the complaint states a
plausible Eighth Amendment claim against correctional officers O. Ruiz and E. Alamillo, dismisses
the claims against CDCR as barred by Eleventh Amendment immunity, and finds no alleged causal
involvement by warden R. St. Andre. Plaintiff is granted 30 days to file a second amended complaint
addressing the defects.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a prisoner's first amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915A in a § 1983 civil-rights action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mandatory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A; the court assesses
whether the complaint is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim,
or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant, while applying
the pleading requirement of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint stated a plausible Eighth Amendment claim against correctional
officers who allegedly failed to secure Plaintiff's wheelchair during prison transport.

2. Whether CDCR was immune from suit under the Eleventh Amendment.

3. Whether the amended complaint adequately alleged a causal connection between warden St. Andre and
the alleged constitutional deprivation.

4. Whether Plaintiff should receive leave to amend the deficient claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint stated a plausible Eighth Amendment claim against Defendants Ruiz and
Alamillo based on the allegation that they knowingly failed to secure Plaintiff and his wheelchair during
transport, resulting in serious physical injury.

2. CDCR is immune from suit in federal court under the Eleventh Amendment because it is a state agency
responsible for corrections and incarceration; the claim against CDCR was dismissed with prejudice.

3. The amended complaint failed to state a claim against warden St. Andre because it did not allege facts
showing his personal participation, direction, policy implementation, knowledge, or other causal role in
the alleged constitutional violation.

4. Plaintiff was entitled to leave to file a second amended complaint because the deficiencies identified by
the court might be cured by amendment, except for the claim against immune defendant CDCR.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A supervisor is only liable for the constitutional violations of subordinates if the supervisor participated in
or directed the violations.” (Discussion B)

“A supervisory defendant may also be liable where he or she knew of constitutional violations but failed to
act to prevent them.” (Discussion B)

“Because it is possible that the deficiencies identified in this order may be cured by amending the complaint,
except as to Defendant CDCR, which is immune from suit as explained above, Plaintiff is entitled to leave to
amend.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a prisoner who alleges permanent wheelchair confinement, was transported by wheelchair to a prison
medical facility on January 26, 2024. He alleges that correctional officers Ruiz and Alamillo refused to secure
his wheelchair, after which the vehicle turned, causing him to be thrown into its metal interior, rendered
unconscious, and transported by air to a medical center. The amended complaint also named CDCR and warden
St. Andre but alleged no specific conduct by St. Andre.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff filed a prisoner civil-rights action and then filed a first amended complaint as of right under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 15. The court screened the amended complaint, found a plausible Eighth Amendment
claim against correctional officers Ruiz and Alamillo, dismissed the claim against CDCR with prejudice because
of Eleventh Amendment immunity, and granted leave to amend the claims against warden St. Andre.
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