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This action came on regularlyrftrial on September 24, 2013 in
Courtroom 10C of the United States DistiCourt, the Hon. James V. Selna,
presiding; the Plaintiffs appeared kiyoaney Federico Sayre, Sayre & Levitt,

LLP, and the Defendants agved by attorney Moses W. Johnson, IV, Assistant

City Attorney.

A jury of 8 persons was regularly paneled and sworn. Witnesses wer|
sworn and testified. After hearingetlevidence and arguntsrof counsel, the
jury was duly instructed by the Cournicathe cause was submitted to the jury
with directions to return a special vard The jury deliberated and thereafter

returned into Court with its verdict as follows:

1. Did Plaintiffs prove by a preponderee of the evidence that Office
Garcia violated Marcel Ceja's civil rihunder federal law or his rights under
state law through the use unreasonable &siee) force in arresting or detainin

preventing the escape of, or overcogithe resistance of, Marcel Ceja?

Yes X No

2. Did Plaintiffs prove by a preponderee of the evidence that Office

Garcia violated the Fourteenfmendment by acting maliciously and
sadistically for the purpose of causimgrm to Marcel Cej unrelated to the
legitimate law enforcement purposes of tekhim into custody, arrest or self-

defense?

Yes X No
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3. Did Plaintiffs prove by a preponderee of the evidence that Office

Garcia was negligent in using déatbrce under the totality of the

circumstances?

Yes X No

It appearing by reason of said verdict that: Defendants are entitled tg
judgment against Plaintiff.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDEED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED
that said Plaintiff take nothing by tme@omplaint filed herein on April 20, 2012
and September 27, 2012, ahdt Defendants City diknaheim and David Garcis

have and recover from Plaintiff, th@osts to be awarded at a later date.

.,
[/

q =
%M_-—{-’j [I.J_.r';r /Jll){_'_’_.f'\-r""ut..,_r-—-._ P
Dated: October 07,201 // ¥

7

HON. JAMES V. SELNA
United States Judge
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