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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Montana dismissed Christopher Andrew
Maldonado’s amended complaint alleging due process and racial discrimination violations at the
Missoula County Detention Center. The court held that the allegations failed to state a plausible
constitutional claim, directed the clerk to close the case, denied pending motions as moot, and ordered
that the dismissal count as a strike under 28 U.S.C. § 1915.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Maldonado's amended complaint alleging constitutional violations at
the Missoula County Detention Center was dismissed for failure to
state a claim after the court had previously permitted him to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court evaluated whether the amended complaint stated a plausible
claim for relief under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) and the
pleading principles discussed in Ashcroft v. Iqbal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint stated a plausible federal constitutional claim based on Maldonado's
classifications and movements at the detention center.

2. Whether allegations that two white detainees were treated differently for similar violations stated a
plausible racial-discrimination claim.

3. Whether alleged violations of detention-center regulations, policies, or procedures were sufficient to
state a constitutional claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Allegations that prison or detention-center regulations, policies, or procedures were violated, without
more, do not suffice to plead a constitutional claim.

2. The amended complaint failed to state a due process claim because Maldonado did not allege facts
showing that the classifications and movements related to his conduct at the detention center violated
due process.

3. The allegation that two white individuals were treated differently for similar violations was too vague
and amounted only to a possibility of misconduct, not a plausible entitlement to relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Allegations of purported violations of state prison regulations, policies or procedures do not suffice to plead
a constitutional claim.”

“Factual allegations are not entitled to the assumption of truth if they are “merely consistent with liability,”
or “amount to nothing more than a ‘formulaic recitation of the elements’ of a constitutional” claim.”

“do not permit the court to infer more than the mere possibility of misconduct, the complaint has alleged—but
it has not ‘show[n]’ – ‘that the pleader is entitled to relief.’” (Doc. 9 at 17–18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Maldonado was a pretrial detainee at the Missoula County Detention Center. He alleged that classifications and
movements related to his conduct at the detention center violated due process and that he was treated differently
based on race after two white detainees allegedly received different treatment for similar violations. His
amended complaint added factual detail and quoted county policies, but the court found the allegations
insufficiently specific to establish constitutional violations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Maldonado initially filed a complaint alleging violations of federal due process rights and Montana
constitutional provisions. The court determined that the original complaint failed to state a federal claim but
allowed amendment. After reviewing the amended complaint, the court again found no claim for relief,
dismissed the action, denied pending motions as moot, directed the Clerk to close the case and enter judgment,
and ordered that any appeal would not be taken in good faith.
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