UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

Dennis Michael Mintun v. Tyrell Davis, Jennifer Tyvand, Sgt.

Hammer, Lt. Corey Seely, and Jeff Kirkman

Mintun - No. 1:23-cv-00427-DCN - Decided January 21, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho grants Defendants’ motion for summary

judgment in Dennis Michael Mintun’s prisoner civil-rights action. The claims concern restrictions on

group religious worship during and after the COVID-19 pandemic, alleged retaliation related to

Plaintiff’s role as a religious-group facilitator, and claims under the First Amendment, RLUIPA, and

Idaho’s Free Exercise of Religion Protected Act.
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Prisoner civil-rights action involving First Amendment free-exercise
and retaliation claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, claims under RLUIPA
and Idaho FERPA, and requests for damages and injunctive relief.

Defendants moved for summary judgment.

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court views facts and reasonable inferences in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party, but the nonmoving party must
identify competent, admissible evidence creating a genuine dispute.
The court also applied the plausibility standard under 28 U.S.C. §§
1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b) and reviewed qualified-immunity issues
under the two-prong Saucier-Pearson framework.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether claims arising before September 27, 2021 were barred by the applicable two-year statute of

limitations.

. Whether Mintun presented sufficient evidence that his removal as religious-group facilitator was caused

by protected activity and did not reasonably advance a legitimate penological interest.

. Whether the post-August 2023 restrictions on group worship substantially burdened Mintun's religious
exercise under the Free Exercise Clause, RLUIPA, or Idaho FERPA.

. Whether the COVID-19-related restrictions on group worship were reasonably related to legitimate

penological interests under the Turner standard.
. Whether defendants were entitled to qualified immunity on the free-exercise and RLUIPA claims.
. Whether RLUIPA claims against defendants in their individual capacities were cognizable.
. Whether claims for monetary damages were barred by Eleventh Amendment sovereign immunity.

. Whether claims for injunctive relief were moot and independently unavailable under the PLRA absent a

current and ongoing federal-rights violation.

OLDINGS

. Claims arising before September 27, 2021 are time-barred because the applicable limitations period for
the federal civil-rights claims was two years and Mintun did not establish sufficient tolling or equitable

estoppel.

. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on the retaliation claim because Mintun failed to
produce evidence showing that he was removed as facilitator because of protected conduct, and the

removal was reasonably related to legitimate penological interests.

. Mintun failed to state or support a claim that the reduced group-worship schedule from August 2023 to
the present substantially burdened his religious exercise under the Free Exercise Clause, RLUIPA, or
Idaho FERPA.

4. The restrictions on group worship, including the total ban from June 2020 to August 2023, were

reasonably related to legitimate penological interests and therefore did not violate the Free Exercise

Clause.



5. Defendants were entitled to qualified immunity on Mintun's free-exercise and RLUIPA claims because,
in the specific circumstances of the COVID-19 pandemic and severe prison staffing shortages, the
unlawfulness of restricting group worship was not clearly established.

6. Mintun's RLUIPA claims against defendants in their individual capacities were not cognizable because
RLUIPA does not authorize suits against individuals in their personal capacities or monetary damages

against state officials.
7. All claims for monetary damages were barred by Eleventh Amendment sovereign immunity.

8. Mintun's claims for injunctive relief concerning the total ban on group worship were moot because the
ban had ended, the challenged conduct was not reasonably likely to recur, and there was no current and

ongoing violation of federal law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The COVID-19 pandemic was the single greatest global health threat in living memory.” (Discussion § 3.E)

“If a court finds no current and ongoing violation of ‘the Federal right,’ the inquiry ends.” (Discussion § 3.H)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mintun, an Idaho prisoner and founder of the Kingdom of Erotes—Greek Pagan Path, alleged that Idaho State
Correctional Institution restricted group religious worship during and after the COVID-19 pandemic. The prison
completely closed its chapel and outdoor worship area from June 2020 to May 2022, restricted chapel access for
inmate-led groups from May to September 2022, closed the worship areas from September 2022 to August 2023
because the religious-activities coordinator position was vacant, and later reopened worship on a reduced
schedule. Mintun also alleged that he was removed as the group's facilitator in May or June 2023 in retaliation
for using the grievance process, although prison officials attributed the removal to a practice of rotating

facilitators for security reasons. He was reappointed in September 2024.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mintun filed the initial complaint on September 27, 2023, and filed an amended complaint on February 26,
2024. The court previously allowed free-exercise and retaliation claims under § 1983, RLUIPA claims, and
Idaho FERPA claims to proceed. After considering the summary-judgment record and the pleading, the court
granted defendants' motion and ordered judgment in their favor.
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