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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screens Thomas Eugene Gray’s
42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint against prison officials and others. The court finds that the complaint fails
to state a cognizable claim as pleaded, identifies deficiencies concerning defendant linkage,
supervisory liability, retaliation, excessive force, due process, property loss, joinder, and Doe
defendants, and grants leave to amend within 30 days.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a pro se prisoner civil-rights complaint filed under 42
U.S.C. § 1983. The court found that the complaint failed to state a
cognizable claim but granted Plaintiff leave to file an amended
complaint within thirty days.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mandatory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A; the complaint must
contain a short and plain statement under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 8(a)(2) and allege sufficient factual matter to state a facially
plausible claim under Ashcroft v. Iqbal and Bell Atlantic Corp. v.
Twombly.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 sufficient to survive mandatory
prisoner screening.

2. Whether the complaint adequately linked each defendant to an alleged constitutional violation and stated
a basis for supervisory liability.

3. Whether the allegations satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and the joinder requirements of
Rules 18 and 20.

4. Whether the allegations concerning retaliation, excessive force, conditions of confinement, disciplinary
due process, property loss, false evidence, and unidentified defendants stated cognizable constitutional
claims.

HOLDINGS

1. A prisoner's complaint against governmental entities or employees is subject to dismissal at screening if
it is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant.

2. A § 1983 plaintiff must allege an actual connection between each defendant's acts or omissions and the
claimed constitutional deprivation.

3. Supervisory personnel may not be held liable under § 1983 solely on a respondeat superior theory;
supervisory liability requires participation, direction, knowledge coupled with failure to act, or a
sufficiently causal deficient policy.

4. A complaint must provide sufficient factual matter to make the asserted claim facially plausible and
must identify what happened, when it happened, and who was involved; conclusory allegations are
insufficient.

5. Individuals may be sued under § 1983 only if they acted under color of state law; Plaintiff therefore must
allege that the hospital security guards were state actors or exercised power made possible by state
authority.

6. A plaintiff may join multiple defendants only when the claims arise from the same transaction or
occurrence, or series of transactions or occurrences, and share common questions of law or fact;
unrelated claims against different defendants must be brought in separate actions.

7. A prisoner claiming denial of the right to call a witness must allege facts showing that the witness
request was denied without a finding that permitting the testimony would be unduly hazardous to
institutional safety or correctional goals; disciplinary findings must also be supported by some evidence.

8. The creation or issuance of false disciplinary evidence, standing alone, does not state a cognizable §
1983 claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Plaintiff’s complaint fails to state a cognizable claim for relief.”

“Plaintiff may not bring unrelated claims against unrelated parties in a single action.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a California state prisoner, alleged that prison officials falsely charged him with battery on a peace
officer, denied him the opportunity to call the reporting officer as a witness during a disciplinary hearing, and
imposed an eighteen-month SHU term that was later overturned through the administrative appeals process. He
also alleged that officers used excessive force against him at Palmdale Regional Medical Center and that he lost
personal property during his SHU confinement. The complaint named multiple prison officials and unidentified
hospital security guards but did not adequately link several defendants to specific conduct, establish state action
by the hospital guards, or explain whether the asserted claims arose from the same transaction or occurrence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a § 1983 complaint while proceeding in forma pauperis. A prior recommendation to dismiss for
failure to comply with an address order and failure to prosecute was not adopted because the court determined
Plaintiff had no obligation to periodically confirm his address when mailed orders had not been returned. The
district judge referred the complaint for screening, and the magistrate judge directed the Clerk to update
Plaintiff's address, found the complaint deficient, and granted leave to amend.
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