UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
TENNESSEE, NASHVILLE DIVISION

Jeffery Hampton v. Vincent Vantiel, Warden, et al.

Hampton - No. 3:24-cv-01480 - Decided February 11, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Tennessee grants Jeffery Hampton’s

application to proceed in forma pauperis and assesses the statutory filing fee. On initial review under

the Prison Litigation Reform Act, the court dismisses the federal claims concerning failure to protect,

deliberate indifference to medical needs, and religious exercise for failure to state a claim. Any state-

law claims are dismissed without prejudice, and the court certifies that an appeal would not be taken in

good faith.
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A state prisoner proceeding pro se filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint,
an application to proceed in forma pauperis, and a motion to ascertain
the status of the case. The district court granted in forma pauperis
status, conducted screening under the Prison Litigation Reform Act,
dismissed the federal claims for failure to state a claim, declined
supplemental jurisdiction over state-law claims, and certified that an

appeal would not be taken in good faith.

On PLRA screening, the court applies the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility
standard, accepts well-pleaded factual allegations and reasonable
inferences as true, liberally construes a pro se complaint, and
dismisses claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim, or

seek monetary relief from an immune defendant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the failure-to-protect and unsafe-conditions allegations stated an Eighth Amendment claim
when Hampton alleged fear, mental anguish, and emotional distress but no physical injury or actual

assault.

2. Whether the medical-care allegations plausibly established deliberate indifference to a serious medical

need under the Eighth Amendment.

3. Whether the denial of a bottom-bunk accommodation plausibly established deliberate indifference to a

serious medical need.

4. Whether denial of participation in a single Communion service substantially burdened Hampton's

religious exercise under the First Amendment or RLUIPA.

5. Whether the court should retain supplemental jurisdiction over the asserted Tennessee-law claims after

dismissing all federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. A prisoner may not recover damages under the Eighth Amendment for fear, mental anguish, or
emotional distress arising from allegedly dangerous prison conditions without alleging a compensable
physical injury or an actual assault; the complaint therefore failed to state a viable failure-to-protect

claim.

2. The complaint failed to state an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim concerning medical
care because the attached records showed that Hampton received medical attention, testing, medication,
and ongoing referrals, and his disagreement with the adequacy or timing of treatment did not establish

conscious disregard of a serious medical need.

3. The complaint failed to plausibly allege deliberate indifference based on the failure to assign Hampton a
bottom bunk because the allegations did not establish that the assigning official knew of the relevant

medical need before assigning the available bunks or consciously disregarded Hampton's later grievance.

4. The denial of participation in a single Communion service did not substantially burden Hampton's

religious practice and therefore did not state a claim under the First Amendment or RLUIPA.



5. After dismissing all federal claims, the court declined to retain supplemental jurisdiction over the

asserted Tennessee-law claims and dismissed those claims without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

€«

[1]t is the reasonably preventable assault itself, rather than any fear of assault, that gives rise to a

compensable claim under the Eighth Amendment.”” (Opinion at discussion of Counts One and Two)

““An inmate’s disagreement with the testing and treatment he has received . . . does not rise to the level of an
Eighth Amendment violation. Nor does a desire for additional or different treatment . . . suffice to support an

39

Eighth Amendment claim.”” (Opinion at discussion of Counts Three through Eight and Ten)

€ e

[TThe denial of a religious practice on a single, isolated occasion does not constitute a ‘substantial burden’
and thus does not violate the First Amendment” or RLUIPA.” (Opinion at discussion of Counts Eleven

through Fifteen)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hampton, a state inmate at Trousdale Turner Correctional Center, alleged that an officer left a pod door open and
allowed inmates from other pods to enter, exposing him to a risk of violence and causing mental anguish and
emotional distress. He alleged that prison officials and medical personnel failed to arrange or provide various
specialist appointments, made treatment decisions based on cost, and failed to assign him a bottom bunk despite
a medical accommodation. He also alleged that he was denied participation in a Communion service on one
occasion. He did not allege that he suffered a physical injury from prison violence or that the isolated denial of
Communion substantially burdened his religious practice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hampton filed a civil-rights complaint concerning conditions of confinement at Trousdale Turner Correctional
Center. The court granted his application to proceed in forma pauperis and assessed the statutory filing fee in
installments. On initial review under 28 U.S.C. §8§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A, the court dismissed the federal claims

concerning failure to protect, medical care, and religious exercise, dismissed any Tennessee-law claims without
prejudice, and directed entry of judgment.
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