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SUMMARY

The Seventh Circuit affirmed the dismissal at screening of Cornell Smith’s claims concerning
restrictions on structured recreation, interference with a prison grievance, and alleged constitutional
violations arising from mistaken absences during Jumu’ah services. The court held that Smith had no
constitutional right to an effective grievance procedure, had not alleged an inadequate opportunity for
exercise, and had at most alleged negligence by prison staff. The court affirmed the judgment.
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DISPOSITION affirmed
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amended civil-rights complaint for failure to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review of a dismissal at screening for failure to state a claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether prison officials violated the First Amendment by failing to provide an effective grievance
process or by not formally resolving Smith's final grievance.

2. Whether the restrictions on Smith's structured recreation violated the Eighth Amendment.



3. Whether, assuming all structured recreation was eliminated for six months, negligent prison staff
conduct stated a constitutional claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

HOLDINGS

1. Prisoners have a First Amendment right to petition the government for redress of grievances, but they do
not have a substantive due process right to a grievance procedure, much less an effective one. Because
Smith obtained the desired results through the grievance process, the delay and lack of formal resolution
did not state a constitutional claim.

2. The alleged restriction did not state an Eighth Amendment claim because Smith remained able to attend
structured recreation on two other days each week and did not allege that he was denied adequate
exercise. Prisoners have no constitutional liberty interest in recreational, social, or rehabilitative
activities apart from the constitutional requirement of adequate exercise.

3. Negligent conduct by prison officials does not violate the Constitution and cannot be redressed through
an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Prisoners have a First Amendment right to “petition the government for redress of grievances,”” (578)

“but they do not have a substantive due process right to a grievance procedure, let alone an effective one,”
(578)

“Negligent conduct does not violate the Constitution and cannot be redressed through an action under §
1983.” (579)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Prison staff twice removed Smith from structured recreation after incorrectly treating his absence from Friday
sessions as unexcused, although he was attending Jumu’ah, a weekly Islamic service scheduled at the same time.
Each mistake was eventually corrected, and Smith was reinstated, although the first correction took four months
and the second took two months. Smith also alleged that prison staff failed to formally resolve one grievance
because he refused to remove abusive language. He did not allege that he was denied all out-of-cell exercise or
that the mistakes prevented adequate exercise.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Smith sued administrators at Waupun Correctional Institution, alleging constitutional violations arising from
restrictions on his participation in structured recreation and interference with his grievance. The district court
dismissed the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, concluding that the First, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendment
theories failed to state claims. The Seventh Circuit reviewed de novo and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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