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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana screens Keandre Arnold’s
prisoner civil rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. The court dismisses claims against Mr.
Lawson and Dr. Gaza, as well as certain claims concerning the initial suicide attempt, but allows
Eighth Amendment excessive-force and deliberate-indifference claims to proceed against Sgts. Marts,
Fish, and Surguy and Dr. Corvetta. The court directs service of process and terminates Mr. Lawson
and Dr. Gaza as defendants.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a prisoner civil-rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915A before service of process.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss claims that are
frivolous or malicious, fail to state a claim, or seek monetary relief
from an immune defendant. The court applies the Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) plausibility standard, accepts factual
allegations as true at the pleading stage, and construes pro se pleadings
liberally.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a plausible Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Sgts. Marts,
Fish, and Surguy.

2. Whether the complaint stated a plausible Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference-to-medical-needs
claim against Sgts. Marts, Fish, Surguy, and Dr. Corvetta.

3. Whether the complaint stated a claim against defendants against whom Arnold alleged no personal
involvement or no facts showing actual knowledge of a substantial risk of serious harm.

4. Whether claims concerning the doctors' response to Arnold's first hanging attempt stated deliberate
indifference rather than medical negligence.

HOLDINGS

1. A § 1983 claim must be dismissed at screening when the complaint contains no factual allegations
connecting the defendant to the alleged constitutional deprivation. The claim against Mr. Lawson was
dismissed.

2. To state an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim, a prisoner must plausibly allege that the
official actually knew of a substantial risk of serious harm and disregarded that risk by failing to take
reasonable measures to stop it.

3. The claims against Dr. Gaza and Dr. Corvetta concerning Arnold's first attempted hanging with bed
strings were dismissed because the allegations showed that the doctors responded by maintaining
suicide-watch status and did not plausibly establish actual knowledge of an additional substantial risk
beyond the incident to which they responded.

4. The claims against Dr. Gaza were dismissed because Arnold did not allege that Dr. Gaza was notified of
the second hanging attempt or any other suicide attempt before Dr. Corvetta removed suicide watch.

5. The Eighth Amendment excessive-force claims against Sgts. Marts, Fish, and Surguy and the Eighth
Amendment deliberate-indifference-to-medical-needs claims against Sgts. Marts, Fish, Surguy, and Dr.
Corvetta may proceed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When screening a complaint, the Court must dismiss any portion that is frivolous or malicious, fails to state
a claim for relief, or seeks monetary relief against a defendant who is immune from such relief.” (I. Screening
Standard)

“The claims that shall proceed are the following: • Eighth Amendment excessive force claims against Sgts.
Marts, Fish, and Surguy; and • Eighth Amendment deliberate indifference to medical need claims against
Sgts. Marts, Fish, and Surguy, and Dr. Corvetta.” (III. Discussion of Claims)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Arnold, a prisoner at Pendleton Correctional Facility, alleged that he attempted suicide on July 7, 2023. He
alleged that correctional officers used force against him, failed to report the suicide attempt or obtain medical
care, and later used chemical agent after another hanging attempt. He further alleged that medical personnel
failed to maintain adequate suicide precautions, including that Dr. Corvetta later removed all suicide-prevention
orders despite continued self-harm.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Arnold filed a prisoner civil-rights complaint alleging Eighth Amendment violations arising from suicide
attempts, alleged excessive force, and alleged failures to provide medical care at Pendleton Correctional Facility.
The court screened the complaint before service, dismissed claims against Mr. Lawson and Dr. Gaza and claims
concerning the doctors' response to Arnold's first hanging attempt, allowed specified excessive-force and
deliberate-indifference claims to proceed, and directed service of process.
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