UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
PENNSYLVANIA

In re: Shadaya Miller

Civil Action No. 25-CV-5723 - No. 2:25-cv-05723 - Decided January 8, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania grants Shadaya Miller leave
to proceed in forma pauperis and dismisses her amended complaint with prejudice under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B)(ii). The court holds that Chester County Prison is not a person subject to suit under 42
U.S.C. § 1983 and that requiring an inmate to eat in a cell near a toilet does not plausibly establish an
unconstitutional condition of confinement. The court declines to grant leave to amend because

amendment would be futile.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se prisoner filed an amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint

concerning conditions of confinement and sought leave to proceed in
forma pauperis. The district court granted in forma pauperis status and
screened the amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii), the court applies the same
standard used for a motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6): accepting well-pleaded factual allegations as true,
drawing reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor, and determining
whether the complaint states a plausible claim for relief. Conclusory
allegations are insufficient, although pro se pleadings are construed

liberally.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Chester County Prison is a proper defendant under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether requiring an inmate to eat in a cell with a toilet approximately six feet from the bedding area,
together with alleged sickness and MRSA, plausibly states an unconstitutional conditions-of-

confinement claim.

3. Whether the allegations would state a claim under the Fourteenth Amendment if they concerned a period

when Miller was a pretrial detainee.

4. Whether the amended complaint should be dismissed with prejudice without leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. A jail or correctional facility is not a person subject to suit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and therefore is not a
proper defendant in a § 1983 action.

2. The allegations that Miller was required to eat in a cell containing a toilet, even accompanied by
allegations of sickness and MRSA, did not plausibly allege an objectively sufficiently serious

deprivation or deliberate indifference in violation of the Eighth Amendment.

3. Even if the amended complaint were construed as challenging conditions during a period when Miller

was a pretrial detainee, the allegations would not state a constitutional claim.

4. The amended complaint was dismissed with prejudice because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To state a claim under § 1983, a plaintiff must allege the violation of a right secured by the Constitution and
laws of the United States, and must show that the alleged deprivation was committed by a person acting under

color of state law.”

“Courts apply a two-prong test to determine whether prison officials violated the Eighth Amendment: “(1) the
deprivation must be ‘objectively, sufficiently serious; a prison official’ s act or omission must result in the
denial of the minimal civilized measure of life’s necessities’; and (2) the prison official must have been
‘deliberately indifferent to inmate health or safety.’””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Miller alleged that, beginning August 29, 2024, she was required on numerous occasions to eat in her cell at
Chester County Prison, where the toilet was approximately six feet from the bedding area. She alleged that the



conditions made her sick and that she contracted MRSA. She named Chester County Prison as the sole

defendant and sought monetary damages for each day she had to eat in her cell.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Miller filed the action on October 2, 2025, without paying the filing fee or submitting an in forma pauperis
application and without filing a proper complaint. The court gave her thirty days to correct the deficiencies, but
dismissed the action without prejudice for failure to prosecute when she did not timely respond. Miller later filed
an in forma pauperis application, a prison account statement, and an amended complaint. The court construed
those submissions as an effort to comply with its earlier order, vacated the prior dismissal, granted in forma

pauperis status, and dismissed the amended complaint with prejudice for failure to state a claim.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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