UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Arthur Ellison v. New Jersey State Prison Medical Department, et al.

Ellison - No. 20-9465 (ZNQ) (JBD) - Decided February 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey screened Arthur Ellison’s Second
Amended Complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), asserting inadequate medical care for a fungal
rash while incarcerated. The court dismissed claims against the New Jersey State Prison Medical
Department and Mercer County with prejudice, and dismissed the remaining claims without prejudice

for failure to state a claim, granting leave to amend.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a second amended prisoner civil-rights complaint under

28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) after the plaintiff was granted in forma

pauperis status.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Rule 12(b)(6) pleading standard during
mandatory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), accepting well-
pleaded factual allegations as true and drawing reasonable inferences
in the plaintiff's favor, but disregarding legal conclusions couched as

factual allegations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the allegations that physicians evaluated Ellison's rash, misdiagnosed it, and instructed him to
keep it clean stated a deliberate-indifference claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

. Whether the allegations that supervisory defendants had authority over the prison medical department,

reviewed grievances or complaints, or could adopt policies and customs stated a supervisory-liability
claim under § 1983.

. Whether the New Jersey State Prison Medical Department and Mercer County were proper defendants

in the action.

. Whether the claims should be dismissed with or without prejudice and whether leave to amend should

be granted.

HOLDINGS

1.

A prisoner's allegation that medical personnel misdiagnosed a fungal rash and provided conservative
treatment, without facts showing deliberate indifference to a serious medical need, does not state a
plausible claim for inadequate medical care under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Mere negligence, misdiagnosis,
disagreement, or dissatisfaction with treatment is insufficient.

. A defendant may not be held liable under § 1983 solely because of a supervisory position or under a

theory of vicarious liability. A plausible supervisory-liability claim requires facts showing personal
involvement, actual knowledge and acquiescence, or creation of a policy or custom that was the moving
force behind the alleged constitutional violation.

. The New Jersey State Prison Medical Department is an arm of the State and is not a proper defendant in

a federal civil-rights action; claims against it are barred by Eleventh Amendment immunity and must be

dismissed with prejudice.

. Mercer County was not a proper defendant for claims arising from treatment at New Jersey State Prison

because the prison is an arm of the State of New Jersey and is not under Mercer County's control or

direction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Deliberate indifference is a “subjective standard of liability consistent with recklessness” which will be

9

found only where the defendant “knows of and disregards an excessive risk to inmate health or safety.

“A defendant in a federal civil rights proceeding may not be held liable based solely on his supervisory role
or through a vicarious theory of liability, he instead may be held liable only through his personal involvement

in the alleged wrong.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Ellison, a convicted state prisoner housed at New Jersey State Prison, developed a rash in 2015 that persisted and
grew over several years. He was repeatedly seen by nurses and physicians, who instructed him to keep the area
clean and, at one point, suggested that he purchase anti-itch cream from the prison commissary. The rash was
eventually tested in September 2020 and determined to be fungal. Ellison sued the prison medical department,

Mercer County, two physicians, and a prison administrator, alleging inadequate medical care and supervisory
liability.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ellison filed a second amended complaint alleging denial of or inadequate medical care for a fungal rash and
asserting related supervisory-liability claims. The district court screened the complaint sua sponte under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), dismissed the claims against the New Jersey State Prison Medical Department and
Mercer County with prejudice, dismissed the remaining claims without prejudice for failure to state a claim, and

granted leave to amend within thirty days.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Plaintiff may file a third amended complaint within thirty days. Failure to cure the identified

deficiencies may result in dismissal with prejudice.
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