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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California grants Demaruea North leave
to proceed in forma pauperis but dismisses his prisoner civil-rights complaint for failure to state a
claim under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A(b). The complaint alleges that prison officials failed
to provide a surgical or ADA mattress after spinal surgery, resulting in alleged constitutional violations
involving cruel and unusual punishment, due process, and equal protection. The court also denies as
moot North’s motion to change his jury demand.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Southern District of California

WRITING FOR THE COURT Janis L. Sammartino

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Southern District of California

DECIDED April 16, 2025

DOCKET 3:24-cv-02041 (24-CV-2041 JLS (VET))

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se prisoner brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against
correctional officials. The court granted leave to proceed in forma
pauperis, screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and
1915A(b), dismissed the complaint for failure to state a claim, denied
as moot a motion to change the jury demand, and granted leave to
amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6)
plausibility standard during mandatory prisoner screening under 28
U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A(b). The court accepted well-pleaded
factual allegations as true, construed the pro se pleading liberally, and
did not supply essential elements that were not pleaded.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court order; persuasive only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a plausible § 1983 claim against the supervisory defendants based on their
alleged supervisory, hiring, and grievance-review roles.

2. Whether the alleged denial or handling of North's prison grievance stated a due-process claim.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged intentional race- or disability-based discrimination under the
Equal Protection Clause.

4. Whether the five-day deprivation of a requested surgical or ADA mattress plausibly stated an Eighth
Amendment cruel-and-unusual-punishment claim.

5. Whether the complaint's conclusory law-library and RICO allegations stated cognizable claims.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court must sua sponte dismiss a prisoner's complaint, or any portion of it, that is frivolous,
malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks damages from an immune defendant; the screening standard is
the same as Rule 12(b)(6).

2. A supervisor may not be held liable under § 1983 solely because of a subordinate's conduct or the
supervisor's position; the plaintiff must plead personal involvement or a sufficient causal connection
between the supervisor's wrongful conduct and the constitutional violation.

3. The denial, rejection, or inadequate handling of a prison grievance, without more, does not violate the
Due Process Clause because prisoners have no constitutional entitlement to a prison grievance
procedure.

4. A viable Equal Protection Clause claim requires facts plausibly showing that each defendant
intentionally discriminated against the plaintiff because of membership in a protected class; a conclusory
allegation that defendants discriminated against Black prisoners is insufficient.

5. The complaint did not plausibly state an Eighth Amendment claim because a five-day deprivation of a
mattress was not, on the pleaded facts, an objectively sufficiently serious deprivation, and the complaint
did not show that Salazar knew of and disregarded a substantial risk of serious harm.

6. A pro se plaintiff should ordinarily be given leave to amend unless it is clear that the pleading's
deficiencies cannot be cured by additional facts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Liability under § 1983 must be based on the personal involvement of the defendant.” (at 3)



“The Eighth Amendment does not mandate comfortable prisons.” (at 8)

“A prison official acts with deliberate indifference if he knows of and disregards an excessive risk to the
prisoner’s health and safety.” (at 8)

“The requisite causal connection can be established . . . by setting in motion a series of acts by others or by
knowingly refus[ing] to terminate a series of acts by others, which [the supervisor] knew or reasonably
should have known would cause others to inflict a constitutional injury.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

North, a prisoner at Richard J. Donovan Correctional Facility, alleged that after arriving at an enhanced
outpatient-program building on September 30, 2022, he requested an ADA or surgical mattress because he had
recently undergone spinal surgery. He alleged that unknown correctional officers refused the request and that, on
October 2, 2022, he made the request to Sergeant Salazar, who did not act. North alleged that he remained
without the requested mattress until October 5, 2022, causing additional spinal injury and mental anguish. The
complaint contained no specific facts showing personal involvement by Warden Hill or Associate Warden
Steadman, intentional race discrimination, or that Salazar knew of a substantial risk of serious harm.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

North filed a civil-rights complaint alleging that prison officials failed to provide him a surgical or ADA mattress
for approximately five days after spinal surgery. He sought damages and moved to proceed in forma pauperis
and to change his jury demand. The district court granted IFP status, assessed an initial partial filing fee,
dismissed the complaint sua sponte for failure to state a claim, denied the jury-demand motion as moot, and
allowed 45 days to amend.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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