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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Michigan conducts preliminary screening
under the Prison Litigation Reform Act of a state prisoner's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint. The court
dismisses the claims against Defendant Brege, all official-capacity claims, certain Eighth and
Fourteenth Amendment claims, and permits specified personal-capacity First and Eighth Amendment
claims to proceed against other defendants.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A state prisoner brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action and moved to
proceed in forma pauperis. After consenting to magistrate-judge
jurisdiction, the plaintiff's complaint underwent mandatory preliminary
screening under the Prison Litigation Reform Act before service.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On preliminary PLRA screening, the court accepted well-pleaded
allegations as true, construed the pro se complaint indulgently, and
dismissed claims that were frivolous, malicious, failed to state a claim,
or sought relief from an immune defendant. The court applied the Rule
8 and Twombly/Iqbal plausibility standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a First Amendment retaliation claim against Martinez based on threats
following the plaintiff's stated intent to file a grievance.

2. Whether the complaint stated a First Amendment retaliation claim against Jensen based on placement on
suicide watch after the plaintiff refused to provide a statement against another prisoner.

3. Whether the complaint stated an Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Martinez based on
closing a cell door on the plaintiff's arm.

4. Whether the complaint stated Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect or deliberate-indifference claims
against Martinez and Boykins based on the risk posed by inmate Rogers.

5. Whether the complaint stated Eighth Amendment medical-care claims against Jensen and Beaumont
based on interference with and denial of treatment.

6. Whether the plaintiff's official-capacity claims were barred because they were effectively claims for
damages against the State and its officials.

7. Whether the claims against Brege failed for lack of allegations showing personal involvement or
supervisory participation.

8. Whether the plaintiff stated an Eighth Amendment claim based on two weeks of suicide watch.

9. Whether receipt of a fighting misconduct stated a Fourteenth Amendment procedural due process claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiff's monetary-damages claims against the defendants in their official capacities failed to state
a claim because such claims were treated as claims against the Michigan Department of Corrections and
the State of Michigan, which are not persons subject to suit for damages under § 1983 and are protected
by Eleventh Amendment immunity.

2. The claims against Brege were dismissed because the complaint alleged no conduct attributable to Brege
and did not establish personal involvement, encouragement, authorization, approval, or knowing
acquiescence in any unconstitutional conduct.

3. The complaint plausibly stated First Amendment retaliation claims against Martinez and Jensen. Stating
an intent to file a grievance was protected conduct, and the alleged threat of harm and placement on
restrictive suicide-watch conditions could deter a person of ordinary firmness; the allegations also
supported an inference of retaliatory motive.

4. The complaint plausibly stated an Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Martinez based on
allegedly closing the cell door on the plaintiff's arm and leaving him trapped for approximately 45
minutes.

5. The complaint plausibly stated Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect or deliberate-indifference-to-
personal-safety claims against Martinez and Boykins.



6. The complaint plausibly stated Eighth Amendment medical-care claims against Jensen and Beaumont.

7. The Eighth Amendment claim against Jensen based solely on the plaintiff's two-week placement on
suicide watch was dismissed for failure to state a claim.

8. The Fourteenth Amendment procedural due process claim based on receipt of a fighting misconduct was
dismissed for failure to state a claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“By stating his intent to file a grievance, Plaintiff engaged in protected conduct.” (First Amendment
Retaliation)

“The following personal capacity claims remain in the case: (1) Plaintiff’s First Amendment claims against
Defendants Martinez and Jensen; (2) Plaintiff’s Eighth Amendment excessive force claim against Defendant
Martinez; (3) Plaintiff’s Eighth Amendment failure to protect/indifference to personal safety claims against
Defendants Martinez and Boykins; and (4) Plaintiff’s Eighth Amendment claims against Defendants Jensen
and Beaumont premised upon interference with and a denial of adequate medical treatment.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff alleged that Correctional Officer Martinez closed a cell door on his arm for approximately 45
minutes and threatened him after he indicated that he would file a grievance. The plaintiff was later housed with
inmate Rogers, whom he repeatedly described to Resident Unit Manager Boykins as unstable and threatening;
despite those warnings, Rogers allegedly stabbed the plaintiff in the neck. The plaintiff further alleged that
Inspector Jensen conditioned medical attention on providing a statement against Rogers and that Health Unit
Manager Beaumont delayed antibiotics, pain medication, and dressing changes. The plaintiff also alleged that
Jensen placed him on suicide watch and that he received a fighting misconduct after the assault.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The plaintiff filed a prisoner civil-rights complaint against five Michigan Department of Corrections employees
in their official and personal capacities and sought compensatory and punitive damages. The court granted leave
to proceed in forma pauperis, conducted screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A(b) and 42 U.S.C. §
1997e(c), dismissed Defendant Brege and several claims for failure to state a claim, and allowed specified
personal-capacity claims to proceed before service.
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