
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

Jack Campbell v. Kootenai County Jail
Campbell · No. 1:25-cv-00536-AKB · Decided December 10, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho screened Jack Campbell’s prisoner civil
rights complaint against the Kootenai County Jail. The court permitted Campbell to proceed on an
Americans with Disabilities Act claim concerning the alleged lack of a handicap-accessible shower,
while dismissing his other ADA, due process, and free exercise claims. The court also denied
Campbell’s motion for appointment of counsel and issued service and case-management instructions.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Initial screening of an incarcerated plaintiff's conditionally filed
complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), together
with consideration of the plaintiff's motion for appointment of counsel.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), the
court accepts factual allegations as true, liberally construes a pro se
complaint, and dismisses claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to
state a plausible claim, or seek relief from an immune defendant. The
plausibility standard requires sufficient factual matter to permit a
reasonable inference that the defendant is liable.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly stated an ADA Title II claim based on the alleged failure to provide
safe access to a handicap-accessible shower.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly stated ADA claims based on Campbell's placement in the medical pod
and inability to attend religious or recovery programs.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly stated a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 due process claim based on placement in the
medical pod or administrative segregation.

4. Whether the complaint plausibly stated a First Amendment Free Exercise Clause claim based on the
denial of access to church and Bible study.

5. Whether exceptional circumstances warranted appointment of counsel in the civil case.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint plausibly stated a colorable ADA claim that Campbell was denied adequate shower
facilities because of his disability, and he could proceed on that claim.

2. The complaint did not plausibly state ADA claims based on Campbell's placement in the medical pod or
his resulting lack of access to religious and recovery programs.

3. The complaint did not plausibly state a § 1983 due process claim based on placement in the medical pod
or administrative segregation.

4. The complaint did not plausibly state a First Amendment Free Exercise claim based on Campbell's
inability to attend church or Bible study.

5. Appointment of counsel was denied because exceptional circumstances were not shown.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“But an inmate cannot be categorically excluded from a beneficial prison program based on his or her
disability alone.” (Section 3.A)

“So long as a restriction on an inmate’s religious practice “is reasonably related to legitimate penological
interests,” that restriction is valid.” (Section 3.B.ii)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Campbell, an incarcerated person with physical and mental illnesses, was held in the Kootenai County Jail's
medical pod beginning May 15, 2024. During approximately the following month, he received only two
showers, and the medical pod lacked a handicap-accessible shower; although an accessible shower existed in a
neighboring housing unit, staff did not permit him to use it. Campbell also alleged that he could not attend
religious services and recovery programs because jail staff cited insufficient staffing, and he inconsistently
described his housing as both the medical pod and administrative segregation.
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The Clerk conditionally filed Campbell's complaint because he was an inmate proceeding in forma pauperis. The
court screened the complaint, permitted him to proceed on an ADA claim concerning the lack of a handicap-
accessible shower, dismissed all other claims without prejudice to a possible motion to amend, and denied
appointment of counsel.
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