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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants the plaintiff's request to
proceed in forma pauperis but dismisses his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint with leave to amend. The
order addresses potential claims under the ADA, Rehabilitation Act, RLUIPA, and the Eighth
Amendment, and explains pleading, defendant-identification, and available-relief requirements.
Plaintiff is given thirty days to file an amended complaint.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A state prisoner proceeding pro se filed a civil-rights action under 42
U.S.C. § 1983 and sought leave to proceed in forma pauperis. The
court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, granted in
forma pauperis status, dismissed the complaint for failure to satisfy
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2), and granted thirty days to
amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the screening standards under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A,
accepting well-pleaded allegations as true and construing the
complaint in plaintiff's favor. A complaint must provide a short and
plain statement giving fair notice and must contain sufficient factual
allegations to raise a right to relief above the speculative level.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a cognizable ADA or Rehabilitation Act claim based on the alleged lack of
wheelchair access to religious services.

2. Whether the allegations stated a cognizable RLUIPA claim based on the alleged burden on plaintiff's
participation in Odinist religious services.

3. Whether the allegations stated an Eighth Amendment medical-care claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

4. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) and sufficiently alleged each
defendant's personal involvement.

5. Whether plaintiff should receive leave to amend after dismissal of the deficient complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint did not state a cognizable ADA or Rehabilitation Act claim as pleaded, but plaintiff may
be able to state such claims by alleging the required elements, identifying the proper state-entity
defendant, identifying his disability, and alleging intentional discrimination if seeking ADA damages.

2. The complaint did not adequately plead a RLUIPA claim, but plaintiff was granted leave to amend to
allege facts showing a burden on religious exercise, name the proper official-capacity defendant, and
seek only injunctive relief.

3. The complaint failed to state an Eighth Amendment medical-care claim because it did not allege that any
particular defendant was deliberately indifferent to a serious medical need.

4. A § 1983 complaint must allege specific facts showing each defendant's personal involvement or a
causal connection to the alleged constitutional deprivation; conclusory labels and unidentified Doe
defendants are insufficient.

5. The complaint violated Rule 8(a)(2) because it was too vague and conclusory to provide fair notice, but
dismissal without prejudice and with leave to amend was appropriate.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court finds the allegations in plaintiff’s complaint so vague and conclusory that it is unable to
determine whether the current action is frivolous or fails to state a claim for relief.” (at 7)

“Because plaintiff failed to comply with the requirements of Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2), the complaint must be
dismissed. However, the Court grants plaintiff leave to file an amended complaint.” (at 8)

“Plaintiff's complaint is dismissed.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a state prisoner who uses a wheelchair and walker, alleged that the Odinist religious-service area at
High Desert State Prison was surrounded by mud and dirt and lacked a wheelchair-accessible surface. While



attempting to reach the services, he fell while using his walker and suffered back and shoulder pain. He alleged
that he thereafter could not participate in the services because of the access hazards and sought installation of a
hard-surface pathway and money damages. He also acknowledged that he was taken to medical treatment after
the fall.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a complaint alleging that inadequate wheelchair access to Odinist religious services caused him to
fall and injured him, and alleging restrictions on religious exercise and medical care. His grievance also
referenced the ADA, the Rehabilitation Act, and RLUIPA. The court found the allegations insufficiently specific
to state cognizable claims, dismissed the complaint with leave to amend, assessed the statutory filing fee and
initial partial fee, and directed plaintiff to file an amended complaint within thirty days.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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