
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
FLORIDA, JACKSONVILLE DIVISION

Richard Thomas Gardipee v. St. Johns County
Gardipee · No. 3:25-cv-697-MMH-LLL · Decided February 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida dismissed Richard Thomas
Gardipee’s pro se civil-rights action against St. Johns County without prejudice. The court held that
the compensatory damages Gardipee sought were unavailable against the county for his alleged
RLUIPA violation and directed the Clerk to enter judgment and close the case.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se prisoner civil-rights action filed in forma pauperis; the district
court screened the complaint under the Prison Litigation Reform Act
and dismissed it without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the PLRA screening standard and the Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) standard, accepting well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, drawing reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's
favor, and liberally construing the pro se complaint while disregarding
legal conclusions and conclusory allegations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a claim subject to relief under the PLRA screening provisions.

2. Whether a RLUIPA claim against St. Johns County could proceed when the plaintiff sought only
compensatory damages.

3. Whether the pro se complaint's request for compensatory damages could be liberally construed as a
request for nominal damages.

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiff could not obtain compensatory damages against the county for the alleged RLUIPA
violation; the only relief he sought was therefore unavailable.

2. The complaint's request for $14 million in compensatory damages could not be liberally construed as a
request for nominal damages.

3. The action was dismissed without prejudice, with leave for Gardipee to refile claims under 42 U.S.C. §
1983 supported by sufficient factual allegations against a proper defendant.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As Gardipee is not entitled to the only relief he seeks from St. Johns County, this case is due to be dismissed
without prejudice to Gardipee’s right to refile his claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 with sufficient factual
allegations to support a claim against a proper defendant if he elects to do so.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gardipee alleged that, while incarcerated at the St. Johns County Detention Center, he requested a plant-based
diet based on his Christian faith. He asserted that the facility required inmates to contact the chaplain
electronically to request religious accommodations, that he made the request on June 7, 2025, and that the
request was denied on June 13 after Deputy Sheriff Johnson asked him to identify his religion. Gardipee named
St. Johns County as the defendant and sought $14 million in compensatory damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gardipee filed a complaint alleging that St. Johns County denied him a vegetarian religious diet while he was
incarcerated at the St. Johns County Detention Center. He sought only $14 million in compensatory damages.
On screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A, the court dismissed the action without prejudice
because compensatory damages were unavailable against the county under RLUIPA and the complaint did not
request nominal damages.
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