UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

Francisco Bautista v. Ada County Jail Medical Services and

Unnamed and Unknown Individuals

Bautista - No. 1:25-cv-00491-BLW - Decided December 5, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho screened Francisco Bautista’s § 1983

complaint alleging inadequate medical treatment for a right-eye condition while he was incarcerated at

the Ada County Jail. The court concluded that the complaint failed to plausibly allege Eighth

Amendment deliberate indifference or municipal liability under Monell, but granted Bautista 28 days

to file an amended complaint. The court denied his request for appointed counsel without prejudice

and warned that failure to amend could result in dismissal.
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Initial screening order under 28 U.S.C. §8 1915(e)(2)(B) and
1915A(b) in a prisoner civil-rights action filed in forma pauperis. The
court concluded that the complaint failed to state a claim but permitted
plaintiff 28 days to amend.

The court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B)
and 1915A(b), accepting factual allegations as true and applying the
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 plausibility standard articulated in
Ashcroft v. Igbal and Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly stated an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim based on the
alleged delay or inadequacy of medical treatment.

2. Whether the complaint stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against Ada County Medical Services

without alleging a policy, custom, ratification, or final policymaker decision causing the alleged injury.

3. What factual and pleading requirements an amended complaint must satisfy to proceed past screening.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a plausible Eighth Amendment claim because, at most, it alleged that
unidentified jail medical personnel were negligent in failing to recognize the seriousness of Bautista's

eye condition; negligence or medical malpractice is insufficient to establish deliberate indifference.

2. The complaint failed to state a municipal-liability claim because it did not allege that a policy, custom,
final policymaker decision, or ratification by Ada County caused the alleged inadequate medical

treatment.

3. Bautista was permitted 28 days to file an amended complaint that identifies each defendant, states the
factual and legal basis for each claim, alleges causation and injury, and satisfies Rule 8 and the

applicable § 1983 and Eighth Amendment standards.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A complaint fails to state a claim for relief under Rule 8 if the factual assertions in the complaint, taken as
true, are insufficient for the reviewing court plausibly “to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is

liable for the misconduct alleged.”” (Section 1)

“A defendant may be held liable as a supervisor under § 1983 ‘if there exists ... a sufficient causal connection

between the supervisor’s wrongful conduct and the constitutional violation.”” (Section 3.A)

“The Complaint plausibly suggests, at most, that unidentified jail medical personnel might have been
negligent in failing to recognize that Plaintiff had a serious eye condition.” (Section 3.B)

“The Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. Plaintiff has 28 days within which to

file an amended complaint as described above.” (Order paragraph 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bautista, an Idaho prisoner, alleged that while incarcerated at the Ada County Jail he experienced a deteriorating
right-eye condition over several months and sent numerous requests for medical treatment. He alleged that jail
medical personnel told him that nothing was seriously wrong and that, four or five months after his symptoms



began, an outside optometrist stated that the delay had caused irreparable damage and vision loss. Bautista did
not identify the individual medical providers involved and did not allege facts showing that Ada County Medical

Services acted pursuant to a policy, custom, or practice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Clerk conditionally filed Bautista's complaint because he was an inmate seeking to proceed in forma
pauperis. After screening the complaint, the court found that the allegations did not plausibly state an Eighth
Amendment or municipal-liability claim. The court directed Bautista to file an amended complaint within 28
days, denied appointment of counsel without prejudice, and warned that failure to amend could result in
dismissal.
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