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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of New York dismissed Michael Fields’s pro
se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint challenging the mattress conditions at the Otis Bantum Correctional
Center on Rikers Island. The court held that Bob Barker Company, Inc. was not alleged to be a state
actor and that Rikers Island and the New York City Department of Correction were not proper
defendants under § 1983. The court also found that the complaint did not plausibly allege an
unconstitutional condition of confinement, but granted Fields 30 days to file an amended complaint.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se pretrial detainee brought an in forma pauperis action under 42
U.S.C. § 1983 challenging the conditions of confinement at the Otis
Bantum Correctional Center on Rikers Island. The district court
screened the complaint under the Prison Litigation Reform Act and
dismissed it for failure to state a claim, granting 30 days' leave to
amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), the court screened
the in forma pauperis prisoner complaint and dismissed claims that
were frivolous, malicious, failed to state a claim, or sought relief from
an immune defendant. The court accepted well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, construed the pro se pleading liberally, and applied
the Rule 8 and facial-plausibility standard.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court order with no reporter citation
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the private mattress supplier could be held liable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether Rikers Island or the New York City Department of Correction could be sued as a person or
entity under § 1983.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a Fourteenth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim
based on the DOC-issued mattress.

4. Whether Plaintiff should be granted leave to amend the pro se complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. A private company that is not alleged to act under color of state law cannot be held liable under § 1983.
Because Bob Barker Company Inc. was alleged only to have supplied mattresses and not to have acted
for a state or governmental body, the claims against it were dismissed for failure to state a claim.

2. Rikers Island is not a person subject to suit under § 1983, and the New York City Department of
Correction is not a suable entity separate from the City of New York. Any claim against the City would
require allegations that a municipal policy, practice, or custom caused the constitutional violation.

3. The complaint failed to plausibly allege a Fourteenth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim
because it did not show either that the mattress created or posed an unreasonable risk of serious damage
to Plaintiff's health or that correctional officials intentionally or recklessly disregarded a known
excessive risk.

4. A pro se plaintiff must generally be given an opportunity to amend when a liberal reading of the
complaint indicates that a valid claim might be stated, unless amendment would be futile. Plaintiff was
granted 30 days to amend.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court is obliged to construe pro se pleadings liberally, Harris v. Mills, 572 F.3d 66, 72 (2d Cir. 2009),
and interpret them to raise the “strongest [claims] that they suggest,”” (Standard of Review)

“Simply alleging that a mattress is uncomfortable is insufficient to ‘show that the conditions . . . pose an
unreasonable risk of serious damage to [the plaintiff’s] health.’” (Discussion C)

“The Court dismisses the complaint, filed IFP under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(1), for failure to state a claim on
which relief may be granted, see 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii), with 30 days’ leave to replead.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff was detained at the Otis Bantum Correctional Center on Rikers Island and alleged that a DOC-issued
mattress caused lower-back pain and spasms beginning April 19, 2025. He alleged that he complained to DOC
personnel, including captains, deputies, and nurses, and learned that other detainees had back problems. He
relied on a mattress manufacturer's tag stating that the mattress was not intended for a foundation and sought
compensation for pain and emotional suffering.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initially filed this action with 18 other plaintiffs. The claims were severed, and this separate civil action
was opened for Plaintiff. After Plaintiff submitted an in forma pauperis application and prisoner authorization,
the court screened the complaint and dismissed the claims against Bob Barker Company Inc. and Rikers
Island/DOC, as well as the conditions-of-confinement claim, while granting leave to replead.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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