UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT

Griffin v. Grande, et al.

Griffin v. Grande, No. 3:25-cv-00274 (SFR) (D. Conn. June 1, 2026) - No. 3:25-cv-00274 (SFR) - Decided June

1, 2026

SUMMARY

In this initial review order under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court permits Chazantine Griffin to proceed

with damages claims under the Eighth Amendment concerning unsanitary prison showers and

inadequate treatment for an MRSA infection. The court also permits First Amendment retaliation

claims against two defendants. Official-capacity claims and requests for injunctive and declaratory

relief, along with other claims, are dismissed without prejudice and with leave to amend.
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Initial review of a pro se incarcerated plaintiff's amended complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss any portion of a
prisoner complaint that is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim
upon which relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an
immune defendant. Well-pleaded allegations are accepted as true and
are liberally construed for a pro se litigant, but the complaint must

contain sufficient factual matter to state a facially plausible claim.

unpublished

prisoners rights cruel and unusual punishment  first amendment



civil procedure  constitutional law  civil rights  prisoner rights ~ health law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged an Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement

claim based on unsanitary and dangerous prison showers.

2. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged Eighth Amendment deliberate indifference to serious
medical needs based on the defendants' treatment of Griffin's MRSA infection.

3. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged First Amendment retaliation claims based on

inadequate medical care and a disciplinary ticket issued after protected complaints.

4. Whether Griffin could pursue official-capacity damages claims and prospective injunctive or declaratory
relief after his transfer from Corrigan Correctional Institution.

HOLDINGS

1. At the initial-review stage, allegations that prison showers were contaminated with mold, sewage, bodily
fluids, mildew, and feces, lacked nonslip mats, and remained unremedied after notice plausibly stated an
Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim against Peau, Dougherty, and Oles in their individual

capacities.

2. At the initial-review stage, allegations that Grande, Barnes, Mayernik, Valletta, West, Bertocki,
Andexler, Prabhakar, Rader, and Sanchez knew of Griffin's serious MRSA infection and failed to
provide adequate testing or effective treatment plausibly stated an Eighth Amendment damages claim

against them in their individual capacities.

3. The amended complaint plausibly alleged First Amendment retaliation claims against Grande and

Barnes in their individual capacities for damages.

4. Official-capacity damages claims were barred by state sovereign immunity, and Griffin's requests for
declaratory and injunctive relief were dismissed without prejudice as moot or unsupported by allegations

of an ongoing violation after his transfer from Corrigan Correctional Institution.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When asserting claims of deliberate indifference to safety or medical needs, a plaintiff must allege facts to
suggest that the defendants acted not merely carelessly or negligently, but with a subjectively reckless state of
mind akin to criminal recklessness.” (I11.A)

“All other claims, including official capacity claims, are DISMISSED without prejudice and with leave to
amend.” (1V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Griffin alleged that from January through April 2024 the showers at Corrigan Correctional Institution were
contaminated with mold, sewage, foul water, bodily fluids, mildew, and feces, lacked nonslip mats, and caused
him to fall. He further alleged that he contracted MRSA and that multiple medical defendants failed to provide

adequate testing or effective treatment despite repeated reports of worsening infection. Griffin also alleged that



defendants Grande and Barnes retaliated against him for filing a prior lawsuit and grievances. By the time of the

order, Griffin had been transferred to MacDougall-Walker Correctional Institution.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After granting Griffin leave to proceed in forma pauperis, the court conducted initial review of the original
complaint, dismissed it without prejudice because the allegations were misjoined and insufficiently organized to
determine defendants' personal involvement, and granted leave to amend. Griffin filed an amended complaint.
On initial review, the court allowed specified Eighth Amendment and First Amendment damages claims to
proceed to service, while dismissing other claims, including official-capacity claims and requests for declaratory
or injunctive relief, without prejudice and with leave to amend.
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