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SUMMARY

The court screened a prisoner’s second amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A concerning
allegedly unsanitary holding-cell conditions, denial of bathroom access, and related due process and
Eighth Amendment claims. The court concluded that the short duration of the confinement, the alleged
mitigation, and the lack of allegations connecting most defendants to the conduct failed to state a
constitutional claim. The case was dismissed for failure to state a claim upon which relief could be
granted.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a prisoner's second amended complaint under 28 U.S.C.
§ 1915A.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss a prisoner's
complaint that is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks
relief from an immune defendant. The pleading must contain sufficient
factual matter to state a plausible claim, and pro se allegations receive
liberal construction.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court opinion; persuasive rather than precedential
except as otherwise provided by applicable law.
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Michael Gapski, K. Williams, Issac, Witaker

TOPICS



prisoners rights section 1983 due process civil procedure damages

PRACTICE AREAS

prisoner civil rights constitutional law civil procedure remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a Fourteenth Amendment due process claim based on the plaintiff's
approximately eight-and-a-half-hour placement in a shower cage without a hearing.

2. Whether the alleged unsanitary holding-cell conditions and temporary denial of toilet access stated an
Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim.

3. Whether supervisory or grievance-related defendants could be held liable absent allegations that they
personally caused or participated in the alleged constitutional violations.

4. Whether the complaint stated a claim based on the plaintiff's later cell conditions, including cold
temperature, lighting, and loss of property.

HOLDINGS

1. A defendant cannot be held liable under § 1983 based solely on supervisory responsibility, inclusion in
the caption, or failure to allege personal participation in the constitutional violation.

2. An approximately eight-and-a-half-hour placement in a shower cage, even under the alleged unsanitary
conditions, did not constitute a substantial duration or an unusually harsh hardship sufficient to trigger a
protected liberty interest and procedural due process protections.

3. The allegations that the plaintiff was temporarily held for approximately eight-and-a-half hours in an
unsanitary shower cage without a toilet or seat, and was required to defecate on a tray, did not state an
Eighth Amendment violation because the short duration and removal from the conditions sufficiently
mitigated the alleged deprivation.

4. A one-time, short-term denial of toilet access requiring an inmate to defecate on a tray does not, without
more, rise to the level of an Eighth Amendment violation.

5. The second amended complaint failed to state a claim upon which relief could be granted and was
subject to dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“state a claim that is plausible on its face.” (550 U.S. at 570)

“It’s undisputed that prisoners can’t be held in “shockingly unsanitary cells.”” (592 U.S. at 7-8)

“A prisoner challenging conditions of confinement must first show that the conditions were sufficiently
serious as an objective matter, meaning that they denied the inmate the minimal civilized measure of life’s
necessities, creating an excessive risk to the inmate’s health and safety. Second, in covering the subjective
component of the inquiry, the inmate must prove that prison officials acted with deliberate indifference—that
they knew of and disregarded this excessive risk of harm to the inmate.”



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lminggio alleged that he was confined in a shower cage at the Miami Correctional Facility for approximately
eight-and-a-half hours in unsanitary conditions, without a toilet or seat, and that he was required to defecate on a
Styrofoam tray after staff refused bathroom access. He alleged that he slipped on feces, experienced a back and
foot injury, and later was placed in a cell that was cold, brightly lit, and lacking certain property. The complaint
did not allege personal involvement by most defendants or provide sufficient facts concerning medical treatment,
the cell conditions, or the duration and severity of those conditions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lminggio, an incarcerated plaintiff proceeding without counsel, filed a second amended complaint after the
court determined that his prior amended complaint failed to state a claim. The court screened the second
amended complaint, concluded that it failed to state viable due process or Eighth Amendment claims and failed
to allege personal involvement by several defendants, and dismissed the action.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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