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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Michigan conducts preliminary screening
under the Prison Litigation Reform Act of a state prisoner’s § 1983 and Americans with Disabilities
Act claims concerning housing, failure to protect, and accommodations for gender dysphoria. The
court dismisses claims against Heidi Washington and Brian Hadden, official-capacity damages claims,
individual-capacity ADA claims, and redundant ADA claims, while allowing Eighth Amendment
failure-to-protect and official-capacity ADA accommodation claims against Craig Ritter and Unknown
Chevette to proceed. The court also denies the plaintiff’s motion for a temporary restraining order and
preliminary injunction.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Western District of Michigan,
Southern Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Sally J. Berens

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Western District of Michigan,
Southern Division

DECIDED March 24, 2026

DOCKET 1:25-cv-1603

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Title II of the
Americans with Disabilities Act, reviewed before service under the
Prison Litigation Reform Act. The court also considered an ex parte
motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On preliminary PLRA review, the court accepted well-pleaded
allegations as true, construed the pro se complaint indulgently, and
applied the Rule 8 and Twombly/Iqbal plausibility standard. For
preliminary injunctive relief, the court considered likelihood of
success, irreparable injury, harm to others, and the public interest, with
particular caution in the prison context.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated an Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claim against Ritter and Chevette.

2. Whether the complaint stated individual-capacity claims under Title II of the ADA.

3. Whether official-capacity claims for monetary damages under § 1983 were barred by Eleventh
Amendment immunity and the absence of a statutory person.

4. Whether the complaint stated claims against Washington and Hadden based on supervisory liability,
grievance handling, policies, or alleged failures to train and supervise.

5. Whether the complaint stated official-capacity ADA failure-to-accommodate claims against Ritter and
Chevette.

6. Whether the plaintiff was entitled to a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint plausibly stated Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claims against Ritter and Chevette
in their individual capacities and in their official capacities for injunctive and declaratory relief.

2. The plaintiff's official-capacity claims for monetary damages under § 1983 were dismissed because the
claims were effectively against the MDOC, which is immune from such suits and is not a person subject
to liability for damages under § 1983.

3. The individual-capacity § 1983 claims against Washington and Hadden were dismissed for failure to
state a claim.

4. The individual-capacity ADA claims were dismissed because Title II does not impose liability on
individual government officials.

5. The plaintiff was allowed to proceed on official-capacity ADA failure-to-accommodate claims against
Ritter and Chevette, while the official-capacity ADA claims against Washington and Hadden were
dismissed as redundant.

6. The motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction was denied without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Under the PLRA, the Court is required to dismiss any prisoner action brought under federal law if the
complaint is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted, or seeks monetary
relief from a defendant immune from such relief.” (PageID.3)

“Deliberate indifference is a higher standard than negligence and requires that “the official knows of and
disregards an excessive risk to inmate health or safety; the official must both be aware of facts from which the
inference could be drawn that a substantial risk of serious harm exists, and he must also draw the
inference.”” (PageID.15)

“A claimed constitutional violation must be based upon active unconstitutional behavior.” (PageID.15)

“Preliminary injunctions are not favored, and a movant is not necessarily entitled to such relief, even if the
movant has shown likelihood of success on the merits.” (PageID.18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Galeski, a Michigan prisoner who identifies as a transgender woman, alleged that the Michigan Department of
Corrections diagnosed the plaintiff with gender dysphoria and initially approved hormone treatment and special
housing accommodations. The plaintiff alleged that, after accommodations were removed or denied, prison
officials placed the plaintiff with inmates who sexually assaulted the plaintiff multiple times, despite alleged
knowledge of safety risks and requests for protective housing. The complaint asserted Eighth Amendment
failure-to-protect claims and ADA failure-to-accommodate claims concerning housing, privacy, and access to
transgender-related services.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Galeski filed a pro se complaint against Michigan Department of Corrections officials in their individual and
official capacities and sought monetary, injunctive, and declaratory relief. After consenting to magistrate-judge
jurisdiction, the plaintiff's claims were screened under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A(b) and 42 U.S.C. §
1997e(c), before service on any defendant. The court dismissed Washington and Hadden, dismissed certain
official-capacity damages claims and individual-capacity ADA claims, allowed Eighth Amendment failure-to-
protect and official-capacity ADA failure-to-accommodate claims against Ritter and Chevette to proceed, and
denied the requested temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction without prejudice.
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