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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Connecticut conducted an initial review of Marquis
Kinnel’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims arising from prison disciplinary proceedings and a cell search. The
court dismissed the federal claims without prejudice, concluding that the complaint failed to establish
personal involvement, a cognizable due process violation, an Eighth Amendment violation, or facts
supporting conspiracy. The court declined supplemental jurisdiction over state-law claims and granted
Kinnel one opportunity to amend.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Initial review of a sentenced prisoner's pro se complaint under the
Prison Litigation Reform Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under the Prison Litigation Reform Act, the court must dismiss a
prisoner complaint or any portion of it that is frivolous or malicious,
fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted, or seeks
monetary relief from an immune defendant. The court accepted the
complaint's factual allegations as true for initial review and assessed
whether they plausibly stated federal claims.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district-court initial review order
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Hearing Officer Borkowski, District Administrator Nick Rodriguez,
Warden Guardarrama, et al.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged personal involvement by Commissioner Quiros, Warden
Guardarrama, and District Administrator Nick Rodriguez sufficient to support § 1983 damages claims.

2. Whether Plaintiff's procedural due process claims concerning prison disciplinary proceedings were
barred by Heck v. Humphrey and Peralta v. Vasquez because the proceedings resulted in forfeiture of
sentence-related credits.

3. Whether, apart from the sentence-credit forfeiture, the disciplinary sanctions alleged an atypical and
significant hardship creating a protected liberty interest.

4. Whether allegations that Defendants issued allegedly false disciplinary reports stated a constitutional
due process claim.

5. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged an Eighth Amendment excessive-force or deliberate-
indifference claim.

6. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a conspiracy to violate Plaintiff's constitutional rights.

7. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff's state-law claims after
dismissing the federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff seeking damages under § 1983 must allege facts establishing each defendant's personal
involvement in the asserted constitutional violation, including supervisory officials. Because the
complaint alleged no conduct by Commissioner Quiros, Warden Guardarrama, or Nick Rodriguez
connecting them to the violations, the damages claims against them were dismissed without prejudice.

2. An inmate has no general constitutional right to be free from being falsely accused in a misbehavior
report; therefore, any due process claim based solely on allegedly false disciplinary charges was
dismissed.

3. A § 1983 procedural due process challenge to prison disciplinary proceedings is barred when success
would necessarily imply the invalidity of a deprivation affecting the duration of confinement, unless the
underlying sanction has been invalidated or the prisoner waives for all time any challenge to that
sanction.



4. The alleged sanctions, excluding the forfeiture of Risk Reduction Earned Credit days, did not plausibly
constitute an atypical and significant hardship in relation to the ordinary incidents of prison life;
therefore, Plaintiff did not allege a cognizable liberty interest supporting procedural due process
protection.

5. Conclusory allegations that Plaintiff was subjected to cruel and unusual punishment, without facts
showing excessive force or deliberate indifference to health or safety, failed to state an Eighth
Amendment claim.

6. A § 1983 conspiracy claim requires factual allegations suggesting that the defendants reached an express
or tacit agreement to achieve an unlawful end; conclusory, vague, or general allegations are insufficient.

7. After dismissing all federal claims, the court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over
Plaintiff's state-law claims under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(3).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A plaintiff seeking monetary damages from a defendant must allege facts which establish the personal
involvement of that defendant in the alleged constitutional violation.” (Discussion II.A)

“In the prison context, which involves persons whose liberty interests have already been severely restricted
because of their confinement, a plaintiff cannot show a cognizable deprivation of “liberty” unless he can
show that he was subjected to an “atypical and significant hardship . . . in relation to the ordinary incidents of
prison life.”” (Discussion II.B)

“It is well settled that claims of conspiracy containing only conclusory, vague, or general allegations of
conspiracy to deprive a person of constitutional rights cannot withstand a motion to dismiss.” (Discussion
II.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a sentenced prisoner at MacDougall-Walker Correctional Institution, alleged that correctional officers
searched his cell, issued disciplinary reports, and accused him of resisting and possessing contraband. He alleged
that investigators and a disciplinary hearing officer refused or failed to investigate requested laboratory testing
and video footage, and that he was found guilty and received seven days of punitive segregation, 90 days' tablet
loss, 60 days' mail loss, and forfeiture of 15 days of Risk Reduction Earned Credits. He also asserted that
supervisory officials lacked personal involvement, that the disciplinary proceedings violated due process, that
Defendants subjected him to cruel and unusual punishment, and that they conspired to violate his constitutional
rights.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint alleging Fourteenth Amendment due process, Eighth Amendment,
and conspiracy claims, along with state-law claims, arising from prison disciplinary proceedings. On initial
review, the court dismissed all federal claims without prejudice, declined supplemental jurisdiction over the
state-law claims, and granted Plaintiff one opportunity to amend by March 12, 2026. The court warned that
failure to amend would result in dismissal with prejudice.
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