UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO

Rafael Gonzalez v. Provider Ms. Hacker, et al.

Gonzalez v. Hacker - No. 3:25-cv-01764 - Decided November 25, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio dismissed Rafael Gonzalez’s fee-

paid prisoner civil-rights action under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. The court held that the allegations did not

state a Thirteenth Amendment claim and that the alleged inadequate medical care amounted, at most,

to negligence, malpractice, or a disagreement over treatment rather than deliberate indifference under

the Eighth Amendment. The court also certified that an appeal could not be taken in good faith.
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dismissed

The court screened a fee-paid civil-rights complaint filed by a federal
prisoner under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A and dismissed it for failure to state a

claim.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss a prisoner civil
action against a governmental entity, officer, or employee if the
complaint is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim upon which
relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an immune
defendant. The complaint is construed in the plaintiff's favor, and the
Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility standard applies.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a plausible claim under the Thirteenth Amendment based on the alleged

denial of medical care.

2. Whether the complaint stated a plausible Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim based on the
medical treatment provided by prison medical personnel.

3. Whether the action was subject to dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A despite payment of the filing fee.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a plausible Thirteenth Amendment claim because it contained no allegation
that Gonzalez was subjected to slavery or involuntary servitude.

2. The complaint failed to state a plausible Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim because the
alleged treatment, even if inadequate or negligent, did not amount to a complete denial of care or

treatment so woefully inadequate as to constitute no treatment at all.

3. A fee-paid prisoner civil-rights complaint remains subject to mandatory screening and dismissal under
28 U.S.C. § 1915A when it is frivolous or fails to state a claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff has therefore failed to allege a plausible Eighth Amendment deliberate indifference claim

concerning the medical treatment provided.”

“For the foregoing reasons, good cause appearing, it is ORDERED that Plaintiff’s action is dismissed
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915A”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gonzalez, a federal prisoner housed under an intergovernmental agreement at Toledo Correctional Institution,
alleged that prison medical personnel discontinued medications and accommodations he had received at USP
Big Sandy for spinal nerve damage, shoulder injury, and other conditions. He alleged that providers substituted
or limited treatment, denied or delayed specialist and diagnostic care, and failed to provide adequate treatment
for his hearing impairment. The complaint nevertheless alleged repeated medical examinations, laboratory tests
and x-rays, medications including Depakote, Prednisone, and Tylenol, an outside consultation, and placement on

a specialist list.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rafael Gonzalez filed a pro se complaint against prison medical providers alleging inadequate medical care in
violation of the Eighth and Thirteenth Amendments. Although he paid the filing fee, the court screened the

action under § 1915A and summarily dismissed it, certifying that an appeal could not be taken in good faith.
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