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SUMMARY

The memorandum addresses Defendants’ motion for summary judgment in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action
brought by an inmate alleging that York County Prison officials failed to protect him from an assault,
failed to intervene, failed to train or supervise, and provided inadequate medical care. The court denies
summary judgment on exhaustion grounds because a genuine issue of fact exists regarding whether
administrative remedies were properly exhausted. The court grants summary judgment on the failure-
to-protect, failure-to-intervene, failure-to-train or supervise, and inadequate-medical-care claims to the
extent addressed in the provided text.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 concerning an
inmate assault, alleged failure to protect and intervene, failure to train
or supervise, inadequate medical care, and a Fourteenth Amendment
due process violation. Defendants moved for summary judgment
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the record shows no genuine
dispute as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment
as a matter of law. The court viewed disputed facts and reasonable
inferences in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, but
required the nonmovant to identify specific record evidence rather than
rely on pleadings, conclusory assertions, or a mere scintilla of
evidence.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum; persuasive authority only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Goines exhausted available administrative remedies under the Prison Litigation Reform Act.

2. Whether defendants were deliberately indifferent to a substantial risk of serious harm by failing to
protect Goines from the inmate assault.

3. Whether defendants failed to intervene in the assault despite having a realistic and reasonable
opportunity to do so.

4. Whether defendants were liable under Section 1983 for failing to train or supervise prison staff or for
inadequate inmate classification, monitoring, or staffing.

5. Whether defendants were deliberately indifferent to Goines's serious medical needs.

6. Whether the alleged conduct violated Goines's Fourteenth Amendment due process rights.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was not warranted on exhaustion because the record presented a genuine issue of
fact regarding whether Goines properly exhausted his administrative remedies.

2. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Goines's failure-to-protect claim because the
evidence did not show that they knew of and disregarded an excessive risk to his health or safety.

3. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on the failure-to-intervene claim because Goines
produced no evidence that they had a realistic and reasonable opportunity to intervene.

4. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on the failure-to-train or supervise claim because Goines
offered only conclusory assertions and no evidence of deliberate indifference, a deficient training or
supervision program, a pattern of constitutional violations, or a highly predictable single-incident
violation.

5. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on the inadequate-medical-care claim because the
evidence showed prompt treatment and did not establish deliberate indifference by the nonmedical
defendants.

6. Goines failed to establish a Fourteenth Amendment due process claim because the alleged lack of care
amounted, at most, to negligence.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Therefore, for a prisoner-plaintiff to plausibly allege an Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claim, they
must allege that: (1) they were incarcerated under conditions posing a substantial risk of serious harm (the
objective element); and (2) the prison Officials involved had a sufficiently culpable state of mind (the
subjective element).” (at 12)

“The Court finds that a reasonable jury could not conclude that Defendants knew of and disregarded an
excessive risk to Goines’ health or safety.” (at 13)

“There is simply no evidence that Defendants ever had “a realistic and reasonable opportunity to intervene”
to protect Goines but refused to do so.” (at 15)

“At best, the failure to timely send Goines to an outside hospital for a follow-up appointment may state a
negligence claim which does not, as a matter of law, rise to deliberate indifference to a serious medical
condition required to establish an Eighth Amendment violation.” (at 20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Goines was a sentenced prisoner at York County Prison and was classified as a level 3, high-risk inmate. At his
request, he was transferred on June 11, 2024, to a larger housing area containing other level 3 inmates, where
five inmates unexpectedly assaulted him on June 14, 2024, over the use of an electronic tablet. Correctional staff
discovered Goines shortly after the approximately two-minute assault, summoned emergency medical assistance,
and Goines was treated at the prison and transported to an outside hospital. Goines alleged that he later did not
receive a follow-up medical appointment within the timeframe recommended by the outside hospital and that he
was housed in unsanitary segregation conditions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Goines commenced the action by complaint and proceeded on an amended complaint. Defendants moved for
summary judgment. The court considered exhaustion as a factfinder under Third Circuit precedent, found a
genuine dispute regarding exhaustion, denied summary judgment on that ground, and granted summary
judgment on the substantive constitutional claims.
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