UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Raymond Hill v. Chester County Prison

Hill v. Chester County Prison, Civ. A. No. 25-CV-5393 (E.D. Pa. Mar. 5, 2026) - No. Civil Action No. 25-CV-

5393 - Decided March 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The Eastern District of Pennsylvania screened Raymond Hill’s amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint

concerning his placement in restricted housing, alleged denial of hygiene products and recreation, and

denial of access to criminal-case discovery and the law library. The court dismissed all claims under
28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii), concluding that the allegations did not state plausible constitutional

claims and that further amendment would be futile.
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Screening of a pro se incarcerated plaintiff's amended civil-rights
complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii).

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii), the court applies the same
standard governing a motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6): accepting well-pleaded facts as true, drawing
reasonable inferences for the plaintiff, and determining whether the
complaint states a plausible claim for relief. Conclusory allegations are

insufficient, although pro se pleadings are construed liberally.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Hill's allegations regarding limited hygiene access and five days without recreation stated a

Fourteenth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim.

. Whether Hill's placement in disciplinary segregation for five days without adequately alleged procedural

protections stated a due-process claim.

. Whether the alleged denial of access to criminal-case discovery and a law library stated a First and

Fourteenth Amendment access-to-courts claim.

. Whether claims against the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania were barred because the Commonwealth is

not a person under § 1983 and is protected by Eleventh Amendment immunity.

. Whether Hill adequately pleaded official-capacity and municipal-liability claims against Chester County

and the corrections officers.

HOLDINGS

1.

A pretrial detainee's alleged denial of regular hygiene products and recreation for five days,
accompanied only by temporary and minimal physical effects, did not plausibly establish an
unconstitutional punishment or sufficiently serious deprivation under the Fourteenth Amendment.

. Hill did not plausibly state a due-process claim based on his five-day placement in the RHU because the

placement was allegedly imposed for conduct occurring in prison, and he alleged neither an excessively

long confinement nor a lack of procedural review.

. Hill failed to state an access-to-courts claim because he did not identify with specificity a nonfrivolous

underlying suppression claim, explain how the denied materials related to that claim, or show that he

lacked another remedy for any alleged loss.

. The claims against the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania were dismissed with prejudice because a state is

not a person subject to suit under § 1983 and the Eleventh Amendment bars federal damages claims

against a state and its agencies absent waiver.

. The official-capacity claims and the claim against Chester County were not plausible because Hill did

not plead an underlying constitutional violation or identify a county policy or custom that caused one.

. A § 1983 plaintiff must allege the personal involvement of each defendant in the asserted constitutional

violation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Whether a complaint fails to state a claim under § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) is governed by the same standard
applicable to motions to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6)” (Section II)

“The underlying cause of action . . . is an element that must be described in the complaint.” (Section I11.B.2)



“It therefore follows that, because Hill has failed to plead any plausible underlying constitutional violation, it
is inconceivable that the claims against Chester County or Mills and Woods in their official capacities are
plausible.” (Section II1.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hill, a pretrial detainee at Chester County Prison, was placed in the restricted housing unit for five days after
becoming involved in a fight with another inmate. He alleged that during that period he was denied access to
hygiene products, regular tooth brushing and showers, recreation, and access to criminal-case discovery and a
law library before a purported suppression hearing. He also alleged that correctional officers Mills and Woods
were responsible for some of those restrictions and asserted claims against the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania

and Chester County.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hill initially filed a § 1983 complaint and was granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis. The court dismissed
the original complaint for failure to state a claim, with leave to amend. Hill filed an amended complaint naming
Chester County, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and two corrections officers. The court screened and

dismissed the amended complaint, concluding that further amendment would be futile.
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