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SUMMARY

The court dismissed Richard Hayes’s prisoner civil rights complaint without prejudice under 28
U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A for failure to state a claim. The court found that Hayes’s conclusory
allegations of assault and unsanitary conditions were insufficient and that Lebanon County Prison and
Prison Administration were not proper defendants under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Hayes was granted leave to
proceed in forma pauperis and to file an amended complaint naming personally involved individual
defendants.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se prisoner filed a civil rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
The district court screened the complaint under the Prison Litigation
Reform Act and dismissed it without prejudice for failure to state a
claim, while granting leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Rule 12(b)(6) failure-to-state-a-claim standard
during screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b),
accepting well-pleaded factual allegations as true, construing them in
the plaintiff's favor, disregarding mere legal conclusions, and
determining whether the complaint stated a plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Hayes's conclusory allegations of assault and unsanitary conditions stated a plausible Eighth
Amendment claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether Lebanon County Prison and Prison Administration were proper defendants in a § 1983 action.

3. Whether Hayes should be granted leave to amend before dismissal of the civil rights complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a claim because its conclusory and unsupported allegations that Hayes was
assaulted and subjected to unsanitary conditions did not provide sufficient facts to establish a plausible
constitutional violation.

2. A county prison is not a proper defendant in a § 1983 civil rights action, and Hayes could not proceed
against Lebanon County Prison as named.

3. Leave to amend was required because the court could not conclude that amendment would be
inequitable or futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Before dismissing a civil rights complaint for failure to state a claim, courts must permit a curative
amendment unless the amendment would be inequitable or futile.”

“His conclusory and unsupported allegations that he was “assaulted” and subjected to “unsanitary
conditions,” however, are completely inadequate to state claims upon which relief may be granted.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hayes was detained at the Lebanon County Correctional Facility and alleged that correctional officers assaulted
and mistreated him, that he experienced unsanitary conditions, and that he felt unsafe. His complaint identified
Lebanon County Prison and Prison Administration as defendants, but provided only conclusory allegations and
sought compensation and initiation of criminal charges.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hayes filed the action on September 22, 2025, and it was received and docketed on September 30, 2025. On
initial screening, the court concluded that the complaint's conclusory allegations of assault and unsanitary
conditions failed to state a claim and that the county prison was not a proper § 1983 defendant. The court
dismissed the complaint without prejudice, granted in forma pauperis status, and allowed Hayes to file an
amended complaint.
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