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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri dismissed Kelly McSean’s
amended § 1983 complaint without prejudice under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2). The court held that the
official-capacity claims failed to plausibly allege a county policy or custom, and that the individual-
capacity claims lacked allegations showing each defendant’s personal participation or discriminatory
intent. The court also concluded that the complaint did not state viable due-process or equal-protection
claims.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A self-represented pretrial detainee filed an amended civil-rights
complaint while proceeding in forma pauperis. The district court
conducted the required screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) and
dismissed the action without prejudice for failure to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the in forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2), accepting well-pleaded facts as true and liberally
construing the allegations, but requiring sufficient factual matter to
state a plausible claim for relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; precedential status not stated
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether McSean stated an official-capacity claim under § 1983 by alleging that detention-center
officials acted pursuant to unofficial customs without pleading supporting facts showing a governmental
policy or custom.

2. Whether McSean stated individual-capacity § 1983 claims by alleging substantially identical collective
conduct without facts showing each defendant's personal participation.

3. Whether McSean pleaded sufficient facts to support Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The official-capacity claims failed because the detention center was not a suable entity and McSean did
not plead facts plausibly showing that a St. Francois County policy, widespread custom, or failure to
train caused the alleged constitutional injury.

2. The individual-capacity claims failed because McSean did not plead facts showing how each defendant
personally participated in placing or maintaining her in disciplinary segregation or how each defendant's
conduct differed from that of the others.

3. The equal-protection claims failed because the amended complaint did not allege facts suggesting
discriminatory intent or disparate treatment by any individual defendant.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““Government officials are personally liable only for their own misconduct.”” (III.2)

“An official-capacity claim against an individual is treated as a claim “against the governmental entity
itself.”” (III.1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

McSean was a pretrial detainee at the St. Francois County Detention Center. She alleged that Sheriff Dan
Bullock and three other detention-center officials placed her in disciplinary segregation without justification on
January 24, 2023, and that she received neither a hearing nor a written explanation. She alleged that the lack of
explanation caused mental distress and suicidal thoughts and that she remained in segregation until March 5,
2024. Her amended complaint attributed substantially identical conduct collectively to each defendant and
alleged only conclusory references to unofficial customs.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

McSean filed an amended complaint against four detention-center officials in their individual and official
capacities, asserting Fourteenth Amendment due-process and equal-protection claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
Because she proceeded in forma pauperis, the court screened the amended complaint under § 1915(e)(2),



concluded that both the official-capacity and individual-capacity claims were inadequately pleaded, and
dismissed the action without prejudice.
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