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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Utah grants Ayoola Ajayi's motion to file a Third
Amended Complaint but finds that the complaint remains deficient. The court orders Ajayi to file a
Fourth Amended Complaint curing deficiencies concerning personal participation, medical care,
retaliation, failure to protect, classification, equal protection, defamation, and other claims. The court
also denies motions for speedy review and to seal exhibits.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se prisoner brought a civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
The district court granted leave to file a third amended complaint,
screened that complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, found multiple
deficiencies, and ordered Plaintiff to file a fourth amended complaint
curing them.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Statutory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A; the court must identify
cognizable claims or dismiss claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail
to state a claim, or seek monetary relief from an immune defendant.
Pleading sufficiency was evaluated under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 8.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished interlocutory memorandum decision and order; limited
persuasive value.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Third Amended Complaint stated sufficiently specific claims under Rule 8 and § 1983 by
affirmatively linking each named defendant to the alleged constitutional violations.

2. Whether the Third Amended Complaint adequately pleaded claims concerning medical care, retaliation,
failure to protect, equal protection, classification or programming, denied grievances, defamation, and
access to courts.

3. Whether Plaintiff should be allowed to cure the pleading deficiencies by filing a Fourth Amended
Complaint.

4. Whether Plaintiff's motion for speedy review and motion to seal exhibits should be granted.

HOLDINGS

1. The Third Amended Complaint was deficient because it did not adequately and concisely link each
individual defendant to the elements of the claims asserted against that defendant.

2. A plaintiff asserting a § 1983 claim must allege that each government-official defendant personally
participated in the constitutional violation; liability may not rest solely on supervisory status or
respondeat superior.

3. To proceed, Plaintiff must plead facts satisfying the governing elements of each asserted claim,
including deliberate indifference for inadequate medical care and failure to protect, protected activity
and causation for retaliation, and differential treatment unrelated to legitimate penological interests for
equal protection.

4. Plaintiff was permitted to file a Fourth Amended Complaint curing the identified deficiencies within
thirty days, and the amended pleading had to stand alone and remain within the dates and allegations of
the Third Amended Complaint.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A plaintiff who brings a constitutional claim under § 1983 can't obtain relief without first satisfying the
personal-participation requirement.”

“Because vicarious liability is inapplicable to Bivens and § 1983 suits, a plaintiff must plead that each
Government-official defendant, through the official's own individual actions, has violated the Constitution.”

“To prevail on a failure to protect claim, an inmate must show (1) that the conditions of his incarceration
present[ed] an objective substantial risk of serious harm and (2) prison officials had subjective knowledge of
the risk of harm.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff Ayoola Ajayi, a prisoner proceeding pro se, alleged various constitutional and state-law violations
involving medical treatment, retaliation, failure to protect, classification or programming, denied grievances,
equal protection, defamation, and access to legal assistance. The Third Amended Complaint generally failed to
identify what each individually named defendant did and how each defendant's conduct satisfied the elements of
each claim. The court also identified possible respondeat-superior theories and claims potentially barred or
limited by applicable constitutional and statutory standards.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff moved to file a Third Amended Complaint, which the court granted. After statutory screening, the court
determined that the complaint failed to adequately link individual defendants to the elements of the asserted
claims and contained other pleading deficiencies. The court ordered Plaintiff to file a single Fourth Amended
Complaint within thirty days, denied a motion for speedy review as premature, and denied a motion to seal
exhibits.
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