UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Kristin Lee Hardy v. Romero, et al.

Hardy v. Romero ‘- No. 2:25-cv-2638 CSK P - Decided November 12, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants Kristin Lee Hardy’s
application to proceed in forma pauperis and assesses the statutory filing fee. The court dismisses the
signed § 1983 complaint for failure to satisfy pleading requirements and grants leave to amend, while
striking the earlier unsigned complaint. The order provides instructions for filing an amended
complaint and identifies alleged Eighth Amendment claims concerning restraints and conditions in a

holding cell.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
WRITING FOR THE COURT Chi Soo Kim

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
DECIDED November 12, 2025

DOCKET 2:25-cv-2638 CSK P

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983; the court screened

the signed complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A and dismissed it with

leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mandatory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A; the court accepts
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frivolous, fails to state a claim, or seeks relief from an immune

defendant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the signed prisoner complaint stated an actionable Eighth Amendment claim under 42 U.S.C. §
1983.

2. Whether the complaint sufficiently alleged each defendant's personal involvement and deliberate

indifference.

3. Whether the complaint complied with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) by providing a short and

plain statement with sufficient factual specificity.

4. Whether plaintiff should receive leave to amend after dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state an Eighth Amendment claim because it did not allege facts showing that
any defendant acted with a sufficiently culpable state of mind or that the holding-cell conditions were

sufficiently inhumane to create a constitutional deprivation.

2. The complaint failed to sufficiently connect each defendant's conduct to the alleged constitutional injury

and could not proceed on a theory of supervisory or vicarious liability.

3. The complaint did not comply with Rule 8(a)(2) because its allegations were too vague and conclusory

to give fair notice of the claims and the basis for each defendant's liability.

4. The complaint was dismissed with leave to amend within thirty days.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Eighth Amendment prohibits the imposition of cruel and unusual punishments and “embodies broad and

idealistic concepts of dignity, civilized standards, humanity and decency.”” (at 4)

“Because plaintiff failed to comply with the requirements of Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2), the complaint must be

dismissed. However, the Court grants plaintiff leave to file an amended complaint.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that on May 26, 2024, after reporting suicidal ideation, correctional officers Romero, Habrerra,
and Iberra placed him in a holding cell for approximately five hours while he was handcuffed behind his back
and placed in leg restraints. He alleged that he was denied water and restroom access despite reporting shoulder
pain and needing to use the restroom, and that the restraints injured his right shoulder. Plaintiff sought money
damages under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an unsigned complaint and later submitted a signed complaint alleging that correctional officers
subjected him to unconstitutional conditions and excessive restraint after he reported suicidal ideation. The court

granted in forma pauperis status, struck the unsigned complaint, screened the signed complaint, dismissed it for



failure to satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) and failure to allege sufficient personal involvement

and deliberate indifference, and granted thirty days to amend.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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