UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF HAWAII

Issachar Timothy Meafou v. State of Hawaii, et al.

Meafou - No. Civil No. 25-00460 DKW-WRP - Decided March 3, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Hawaii dismissed Issachar Meafou’s First
Amended Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. The court concluded that the
complaint failed to plausibly state claims for excessive force, threat to safety, or inadequate medical
care under the Fourteenth Amendment. The dismissal was without prejudice, and Meafou was granted
leave to amend by March 31, 2026.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a pro se pretrial detainee's first amended prisoner civil-

rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A uses the same standard as Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6): accepting adequately pleaded factual
allegations as true, the complaint must contain sufficient factual matter
to state a plausible claim for relief. Pro se pleadings are liberally

construed and doubts are resolved in the plaintiff's favor.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; unreported district-court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the first amended complaint plausibly alleged an objectively unreasonable excessive-force

claim by a pretrial detainee.
2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that officials intentionally imposed conditions creating a
substantial and objectively appreciated risk of serious harm in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged objectively deliberate indifference to the pretrial detainee's

medical needs.

4. Whether the complaint should be dismissed under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A with leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. A pretrial detainee must allege facts showing that force purposely or knowingly used against him was
objectively unreasonable. Meafou's allegations concerning mace, handcuffing, and shoving did not

provide sufficient factual detail to state a plausible excessive-force claim against ACO Tai.

2. Claims against officers based on their alleged failure to intervene could not proceed absent a plausible

underlying constitutional violation.

3. A pretrial detainee must allege that an official intentionally decided the conditions of confinement, those
conditions created a substantial risk of serious harm, the official failed to take reasonable available
measures despite an objectively apparent high risk, and the failure caused injury. Meafou's allegations
did not satisfy that standard.

4. A pretrial detainee asserting inadequate medical care must allege an intentional decision concerning
confinement conditions, a substantial risk of serious harm, objectively unreasonable failure to take
reasonable measures, and resulting injury; the conduct must amount to more than negligence but less

than subjective intent. Meafou's allegations did not meet that standard.

5. The first amended complaint was dismissed with leave to amend because the identified pleading
deficiencies might be curable by amendment.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under this standard, a complaint must “contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim to

relief that is plausible on its face.”” (Section II)

“the appropriate standard for a pretrial detainee’s excessive force claim is solely an objective one.” (Section
111.B)

“A pretrial detainee who asserts a threat-to-safety claim must “prove more than negligence but less than

subjective intent—something akin to reckless disregard.”” (Section I11.C)

“The Court DISMISSES the FAC, ECF No. 11, with leave to amend.” (Section VI)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

While detained at the Oahu Community Correctional Center, Meafou was housed with another inmate who
allegedly attacked and stabbed him. During the response, an officer allegedly pointed mace at Meafou,
handcuffed him in a manner that restricted circulation, and shoved him toward the medical unit while other
officers watched. Meafou alleged that a nurse provided limited treatment and that prison officials made housing
decisions and failed to protect him from threats. The court concluded that the amended complaint lacked facts
showing objectively unreasonable force, a substantial and objectively appreciated risk to his safety, or

objectively deliberately indifferent medical care.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Meafou filed the action alleging excessive force, threats to his safety, and inadequate medical care under 42
U.S.C. § 1983. The court dismissed the original complaint on December 23, 2025. After receiving the first
amended complaint and a clarifying letter, the court screened the amended pleading and dismissed it for failure

to state plausible claims, granting leave to amend by March 31, 2026.
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