UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

Wesley Doran Halprin v. Daniel Soptic

Halprin v. Soptic - No. 26-3005-JWL - Decided February 3, 2026

SUMMARY

The court dismissed a pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action brought by a pretrial detainee challenging the
removal of coffee from a county jail commissary. The court held that access to commissary items is a
privilege rather than a constitutional right and that the plaintiff failed to show good cause why the

action should not be dismissed for failure to state a claim.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se pretrial detainee brought an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

After granting in forma pauperis status, the court ordered Plaintiff to
show cause why the Complaint should not be dismissed for failure to
state a claim. Following Plaintiff's response, the court dismissed the

action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Screening for failure to state a claim under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B)
(ii) and 1915A.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether denial of the opportunity to purchase coffee through a jail commissary states a constitutional
claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether the court's use of the term prisoner in describing the screening statutes was improper because

Plaintiff was a pretrial detainee.

3. Whether Plaintiff showed good cause why the Complaint should not be dismissed for failure to state a
claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The ability to purchase items from a prison or jail commissary is a privilege rather than a constitutional
right, and denial of the opportunity to purchase coffee does not independently support a plausible § 1983
claim, particularly where the alleged restriction was imposed for security reasons and was not alleged to

be punitive.

2. Plaintiff failed to show good cause why the Complaint should not be dismissed, and the action was
dismissed for failure to state a claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the ability to purchase items at a prison commissary is a privilege, not a right.”

“The sheriff shall have the charge and custody of the jail of the sheriff’s county, and all the prisoners in such
jail, and shall keep such jail personally, or by a deputy or jailer, for whose official acts the sheriff and sureties
of the sheriff shall be liable.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wesley Doran Halprin was detained at the Wyandotte County Detention Center in Kansas City, Kansas. He
alleged that, around October 31, 2025, Sheriff Daniel Soptic removed coffee from the Aramark commissary
because detainees were smoking the coffee. Halprin claimed that the absence of coffee caused him stress and
pain and suffering, and sought restoration of the ability to purchase it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff alleged that coffee had been removed from the county jail commissary for security reasons and sought
restoration of its availability. The court previously issued a Memorandum and Order to Show Cause, concluding
that the Complaint did not allege a constitutional violation. Plaintiff responded with arguments concerning
privileges, the use of the term prisoner, and the need for judicial authorization to revoke a jail privilege. The
court found that Plaintiff still failed to state a claim and dismissed the matter.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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