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SUMMARY

The court grants the moving defendants’ motion to dismiss an amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint
alleging unconstitutional conditions of confinement at the St. Louis City Justice Center. The court
holds that the complaint improperly relies on group pleading and fails to allege facts showing that any
specific defendant had actual knowledge of and disregarded the alleged conditions. Plaintiffs are
granted leave to file a second amended complaint by April 24, 2026.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging unconstitutional
conditions of confinement. After the court dismissed the original
complaint against the City of St. Louis with leave to amend, the City
employees named in the First Amended Complaint moved to dismiss
for improper group pleading and failure to allege each defendant's
personal involvement.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Whether the Amended Complaint plausibly pleaded a § 1983 claim
against each individual defendant under the applicable motion-to-
dismiss standard.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the First Amended Complaint plausibly stated an Eighth Amendment conditions-of-
confinement claim against each individual defendant.

2. Whether plaintiffs could establish individual liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 through allegations that
collectively attributed knowledge and conduct to defendants who were on duty at some point during the
eleven-day period.

3. Whether plaintiffs should be granted leave to file a further amended complaint after dismissal based on
group pleading.

HOLDINGS

1. The First Amended Complaint failed to state a plausible § 1983 claim because it did not allege facts
tying any specific defendant to the alleged conduct or showing that any particular defendant knew of and
disregarded the asserted risk to plaintiffs' health or safety.

2. Alleging that defendants were on duty at some point during the relevant period, without identifying their
individual knowledge or conduct, does not establish deliberate indifference under the Eighth
Amendment.

3. The court granted the motion to dismiss with leave for plaintiffs to file a Second Amended Complaint
alleging facts against specific defendants.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, “a plaintiff must plead that each Government-official defendant, through the official’s own individual
actions, has violated the Constitution.””

“Plaintiffs therefore needed to allege “facts that demonstrate what each defendant did to violate” the Eighth
Amendment.”

“Because of Plaintiffs’ exclusive use of group pleading, they have not shown that any particular Defendant
had actual knowledge of the squalid conditions Plaintiffs faced and disregarded it.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiffs alleged that, while awaiting trial, they were held for eleven days in an overcrowded St. Louis City
Justice Center cell without a working toilet. They alleged that the cell contained a pool of urine, feces, and
vomit, that they slept on mats in the waste, and that they were required to eat meals passed through a slot
covered in filth. In the First Amended Complaint, plaintiffs named twenty-seven employees who had been on
duty at some point during the relevant period, but attributed the alleged conduct only collectively and did not
plead facts connecting specific conduct or knowledge to specific defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs initially sued the City of St. Louis and eight unnamed employees under § 1983. The court dismissed
the claims against the City for failure to plead facts establishing municipal liability but granted leave to amend.
Plaintiffs filed a First Amended Complaint naming twenty-seven individual employees, who moved to dismiss.
The court granted the motion but allowed plaintiffs to file a Second Amended Complaint by April 24, 2026, or
elect to stand on the First Amended Complaint, in which event the action would be dismissed.
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