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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened Melvin Jaman Peete’s
42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint against Mule Creek State Prison Warden Patrick Covelo. The court
granted in forma pauperis status but found that the complaint failed to state a cognizable Eighth
Amendment claim because it did not link Covelo to the alleged inadequate medical care or
confinement conditions. The court declined to serve the complaint and granted plaintiff 30 days to file

an amended complaint.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Prisoner civil-rights complaint screened under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A

before service; the court granted in forma pauperis status, found no

cognizable claim, and granted leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss a prisoner complaint
that is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks monetary
relief from an immune defendant. For failure to state a claim, the
allegations are accepted as true and construed in the light most
favorable to the plaintiff, but the complaint must contain sufficient

factual matter to state a facially plausible claim.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district-court screening order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the complaint stated an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim against the warden
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

. Whether the complaint stated an Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim against the

warden.

. Whether the request for injunctive relief concerning conditions at Mule Creek State Prison remained

viable after Peete was transferred to another facility.

. Whether damages claims against the warden in his official capacity were barred by Eleventh

Amendment immunity.

. Whether Peete should be granted leave to amend after the complaint failed statutory screening.

HOLDINGS

1.

The complaint failed to state a cognizable deliberate-indifference claim because it did not allege facts
showing that Covelo had subjective knowledge of Peete's medical condition or personally participated
in, caused, or was linked to the alleged inadequate medical care.

. The allegations that Peete received medication and fluids and was sent to quarantine amounted, at most,

to negligence or a disagreement over the appropriate treatment, which is insufficient to establish
deliberate indifference.

. The complaint did not adequately state a valid Eighth Amendment claim against Covelo because it did

not identify the warden's involvement in the allegedly unsanitary or inadequate quarantine-cell

conditions.

. To the extent Peete sought damages from Covelo in his official capacity, those claims were barred by

Eleventh Amendment immunity.

. Peete was granted 30 days to file an amended complaint that identifies each defendant's involvement and

states facts supporting a claim under § 1983.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In order to avoid dismissal for failure to state a claim a complaint must contain more than “naked

assertions,” “labels and conclusions” or “a formulaic recitation of the elements of a cause of action.”” (at 2)

“The second prong is satisfied by showing (a) a purposeful act or failure to respond to a prisoner’s pain or

possible medical need and (b) harm caused by the indifference.” (at 6)

“A difference of opinion about the proper course of treatment is not deliberate indifference, nor does a
dispute between a prisoner and prison officials over the necessity for or extent of medical treatment amount to



a constitutional violation.” (at 7)

“Plaintiff’s complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted, see 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, and will
not be served.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Peete alleged that, while incarcerated at Mule Creek State Prison, he became ill with influenza, fainted while
waiting for medical staff, and remained on the floor for approximately 30 to 45 minutes. He alleged that he was
known to be medically high-risk and immunosuppressed, but was treated at the medical unit rather than sent to a
hospital, then placed in a dirty quarantine cell without bedding, a mattress, a cane, clean clothing, or a shower
for three days. He sued Warden Patrick Covelo, although he did not allege that Covelo personally participated in

or knew about the alleged medical-care deficiencies.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Peete, a state prisoner proceeding pro se, filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint against MCSP Warden Patrick
Covelo alleging inadequate medical care and unconstitutional conditions of confinement. The court granted
leave to proceed in forma pauperis and conducted the required screening. It concluded that the complaint did not
state a cognizable Eighth Amendment claim against Covelo, ordered that the complaint not be served, and
allowed Peete 30 days to file an amended complaint.
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