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OPINION

AMBRO, Circuit Judge

Rondd Camp filed a42 U.S.C. § 1983 civil rights suit againgt guards and officids of the State
Correctiona Indtitute a Albion. Camp aleges that while an inmate there, he was subjected to
excessve force during a cell extraction and then restrained in an observation cdll while videotaped and
without clothing, in viodlation of hisrights under the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments. The Didtrict
Court granted the defendants motion for summary judgment. Camp appedls the dismissal of his clams
on grounds that genuine issues of materia fact exist asto both. We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 1291, and affirm.

l.

On October 6, 1996, ateam of five to six guards forcibly extracted Camp from his cell, where
he had been exhibiting erratic and threatening behavior. Camp was handcuffed and led by the guards
toward an observation cell. Asthey were proceeding down a hdlway and through an exit, Camp
placed hisfoot againgt the door and pushed off. His doing so caused the group to sumble off balance,
and Camp either fell or was pushed to the floor. While Camp was on the ground, one of the officers
gpplied an EBID (Electronic Barring Immobilization Device), or stun gun, to Camp & least once. The

disturbance in the doorway lasted less than twenty seconds, and was videotaped in its entirety.



Once the guards regained control of Camp, they carried him to an observation cdl where he
was strip searched and, while still naked, placed on a bed and put into afour pointsrestraint, i.e., each
limb was strapped down. A blanket was draped over him, but at some point it either was removed or
fel off. Camp saysthat he wasleft in this sate — tied down, without clothing or food — for two days*
These events d so were videotagped. The prison officias responsible for observing Camp included a
femde.

We exercise plenary review over agrant of summary judgment. Padillas v. Stork-Gamco, Inc.,
186 F.3d 412, 414 (3d Cir. 1999). To determine whether the actions of correctiond officers
condtituted excessive force in violation of the Eighth Amendment, we look to the following factors:

(2) the need for the gpplication of the force; (2) the relationship between the need and the

amount of forcethat was used; (3) the extent of injury inflicted; (4) the extent of the threat

to the safety of staff and inmates, as reasonably perceived by respongble officias on the

bas's of the facts known to them; and (5) any efforts made to temper the severity of a
forceful response.

Brooksv. Kyler, 204 F.3d 102, 106 (3d Cir. 2000) (quoting Whitley v. Albers 475 U.S. 312, 321

The record is unclear as to the precise duration and circumstances of Camp’ s restraint.
Camp's handwritten complaint dleges that he “was left in this cdl nude for gpproximately
two (2) days and was not given any food while in restraints.” However, the Magidtrate
Judge' s report noted that:

[tihe videotape clearly shows that Plaintiff was covered with a blanket after the
four-way redraints were applied. He himsdf removed the blanket after the
guads gt the cdl. The videotgpe further shows that Plantiff was fed
goproximately four hours after being placed in the isolation cdl and that the
blanket was again placed over him. Additionaly, the medical records submitted
by Rantiff specficdly state that Rantiff received a “dry sack lunch” at 1515
hours on the day of the trandfer.



(1986)). The centrd question in such aclam is “whether force was applied in agood-faith effort to
maintain or restore discipling, or malicioudy and sadidticaly to cause harm.” |d. (quoting Hudson v.
McMillian 503 U.S. 1, 7 (1992)).

Examining the circumstances of this case under the Whitley factors, we conclude that the force
applied was not so excessve asto present a cognizable Eighth Amendment clam. Camp’srefusd to
walk through the doorway created the confrontation; force was applied for approximately twenty
seconds, a reasonably short period necessary to subdue a struggling prisoner; and Camp’sinjuries
involved four dime-sized burns, indicating that the dua-pronged EBID was applied twice. Contrary to
Camp’ s assartions, the use of the stun gun does not prove that the amount of force was excessive. Cf.
Soto v. Dickey, 744 F.2d 1260, 1270 (7th Cir. 1984) (“The use of mace, tear gas or other chemical
agent of the like nature when reasonably necessary . . . to subdue recacitrant prisoners does not
condtitute cruel and inhuman punishment,” even if theinmate is handcuffed). The brief goplication of the
EBID was reasonably necessary to regain control of Camp.

I1.

Camp next chdlenges the circumstances of his detention in the observation cell following the
halway incident. More specifically, Camp contends that restraining him on a table for an extended
period of time, while naked, violated the Eighth Amendment. Neither the rlevant law nor the facts
support such acdami inthis case.

Camp’s argument is properly understood as a condiitions of confinement claim.? The District

2The Magistrate Judge's report that was adopted by the District Court correctly noted
that, although Camp’s complaint did not alege a Fourth Amendment violation, he now
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Court relied on Johnson v. Boreoni, 946 F.2d 67, 71 (8th Cir. 1991), for its ruling that Camp had not

demondrated a genuine issue of materid fact that being held in the observation cdl for two days without
clothing (dthough with a blanket) violated the Eighth Amendment. In Johnson, the Eighth Circuit
affirmed the digtrict court’s grant of qudified immunity to prison officids after placing aninmatein a
smdl “quiet cdl” for up to 36 hours without clothing, bedding, or persona materids, in response to that

inmate' s causing adisturbance. 1d. a 69-72. But, asthe Eighth Circuit recognized in Williamsv. Delo,

49 F.3d 442, 446 (8th Cir. 1995), Johnson was decided prior to the Supreme Court’s semina decison

in Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825 (1994), which marked a new understanding of Eighth Amendment

jurisprudence. Post-Farmer, “[p]rison officids do not violate the Eighth Amendment by placing a
prisoner in arip cel unless they deny the inmate *the minimd civilized measure of life's necessities;
and knowingly disregard an excessive risk to the inmate' s hedlth or safety created by such a
deprivation.” 49 F.3d at 446 (quoting Farmer, 511 U.S. at 834, 837).

In Williams, an inmate violently assaulted his wife while she was vigting him in prison. Officids
confined him to a“gtrip cdl” for four days without any clothes, bedding, or running water. The inmate
was provided with alight, toilet, snk, and regular medls. 1d. a 444. The Eighth Circuit concluded that
these conditions did not deny the prisoner the minimd civilized mesasure of life's necessities. |d. at 445.
His behavior was threatening, and under the circumstances, these deprivations served legitimate

penologica gods of preventing injury to himsdf and others and damage to the facility. 1d. at 446.

questions the legdlity of the strip search. Like the Digtrict Court, we follow the rule that a
motion for summary judgment cannot be defeated by dleging dams not raised in the
pleading. See, e.g., Landano v. United States Dep't of Justice, 873 F. Supp. 884, 891
(D.N.J. 1994).




Here, Camp had provoked a violent disturbance. The evidence shows that he wasfed. His
clothing was not removed, as Camp contends, for the purposes of humiliation without legitimate pend
concerns. He was stripped to be certain he did not possess a weapon or other contraband. He was
shackled to ensure his safety, aswell asthat of the guards and medica personnd examining him. Most
ggnificantly, the Magigtrate Judge, who viewed the videotape, found that Camp himsalf removed the
blanket that prison officids had used to cover him. Camp’s prolonged nakedness was the result of his
own actions. His arguments about exposure while videotaped and in the presence of femae prison
personnd cannot overcome the factua record, which demongrates that the indignities he complains of
were not inflicted by the defendants.

Findly, because Camp has not proven misconduct by subordinate prison officids, he
necessarily cannot establish supervisory liability on the part of those responsible for the policies under

which he was detained in the observation cdll. Chinchello v. Fenton, 805 F.2d 126, 133 (3d Cir.

1986).
For the reasons stated, we conclude that Camp presents no genuine issues of materia fact on
his Eighth and Fourteenth Amendment clams. Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the Didrict

Court.



TO THE CLERK:

Pease file the foregoing Opinion.

By the Court,

/9 Thomas L. Ambro

Circuit Judge



