IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

AQUAN J. HILTON, )
)
Plaintiff, )
' )
v. ) C.A.No. 25-1547-CFC-LDH
) FILED

LYNN GIBSON et al., )

Defendants. g JuL 29 2026
)

U.S. DiSTRICT COURT VeTRICT OF PEI 21458
SERVICE ORDER AND REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

Plaintiff Aquan J. Hilton, an inmate at Howard R. Young Correctional Institution, filed this
action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983. (D.I. 1). Plaintiff appears pro se and has been granted leave
to proceed in forma pauperis. (D.1. 7). The Court now screens the Complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§
1915(e)(2)(B), 1915A(2).

For the reasons set forth below, the Orders that service proceed as to Officer Gibson on
Plaintiff’s disciplinary hearing Due Process claim and First Amendment Retaliation claim. The
Court recommends that the Plaintiffs personal property claims and classification claims be
dismissed with prejudice. The Court further recommends that the remaining claims and defendants
be dismissed without prejudice.

L BACKGROUND

On September 1, 2025, Plaintiff received a disciplinary report and was charged with
substance abuse and promoting prison contraband. (D.I. 1 at5). The charges arose out of camera
footage showing an item being dropped from one of the inmate’s pants. (/d.) Plaintiff and another
offender were questioned, and each denied ownership of the item. (/d.). As a result of the

investigation, Plaintiff was removed from a working where he earned good time and a salary, and



moved to a different housing location. (/d.). On September 15, 2025, Plaintiff was found guilty
of substance abuse and promoting prison contraband. (/d.) Defendant Gibson presided over the
hearing and, when Plaintiff asked to see the evidence used against him, he allegedly told Plaintiff
“we are not doing all that.” (/d.). Defendant Gibson allegedly further told Plaintiff that if he
appealed, she would make sure he received the “maximum penalty” and “go to hole.” (/d. at 6).
She allegedly further told Plaintiff “just accept what’s currently being given.” (/d. at 6). Plaintiff
appealed. (/d.). He indicated that, as a result of the appeal, .hc was moved to “the hole.” (Zd.).

Plaintiff also describes loss of property that occurred during the housing transfers. (d.).
Plaintiff’s television was confiscated in a “shake-down” authorized by Defendant Lt. Stuart. (/d.
at 6). When Plaintiff repeatedly requested that the television be returned or replaced, he was
allegedly told to “take [the] loss like a man.” (Id.). Further, during a transfer on October 1, 2025,
Plaintiff claims that many of his personal items went missing, including his headphones and water
bottles. (Jd.). Despite repeated requests to reclaim his property, Plaintiff never received the
missing items. (/d.).

Plaintiff alleges that the property loss and disciplinary hearing violated his constitutional
rights under the First, Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments, and he is suing Defendants Gibson,
Stuart and Wells based on their involvement in the events, as well as Deputy Warden
Hollingsworth, Warden Parker, and Bureau Chief Robert May. (See generally D.I. 1). Plaintiff
seeks monetary damages and various forms of injunctive relief. (Id. 8-9).

IL. LEGAL STANDARDS

A federal court may properly dismiss an action sua sponte under the screening provisions

of 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) if “the action is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim upon

which relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from a defendant who is immune from such



relief” Ball v. Famiglio, 726 F.3d 448, 452 (3d Cir. 2013) (quotation marks omitted); see also 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) (in forma pauperis actions). The Court must accept all factual allegations in
a complaint as true and take them in the light most favorable to a pro se plaintiff. See Phillips v.
County of Allegheny, 515 F.3d 224, 229 (3d Cir. 2008). Because Plaintiff proceeds pro se, his
pleading is liberally construed and the complaint, “however inartfully pleaded, must be held to less
stringent standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers.” Erickson v. Pardus, 551 U.S. 89,
94 (2007).

A complainf[ is not automatically frivolous because it fails to state a claim. See Dooley v.
Wetzel, 957 F.3d. 366, 374 (3d Cir. 2020). Rather, a claim is deemed frivolous only where it relies
on an “‘indisputably meritless legal theory’ or a ‘clearly baseless’ or ‘fantastic or delusional’
factual scenario.”” Id.

The legal standard for dismissing a complaint for failure to state a claim pursuant to
§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) is identical to the legal standard used when ruling on Rule 12(b)(6) motions.
Tourscher v. McCullough, 184 F.3d 236, 240 (3d Cir. 1999). A well-pleaded complaint must
contain more than mere labels and conclusions. See Ashcroft v. Igbal, 556 U.S. 662 (2009); Bell
Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544 (2007). A plaintiff must plead facts sufficient to show that a
claim has substantive plausibility. See Johnson v. City of Shelby, 574 U.S. 10, 12 (2014) (per
curiam). A complaint may not dismissed, however, for imperfect statements of the legal theory
supporting the claim asserted. See id. at 11.

A court reviewing the sufficiency of a complaint must take three steps: (1) take note of the
elements the plaintiff must plead to state a claim; (2) identify allegations that, because they are no
more than conclusions, are not entitled to the assumption of truth; and (3) when there are well-

pleaded factual allegations, assume their veracity and then determine whether they plausibly give



rise to an entitlement to relief. Connelly v. Lane Constr. Corp., 809 F.3d 780, 787 (3d Cir. 2016).
Elements are sufficiently alleged when the facts in the complaint “show” that the plaintiff is
entitled to relief. Igbal, 556 U.S. at 679 (quoting Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2)). Deciding whether a
claim is plausible will be a “context-specific task that requires the reviewing court to draw on its
judicial experience and common sense.” Id.

. DISCUSSION

A. Warden Parker, Deputy Warden Hollingsworth, and Bureau Chief Robert
May

Plaintiff alleges that he sent his disciplinary appeal to Deputy Warden Hollingsworth and
Warden Parker. (D.I. 1 at 6). Bureau Chief Robert May is named as a defendant but there are no
allegations against him in the Complaint. Plaintiff does not allege that Parker or Hollingsworth
were personally involved in any of the incidents upon which Plaintiff seeks relief. A “defendant
in a civil rights action must have personal involvement in the alleged wrongs to be liable.” Sutton
v. Rasheed, 323 F.3d 236, 249 (3d Cir. 2003), as amended (May 29, 2003) (internal quotation mark
omitted); Baraka v. McGreevey, 481 F.3d 187, 210 (3d Cir. 2007). A defendant “cannot be held
responsible for a constitutional violation which he or she neither participated in nor approved.”
C.H. exrel. Z.H. v. Oliva, 226 F.3d 198, 201 (3d Cir. 2000); Rode v. Dellarciprete, 845 F.2d 1195,
1207 (3d Cir. 1988) (“[A] defendant in a civil rights action must have personal involvement in the
alleged wrongs; liability cannot be predicated solely on the operation of respondeat superior.”).
As pled, Plaintiff has not alleged personal involvement to state any cognizable claim against
Parker, Hollingsworth, or May under any of the identified authority. See, e.g., Polk Cnty. v.
Dodson, 454 U.S. 312, 325 (1981) (liability under § 1983 must be based on personal involvement,
not respondeat superior); Evancho v. Fisher, 423 F.3d 347, 353 (3d Cir. 2005) (personal

involvement may be “shown through allegations of personal direction or of actual knowledge and



acquiescence™). The Court recommends that these defendants be dismissed without prejudice
pursuant to §§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) and 1915A(b)(1).

B. Due Process Claims

Plaintiff alleges that he was wrongfully transferred after the disciplinary report aﬁd that
this resulted in a less desirable housing location and an inability to continue his prison job. (D.I
1 at 5). With regard to his classification, it is well established that an inmate does not possess a
liberty interest arising from the Due Process Clause in assignment to a particular custody level,
security classification, or a place of confinement. See Wilkinson v. Austin, 545 U.S. 209 (2005);
Olim v. Wakinekona, 461 U.S. 238, 245 (1983). Traditionally, prisoners also do not have a
constitutional liberty or property interest in a prison job assignment or a particular place of
confinement. See Meachum v. Fano, 427 U.S. 215, 228-29 (1976); James v. Quinlan, 866 F.2d
627, 629-30 (3d Cir. 1989).

To the extent that Plaintiff claims that his disciplinary hearing and appeal were
constitutionally deficient because he was not provided with notice of the charge and the evidence
relied upon, Plaintiff has sufficiently stated a claim at this stage. See Shivers v. Hollingsworth,
No. 22-603-RGA, 2023 WL 4265611 at *3 (D. Del. June 29, 2023) (describing that a prison
disciplinary hearing satisfies the Due Process Clause when it, among other things, provides “a
written statement by the fact finder as to the evidence relied on and the reasons for the disciplinary
action”) citing Wolff v. McDonnell, 481 U.S. 539 (1976)). Plaintiff contends that this did not occur.
Here, he states a claim.

C. First Amendment Retaliation

Plaintiff asserts that hearing officer Gibson stated that if Plaintiff were to appeal the

disciplinary decision, she would make sure he received the maximum penalty and be sent to “the



hole.” (D.I. 1 at 6). A prisoner alleging retaliation must show that: “(1) his conduct was
constitutionally protected; (2) he suffered an adverse action at the hands of prison officials; and
(3) his constitutionally protected conduct was a substantial or motivating factor” in the officials’
decisions. Watson v. Rozum, 834 F.3d 417, 422 (3d Cir. 2016) (citing Rauser v. Horn, 241 F.3d
330, 333-34 (3d Cir. 2001)). The causation element requires a plaintiff to prove either: (1) an
unusually suggestive temporal proximity between the protected activity and the allegedly
retaliatory conduct, or (2) a pattern of antagonism coupled with timing to establish a causal link.
Id. (citing Lauren W. ex rel. Jean W. v. DeFlaminis, 480 F.3d 259, 267 (3d Cir. 2007)). Here,
Plaintiff states a claim. Plaintiff alleges that Gibson threatened him with “the hole” if he appealed,

that he appealed, and that he was put in “the hole.” At this stage, that is enough.

D. Personal Property

Liberally construed, Plaintiff alleges violation of his right to Due Process when, as a result
of his transfer in late September 2025 and subsequent transfer on October 1, 2025, his television
was confiscated, and his headphones and water bottles went missing. The Court construes these
claims as violations of Due Process. A prisoner’s Due Process claim based on the deprivation of
his personal property is not actionable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 unless there is no adequate post
deprivation remedy available. See Parratt v. Taylor, 451 U.S. 527,542 (1981), overruled on other
grounds by Daniels v. Williams, 474 U.S. 327 (1986); Harris v. McMullen, 609 F. App’x 704, 705
(3d Cir. 2015). Because Delaware provides an adequate remedy by filing 2 common law claim for
conversion of property, Plaintiff cannot maintain a cause of action pursuant to § 1983. Harris,
609 F. App’x at 705. The Court recommends these claims be dismissed with prejudice. See Jones

v. Calloway, No. 20-1542-CFC, 2022 WL 1016399, at *7 (D. Del. Apr. 5, 2022).



Accordingly, the Court orders that service proceed as to Officer Gibson on Plaintiff’s
disciplinary hearing Due Process claim and First Amendment Retaliation claim. The Court
recommends that the Plaintiffs personal property claims and classification claims be dismissed
with prejudice. The Court furthér recommends that the remaining claims and defendants be
dismissed without prejudice.

IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court ORDERS the following:

L. Having identified what appear to be cognizable and non-frivolous Due Process and
First Amendment Retaliation claims pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 within the meaning of 28 U.S.C.
§ 1915A(b) and§ 1915(e)(2)(B) against Officer Gibson, the Clerk of Court shall notify the
Delaware Department of Correction (“DDOC”) and the Delaware Department of Justice (“DDOJ”)
of Service Order. As an attachment to this Order, the Clerk of Court shall serve an electronic copy
of the Complaint (D.1. 1) on the DDOC and the DDOJ. The Court requests that DDOC Defendants
waive service of summons.

2. Defendants shall have ninety (90) days from entry of this Service Order to each file
a Waiver of Service Executed and/or a Waiver of Service Unexecuted. Upon the electronic filing
of the Waiver of Service Executed, Defendants shall have sixty (60) days to answer or otherwise
respond to the pro se Complaint.

3. In those cases where a Waiver of Service Unexecuted is filed, the DDOC and/or
DDOYJ shall have ten (10) days from the filing of the Waiver of Service Unexecuted, to supply the
Clerk of Court with the last known forwarding address for any former employee who does not
agree to waive service, said address to be placed under seal and used only for the purpose of

attempting to effect. service in the traditional matter.



Additionally, the Court RECOMMENDS the following:

4. That the Plaintiffs personal property claims and classification claims be dismissed
with prejudice.
5. That the remaining defendants and claims be dismissed without prejudice for failure

to state a claim.
ek

Plaintiff may file objections to this Order and Report and Recommendation within fourteen
(14) days after being served with a copy of the Order and Report and Recommendation. See Fed.
R. Civ. P. 72(a) & (b)(2); see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 6(d). Objections are limited to seven (7)
pages. The failure of a party to object may result in the loss of the right to review in the district
court and the loss of certain appellate rights or the right to appellate review. See Henderson v.
Carlson, 812 F.2d 874, 878-79 (3d Cir. 1987); Equal Emp. Opportunity Comm'n v. City of Long
Branch, 866 F.3d 93, 99-100 (3d Cir. 2017); United Steelworkers of America, AFL-CIO v. New
Jersey Zinc Co., 828 F.2d 1001, 1006-08 (3d Cir. 1987); Bello v. United Pan Am. Fin. Corp., 2025
WL 275109, at *3 n.5 (3d Cir. Jan. 23, 2025).

This Order and Reinort and Recommendation is filed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A)
& (B), Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72(a) & (b) and District of Delaware Local Rule
72.1. Parties are directed to the court’s “Standing Order fér Objections Filed Under Fed. R. Civ.
P. 72, dated March 7, 2022, a copy of which is available on the court’s website,

https://www.ded.uscourts.gov.

Dated: July 29, 2026
%Ww

United States Magistrate Judge
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(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

H] H'DOT,IQ{}UN‘,
!

(In the space above enter the full name(s) of the plaintiff(s).)

Civ. Action No. 2 5 - 1 5 4 7. -=

(To be assigned by Clerk’s
Office)

-against-

oY  COMPLAINT
WS, Litkencot Sty (Ed«_}\/dm(\?n Radvwer (Pro Se Prisoner)

Jury Demand?
ﬁYes
[ No

(In the space above enter the full name(s) of the defendant(s).
If you cannot fit the names of all of the defendants in the
space provided, please write “see attached” in the space
above and attach an additional sheet of paper with the full list
of names. The names listed in the above caption must be
identical to those contained in Section IV. Do not include

addresses here.)

NOTICE

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5.2 addresses the privacy and security concerns resulting from
public access to electronic court files. Under this rule, papers filed with the court should rot
contain: an individual’s full social security number or full birth date; the full name of a person
known to be a minor; or a complete financial account number. A filing may include only: the last
four digits of a social security number; the year of an individual’s birth; a minor’s initials; and
the last four digits of a financial account number.

Plaintiff need not send exhibits, affidavits, grievance or witness statements, or any other
materials to the Clerk’s Office with this complaint.
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(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

I COMPLAINT

Indicate below the federal legal basis for your claim, if known. This form is designed primarily
Jor pro se prisoners challenging the constitutionality of their conditions of confinement, claims
which are often brought under 42 U.S. C. § 1983 (against state, county, or municipal defendants)
or in a “Bivens” action (against Jederal defendants).

Check one:

M 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (state, county, or municipal defendants)

(1 Action under Bivens v. Six Unknown Federal Narcotics Agents, 403 U.S. 388 (1971)
(federal defendants)

IL. PLAINTIFF INFORMATION

J’m‘\?}ﬂ Aovan Y

Name (Last, Firbt, MI) Aliases
H233L5

Prisoner ID #

Howard Vx.\lonocoj Cocecdinonl Toadoye,

Place of Detention

V301 Easy VT dveel

Institutional Address

wilmioapo DE 19302

County, City State Zip Code

III. PRISONER STATUS
Indicate whether you are a prisoner or other confined person as follows:

Pretrial detainee

Civilly committed detainee

Immigration detainee

Convicted and sentenced state prisoner
Convicted and sentenced federal prisoner

OO0 00
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(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

IV.  DEFENDANT(S) INFORMATION

Please list the Jollowing information for each defendant. If the correct information is not
provided, it could result in the delay or prevention of service. Make sure that the defendant(s)
listed below are identical to those contained in the above caption. Attach additional sheets of
paper as necessary.

Defendant 1: __ Gihann ,Lyon

Name (Last, First) ‘

SYakE  Uienlenaat

Current Job Title
130) Eazy V2™ Sh\reed
Current Work Address
wilmaston DE 1980 2
County, @ty State Zip Code
Defendant 2: Ho\ Bogauwoarta

Name (Last, First)

Deduh  warden

Current J3b Title

V3ol Easy 2™ Siveet

Current Work Address
Wil M\ nadXon DE Y902
County, Slty State Zip Code
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(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

Defendant(s) Continued

Defendant 3: LY. abunck

Name (Last, First)

LT

Current Job Title

%0\ Eosy ™ yeed

Current Work Address

W\ana DE

Y4202

County, @y State

Defendant 4: LK X \}\{Q,\\S,

Zip Code

Name (Last, First)

Litoeoaoy

Current Job Title

V200 Eosl \9™ S\veed

Current Work Address

wilmio adoa DE

19302

County, City State

Zip Code

Page 4 of 10



(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

V. STATEMENT OF CLAIM

Place(s) of
occurrence: Toode Yo \x)‘\\&lg& of WRwex

Date(s) of occurrence: SeoVernher 15,8605
‘ L4

State which of your federal constitutional or federal statutory rights have been violated:

5 Amendment, g Ameadsnent 14 Amendment,Y20.5.0 1983, Y2 0.5.C
3); > Amendmeny

State here briefly the FACTS that support your case. Describe how each defendant was
personally involved in the alleged wrongful actions, state whether you were physically injured as
a result of those actions, and if so, state Your injury and what medical attention was provided to

you.
FACTS:
T tecdeied a djsc‘.?\‘.nm(l ceforY o0 9-1,2095 uwhich Stales
TV Was feen i camern. Soo h
ooe of Yae offeaders Qaokd.oPenders Wal-dackrecn aod
What \}(&\\B(hﬂ WExe, oo (\\ueﬁf\\n(\e:\ Qoo ounoerSai) An waion ey
Szﬁgemd N 0 \ohened oL C S Ho% N acoakes iR Charé;)u\ Wivth V26
NAAOC. AR, 60d LA Qouehoq Q9%0 Codwanaod., DAS
ROOMCA Xthoa G AOTBWOG Vo 't’\c Ao 3Yada

() D= DO XN CenN SO0 \o QO  AOO iy

Coled aod  offcecs Soldy oewi.0q SeQdewker 15,9035 o
14819 Qmmr\, e %\1‘\\3«\ ax _a\l (‘,\\arcafsﬁhuﬁo& e eadoa
Qbeess =  asked kod\f, Moton  eandence \ne:m& ueed &()(h‘mﬁk
we 40 wiich Sl F Ciheo deced o cod &ne Shakes

v \ Yo & Ao her

" We o, 00&3@(8 all Vot A Biie Swe. (‘?n\ueﬁ;\—
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(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

et e, AL L1 Giloscn Siared & X were An aQea) Ae
wonld conke. & e T CeCien® 0o on Oenr\xw and %g X1

Who did
what?

Do 8o Josy accedr udnaks QLA‘(‘E(‘?\\\I \oémrf) CS\\;\Q AODM! OnDer
Woth - dedlesaner V(6 %086  odean m&n Al vrer Qle Q\\e(\
Appeal and 8ent by r\el?ulu u)QQAI;n ”Tﬂl;gmqfnorHt 8€Dlemb-cr A2
-&Qall,aﬂ‘ic_gzmmzieioln uthm Parker an{‘itglmﬂ_lmj Secretnr,
deplember 29,3045, Jn__ockiMer \, 9055 1‘_7 WA
o o D(\(‘){\ db Ao 0ol uas \sdaa Moused 60 dM which
28 She \no\e TR, WaSs_qever emknmg \omm\\\— U Qave
Mese. wos wiecs doce. w0 Duson eetod owsed oo e
\wesk &‘3:&2 ol 3{\9 il 00117 due Y \B(QY d\"%&ﬁ\mam CchY—\—
Prece wins 0 mass Seore. Soo coodcred Ao whex® oRcers
Confecaled  my Yeleuision, So¥e i LT Suork uwiae wmas e,
L o %g Sogve -doo ey LT (o0e2 aothonzed the,
?X(‘\ncm‘?)e of mg T, Yok toas (\)urc‘m:xeA bhecanze Yy toas.
Qox cecienog Yee, aAditioan) Chascels Mook mere added .
s exchnoode was Ln¥en oo o Qirare Card . Refore,
Yhese, e\/m%‘:l T Wwos daasesved Eb ?)m\tmcx Cacll \\1 G a
Omamm UPon m&(xj el bacy o WRWNLC ’Y. Om&r% Om\)\(\

~ \

ho? mo\tmm}c_:z_ :m,\m _DQ%cfan&nzng
auesXioned W fedociouay ol e a0\ o \ae.\oe) A\
\\‘uu RN mu\»\)\rtm Yoo, Soave dawn \'q‘\&a)\\'! \(\GG\‘K‘)?OO&\,
\oUske lask 2 wenks of sepderder Capkdin Dyres dd
e, e have o dele m\s 0SS Wee o tan, o otxdeer |\,
AndH T wiae 3&\'(\0&}:«\*:&\ aed una Co&\\ex& W, deam of

N\ \
0ficoss ood LAS ook @l dn Qoo )\ oc
Quee, *it nty N\E?

LA wol\s Ad we Sy Wiuld sk

O\ YECL
OmOM\L Doce 100 1eeas Veoodo N Xo mr\\j atw o 08 Q
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(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

Was anyone
else
involved?

Yod 2M x \ooked ovec oy Daec mod Maae Hems uos
miasiag, Mgk \m?a(ﬁ@ﬂmzzce‘ - \\am\?&m&)& TN
Lo G&Oc\ wnkee oottes (\’L-tsu)beff@ou’ AYeA/ES u)kn u;a/g
0% 00RO T was ooed S 2-3 vesfes Nae

- R (ALY okeodor Colely laacasyer
whace Wi cfhiey a Toveld n Yriag cae YW ilems ood
- Qever \nagpened . e muo¥oos, Ve Qc)uexk dagy Y Vs,
Wtre. S\ va closel and o ceended g g(b@vem
Mheer Meves aduibe 2. dans Yader Mo o naew o
1S ood Mems wee goce. \(»(e, ANoouor T gedieved. iluch
Ageia  (oplala bu\ﬁ&g) alo0y ity Q}u(\%?\? LDetenanys
r\ Mo b (\n-\'\(C\((\Jn S Cag (\n.@\\\e\lnou% were Q\ed
Sor T otocker 5,%35 Qo&u\ and Yon escolated ocipperd\
a5 Y Closed by Socilily s Decosaher 3,8085,Giievance
wod Bled ahoot c\‘.gd'\?\\nafgc{\mﬁno ocXOeer 5,405 Closed
0nd _escoladed ockober 3l -Movem\geg 22 Closed \Oclj ' \;\Lr\\!
Sl wth 0o tesfonce.. Thews «{\5‘3\(\8 Yomookh An movesent
Gievanco R\ed ochniser 2,2085 closed aod earmaded ocinrer
3l - novecaber 22 2025 closed Wy Qﬁ(‘:\\\\-\ﬂd SAAYE with ao

Cm(‘)m:se Deceaoer R doan.
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(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

VL. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

WARNING: Prisoners must exhaust administrative procedures before filing an action in federal
court about prison conditions. 42 U.S.C. $ 1997e(a). Your case may be dismissed if you have not
exhausted your administrative remedies.

Is there a grievance procedure available at your institution? % Yes [JNo

Have you filed a grievance concerning the facts relating to this complaint? M Yes [ No
If no, explain why not:

Is the grievance process completed? w Yes [INo
If no, explain why not:

VII. RELIEF
State briefly what you want the court to do for you. Make no legal arguments. Cite no cases or
statutes.
: ' : : - 0vden
Toduehoo Seliel s 'order Sue Qeesevadioq God Qaduckion o i
[ L [y - \ o
VNG ot (W DC O\ , Aplianrt ?t»\\. AW O A0 AR D
‘ ] ' \ 3 \ - \\ \
8 (1 Lol DOV SEG I (0 ON
e 002 ulikeesS 4eFhonan 00 Tau-tual (RANLA P Qo D> S y )
Q_OfQs h\’A\\Q. 4\'*,\4.\101 1O RWRVIAVY, DOUSOAR e 1D \V(, 0\‘, X 2

NOS ASnond exidence,
Wcla®. € wos —doed due. Qmoef}sl."'§e(‘\mre Qumm\nmem L

3 ,Sov o) Oaveehion
Veclace, aeeanaces o \“‘;m%sed was  uolaw ol decdave en\\ \
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OQ n\;e\emm EooNb0a) )5~\ﬂ>5€7} e f-*:;m‘:':gts-.:re:m QY0 .

MO SATERNO \em‘(\a(ﬂ—\m\ Meakal ‘\u@eﬁ AvaoiM

QXN
Om\\x—w\w C\/Qmmﬁp%)égr *‘%\o&? cealhohon Ae\\%mgz. QA\%EAC,&
mr\)\mm% \(\\—Pigl—k\ Q(‘D 8¢ avmrne Qe?% ﬂmrmf\ Qom—&'\\lﬁ AﬂMEiij

st defeodant Vo Mo amovol Qﬁr@ 2 million 5?-m~ Yere
‘m A reace Codalindion | , Coecorn and %uoemﬁoﬁd Ao oachon.

Coovouance. of QO.%PS Raod 4 of o

Defeod a0t W Yarter

Corrent  Jdoh sMeswardea

Cucrteat woew Addceass Aol Eost 17 Siveed
) 2 °w§\maé.m DE 19302

Yeleoda0t &asiomes Aoberk May
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(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

VIII. PRISONER’S LITIGATION HISTORY

The “three strikes rule” bars a prisoner from bringing a civil action or an appeal in forma
pauperis in federal court

if that prisoner has “on three or more occasions, while incarcerated or
detained in any facility, brought an action or appeal in a court of the United States that was
dismissed on the grounds that it is Jrivolous, malicious, or fails to state a claim upon which relief

may be granted, unless the prisoner is under imminent danger of serious physical injury.” 28
US.C. §1915(g).

Have you brought any other lawsuits in state or federal court while a J Yes RNO
prisoner?

If yes, how many?

Number each different lawsuit below and include the following:

¢ Name of case (including defendants’ names), court, and docket number
e Nature of claim made

¢ How did it end? (For example, if it was dismissed, appealed, or is still pending, explain
below.)
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(Del. Rev. 11/14) Pro Se Prisoner Civil Rights Complaint

IX. PLAINTIFF’S DECLARATION AND WARNING

Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 1 1, by signing below, I certify to the best of my
knowledge, information, and belief that this complaint: (1) is not being presented for an improper
purpose, such as to harass, cause unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation;
(2) is supported by existing law or by a nonfrivolous argument for extending or modifying
existing law; and (3) complies with the requirements of Rule 11.

[ agree to provide the Clerk's Office with any changes to my address where case-related papers
may be served. I understand that my failure to keep a current address on file with the Clerk's
Office may result in the dismissal of my case.

Plaintiff must sign and date the complaint and provide prison identification number and prison
address.

'\
Decesaver 15,2035 O /),//LJJM
Dated Plafntiff's Signature

"\:)\“\'OQIAOUC\O) T

Printed Name (Last, First, MI)

005723365

Prison Identification #

2ol Eqsy 2% o bE 19§02
\ Y 127 Bheel whilmiog oo .
Prison Address City (J State Zip Code

Plaintiff need not send exhibits, affidavits, grievance or witness statements, or any other
materials to the Clerk’s Office with this complaint.
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