UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Adams v. Officer Gist, et al.

Adams - No. 3:24-cv-1535 - Decided January 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania considers Defendant Officer

Gist’s motion for summary judgment in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action arising from an alleged use of

excessive force against inmate Joseph Adams. The court denies summary judgment on exhaustion

grounds but concludes that the evidence does not support a reasonable finding that Gist used force

maliciously or sadistically; the excerpt ends before the complete disposition is shown.
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Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging excessive force
and related state-law tort claims. Defendant Officer Gist moved for
summary judgment under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56,
asserting failure to exhaust administrative remedies, failure to
establish an Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim, qualified

immunity, and defenses to the state-law claims.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. The court viewed the evidence in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, but treated the movant's factual statement as
admitted under Local Rule 56.1 because Adams did not file a
responsive statement. For qualified immunity, the court applied the
two-pronged inquiry of whether a constitutional right was violated and
whether the right was clearly established.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Adams properly exhausted available administrative remedies against Officer Gist under the

Prison Litigation Reform Act.

2. Whether the undisputed evidence established an Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against
Officer Gist.

3. Whether Officer Gist was entitled to qualified immunity from damages.

4. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Adams's state-law negligence and
assault-and-battery claims after disposing of the federal claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Adams's grievance and administrative appeals sufficiently alerted prison officials to the alleged
excessive force by Officer Gist, so Gist was not entitled to summary judgment on the ground that Adams

failed to exhaust administrative remedies.

2. Officer Gist was entitled to summary judgment on Adams's Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim
because the evidence could not support a finding that Gist used force maliciously or sadistically to cause
harm.

3. Officer Gist was entitled to qualified immunity from damages because the restrained conduct depicted in

the video did not violate a clearly established constitutional right.

4. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Adams's state-law tort claims after

dismissing the federal claims and dismissed those claims without prejudice.
KEY QUOTATIONS
“The Court will deny summary judgment based on failure to exhaust.” (15)
“It is clear on the record that Defendant Gist acted in a good faith effort to restore order and discipline.” (21)

“These state law claims therefore will be dismissed without prejudice, and Adams may refile his state law

claims in the appropriate state court if he so chooses.” (25)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Adams, an inmate at SCI-Mahanoy, fought with another inmate in a prison day room on March 12, 2024. Officer
Gist and other officers intervened, restrained Adams after he resisted, brought him to his feet, and later helped
restrain him again when he pulled away during escort. The undisputed video evidence showed that Gist did not
punch, kick, or otherwise strike Adams, and that he eventually stepped away while other officers secured Adams.
Adams sustained an upper-lip laceration requiring stitches and complained of back and neck pain, but hospital
testing showed no acute injury and his symptoms resolved.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Adams filed a prison grievance concerning the March 12, 2024 use-of-force incident and pursued it through final
administrative review. He then commenced this federal civil-rights action. The court considered Gist's motion
for summary judgment and granted it as to the federal excessive-force claim, denied it as to exhaustion, granted
qualified immunity on the damages claim, and dismissed the remaining state-law claims without prejudice for

lack of a basis to exercise supplemental jurisdiction.
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