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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of New York dismissed Lorenzo Beaman’s
pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action arising from an alleged inmate assault at Greene Correctional Facility.
The court held that the claims were untimely and barred by the Eleventh Amendment, and dismissed
the action with prejudice.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se plaintiff filed an amended complaint after the court previously
dismissed his Section 1983 claims without prejudice during screening.
The district court sua sponte reviewed the amended complaint and
dismissed the action with prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court conducted sua sponte review for frivolousness, subject
matter jurisdiction, and sufficiency of the amended complaint,
including review under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court decision; generally nonprecedential.

TOPICS

section 1983 prisoners rights eleventh amendment immunity statute of limitations

subject matter jurisdiction

PRACTICE AREAS

Civil rights Federal civil procedure Prisoner litigation Constitutional law



QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could sua sponte dismiss a fee-paying pro se plaintiff's amended complaint as
frivolous or for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

2. Whether plaintiff's Section 1983 claims against the State of New York and Greene Correctional Facility
were barred by the Eleventh Amendment.

3. Whether the Section 1983 claims, based on an alleged assault occurring on December 21, 2017, were
untimely.

4. Whether plaintiff's supplemental submissions established any basis for tolling the limitations period or
avoiding the Eleventh Amendment bar.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may sua sponte dismiss a fee-paying pro se complaint when it is frivolous, presents no
arguably meritorious issue, or cannot proceed because a dispositive jurisdictional or limitations defense
is apparent from the pleading.

2. Plaintiff's Section 1983 claims against the State of New York and Greene Correctional Facility were
barred by the Eleventh Amendment and could not proceed in federal court.

3. The Section 1983 claims were untimely because they were based on an alleged injury occurring on
December 21, 2017, and plaintiff failed to establish a basis for tolling the limitations period by more
than four years.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court, however, also has the inherent authority to ensure that plaintiff has standing to pursue his claims,
that subject matter jurisdiction exists, and that a case is not frivolous.” (Section II.B)

“Accordingly, and for the reasons set forth in the October 2025 Order, plaintiff’s Section 1983 claims are
dismissed as untimely, and for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.” (Section II.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that he was assaulted by a fellow inmate at Greene Correctional Facility on December 21, 2017.
He asserted Section 1983 claims against the State of New York and Greene Correctional Facility, construed as
Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claims. Plaintiff was not incarcerated when he commenced the federal
action, and his amended complaint remained materially identical to the original pleading.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initially filed the action in the Southern District of New York, which transferred it to the Northern
District of New York. The court screened the original complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b), dismissed the
Section 1983 claims without prejudice as barred by the Eleventh Amendment and untimely, and allowed plaintiff
an opportunity to amend. Plaintiff's amended complaint was materially identical to the original complaint, and
the court dismissed the action with prejudice, directed the Clerk to terminate the defendants, and closed the case.
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