UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
NEW YORK
Michael A. Gladding v. Rachel Rounds, Parole Officer, Pamela
Vamburgh, Senior Parole Officer, John/Jane Doe, Regional Director,
NYS DOCCS, and New York State Department of Corrections and

Community Supervision

Gladding - No. 1:25-cv-1702 (BKS/DJS) - Decided February 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of New York adopted a magistrate judge’s
Report-Recommendation and dismissed Michael A. Gladding’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 challenge to
conditions of parole. The court held that DOCCS was immune from suit and that Gladding had not
alleged a protected liberty interest in being free from special parole conditions. The claims against the
individual defendants were dismissed without prejudice and with leave to amend, while motions for

injunctive relief and to amend the caption were denied as moot.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court reviewed de novo the plaintiff's specific objections

to a magistrate judge's Report-Recommendation issued during
screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), reviewed unobjected portions
for clear error, adopted the Report-Recommendation, dismissed the
complaint without prejudice, denied claims against DOCCS without
leave to amend, allowed amendment as to the individual defendants,

and denied pending injunctive motions as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviews de novo those portions of a magistrate judge's
findings and recommendations to which a specific objection is

properly made, and reviews unobjected portions for clear error. At



screening, the court accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as true
and determines whether the complaint states a claim for relief that is

plausible on its face.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court memorandum-decision and order; limited

persuasive value.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether DOCCS is immune from Gladding's claims in federal court under the Eleventh Amendment.

2. Whether a parolee has a protected liberty interest in being free from special conditions of parole for

purposes of a due process claim.

3. Whether the Ex parte Young exception permits prospective relief against DOCCS or its officials where

the complaint fails to allege an underlying constitutional violation.

4. Whether Gladding's motions for injunctive relief and to amend the caption became moot upon dismissal

of the complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. Claims against the New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision are barred

by sovereign immunity and must be dismissed without prejudice and without leave to amend.

2. A parolee does not have a constitutionally protected liberty interest in being free from special conditions
of parole, and Gladding therefore failed to state a due process claim based solely on the alleged manner

in which those conditions were imposed.

3. The court did not reach the plaintiff's arguments concerning the process afforded because the complaint

failed at the threshold requirement of alleging a protected liberty interest.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Parolees are not entitled to the same level of absolute liberty afforded other citizens. Instead, their liberty

rights are ‘properly dependent on observance of special parole restrictions.’” (Section I11.B.2)

“Because the imposition of special conditions is left to the discretion of the Board of Parole and parole

officers, [a] plaintiff does not have a protected liberty interest in being free from special conditions.” (Section



111.B.2)

“Plaintiff’s claims against the New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision are
DISMISSED without prejudice, but without leave to amend” (Section V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gladding, who was convicted of promoting a sexual performance by a minor, was released on parole in August
2024. He challenged parole conditions including internet restrictions, device-search requirements, password and
identifier disclosures, and social-media prohibitions, asserting that the conditions were not imposed by the
sentencing judge and violated due process. He sought injunctive and other relief against parole officers and the
New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gladding filed a pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint challenging special parole conditions and moved to proceed
in forma pauperis. Magistrate Judge Daniel J. Stewart granted IFP status and recommended dismissal with leave
to amend. Gladding timely objected. The district court overruled the objections, adopted the Report-
Recommendation in its entirety, dismissed the claims, and granted thirty days to amend the claims against the

individual defendants.
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