UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
NORTH CAROLINA, CHARLOTTE DIVISION

Marcus Antonio Satterfield v. Avery Mitchell Correctional

Institution, et al.

Satterfield - No. 3:25-cv-00977-MR - Decided January 12, 2026

SUMMARY

This memorandum of decision and order addresses the initial review of Marcus Antonio Satterfield’s
42 U.S.C. § 1983 prisoner complaint under 28 U.S.C. 88§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A. The court allowed an
individual-capacity Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Defendant Matthan Hicks and

an individual-capacity First Amendment retaliation claim against Defendants Landon Brown and

Loren Aldrige to proceed, while dismissing the remaining claims and defendants.
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Initial review of a pro se prisoner's complaint filed under 42 U.S.C. §
1983 while proceeding in forma pauperis, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§
1915(e)(2) and 1915A.

Under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A, the court reviews a
prisoner's complaint to determine whether it is frivolous, malicious,
fails to state a claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune
defendant. The court accepts well-pleaded allegations as true and gives
a pro se plaintiff the benefit of every reasonable inference, but does

not accept conclusory allegations unsupported by specific facts.
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1.

UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether the complaint stated a nonfrivolous individual-capacity Eighth Amendment excessive-force

claim against Hicks.

. Whether the complaint stated Eighth Amendment claims against Strafford and Ellis based on verbal

harassment, a threat, or failure to protect Satterfield from Hicks's alleged use of force.
. Whether NCDAC and AMCI were suable persons under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

. Whether official-capacity claims for damages were barred because state officials are not persons under §
1983 and are protected by Eleventh Amendment immunity.

. Whether the complaint stated a First Amendment retaliation claim against Brown and Aldrige.

. Whether the alleged denial or interference with grievance procedures stated a constitutional claim.

. Whether claims based on allegedly false disciplinary charges were barred by Heck v. Humphrey and

Edwards v. Balisok.

. Whether the allegations stated a procedural or substantive due process claim arising from prison

disciplinary proceedings.

HOLDINGS

1.

The complaint stated a nonfrivolous individual-capacity Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim

against Hicks, which could proceed beyond initial review.

. The complaint failed to state an Eighth Amendment claim against Strafford and Ellis based on verbal

harassment, a threat, or their alleged presence during Hicks's use of force.

. NCDAC and AMCI were not persons subject to suit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, so the claims against them

were dismissed with prejudice.

. The official-capacity claims against the state officials did not survive initial review and were dismissed.

. The complaint stated a nonfrivolous individual-capacity First Amendment retaliation claim against

Brown and Aldrige, which could proceed beyond initial review.



6. The complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim based on denial of access to or interference with prison

grievance procedures.

7. The claim based on allegedly false disciplinary charges appeared barred by Heck because Satterfield did

not allege that the disciplinary convictions had been reversed or otherwise invalidated.

8. The complaint failed to state a due process claim because it contained vague and conclusory allegations
and did not identify the defendant responsible or allege deprivation of the procedural protections
required by Wolff.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Taking Plaintiff’s allegations as true and giving him the benefit of every reasonable inference, Plaintiff’s

excessive force claim against Defendant Hicks survives initial review as not clearly frivolous.” (at 1)

“In sum, Plaintiff’s individual capacity Eighth Amendment excessive force claim against Defendant Hicks and
Plaintiff’s First Amendment individual capacity retaliation claim against Defendants Brown and Aldrige

survive initial review.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Satterfield, a North Carolina prisoner, alleged that on July 21, 2023, correctional officer Matthan Hicks twisted
his wrist, handcuffed him, and injured his shoulder while other officers were present. He also alleged that
officers verbally threatened or harassed him, that supervisors ignored his complaints, and that Brown and
Aldrige later falsified documents or caused him to be placed in isolation in retaliation for his complaints. The
complaint further alleged false disciplinary charges, denial or interference with grievances, and an institutional

custom of excessive force and falsified documentation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Satterfield filed the action on December 9, 2025, alleging constitutional violations arising from events at
Avery/Mitchell Correctional Institution. On initial review, the court allowed an individual-capacity Eighth
Amendment excessive-force claim against Matthan Hicks and an individual-capacity First Amendment
retaliation claim against Landon Brown and Loren Aldrige to proceed. The court dismissed all other claims and

defendants and directed the clerk to begin waiver-of-service procedures for the surviving defendants.
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