UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
VIRGINIA, ROANOKE DIVISION

Paul Lovings v. Patricia L. West, et al.

Lovings - No. 7:24-cv-00674 - Decided March 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia grants defendants’ motion to

dismiss Paul Lovings’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims arising from parole-revocation proceedings. The court

holds that alleged violations of Virginia parole procedures do not establish a federal due process

violation, parole revocation does not implicate the Double Jeopardy Clause, and release or damages

are unavailable under § 1983 under the circumstances presented.
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7:24-cv-00674
dismissed

Pro se prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983; defendants
moved to dismiss the second amended complaint under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

A Rule 12(b)(6) motion tests the legal and factual sufficiency of the
complaint. The court accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as true,
draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff’s favor, and asks whether
the complaint states a plausible claim for relief; legal conclusions and
unwarranted inferences need not be accepted. Pro se pleadings are
liberally construed but must still satisfy the plausibility requirement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the second amended complaint plausibly alleged a procedural due process violation based on

alleged violations of Virginia parole procedures and the failure to provide an appeal packet.

2. Whether the alleged introduction of past evidence during parole-revocation proceedings violated the

Fifth Amendment Double Jeopardy Clause.

3. Whether release from custody or damages were available remedies in Lovings’s § 1983 action
challenging parole-related proceedings.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a procedural due process claim because Lovings did not allege deprivation
of a constitutionally protected liberty interest or constitutionally inadequate procedures. Alleged
violations of state-created parole procedures, without more, did not establish a federal due process

violation.

2. The alleged introduction of past evidence during Lovings’s parole-revocation hearing did not implicate
the Double Jeopardy Clause because parole revocation is not an essentially criminal prosecution and a

sentence imposed after revocation is not a new punishment.

3. Release from custody was unavailable in a § 1983 action, and Lovings could not obtain damages for an
allegedly invalid confinement-related judgment unless the conviction or sentence had first been

invalidated.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To withstand a motion to dismiss, a pleading “must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to
state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.””

“If “state law grants more procedural rights than the Constitution would otherwise require, a state’s failure to

abide by that law is not a federal due process issue.””

“habeas corpus is the exclusive remedy for a state prisoner who challenges the fact or duration of his

confinement and seeks immediate or speedier release”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lovings, a Virginia inmate incarcerated following a parole violation, alleged that probation officer Meagan
Johnson introduced past evidence at his preliminary parole-revocation hearing in violation of Virginia Parole
Board policy and the Due Process and Double Jeopardy Clauses. He also alleged that Parole Board member
Patricia L. West failed to provide an appeal packet after his July 17, 2024 hearing and delayed sending a written

decision. He sought release from custody and compensatory and punitive damages.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lovings initially sued Patricia L. West, amended his complaint to add Meagan Johnson, and was later granted
leave to file a second amended complaint naming both defendants. Defendants moved to dismiss, and Lovings
filed a response construed as an opposition. The court granted the motion to dismiss and noted that other pending

motions were moot because of the second amended complaint.
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