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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia granted summary judgment to
prison officials in Marcus C. Ingram’s action alleging failure to protect under the Eighth Amendment
and negligence under Virginia law. The court held that Ingram did not provide sufficient evidence that
the defendants had subjective knowledge of a substantial risk of serious harm, and that negligence
claims under the Virginia Tort Claims Act could not be maintained against individual state officials in
federal court. The court also denied Ingram’s motion for additional discovery under Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure 26 and 56(d).
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 failure-to-protect claim under the
Eighth Amendment and Virginia-law negligence claims. Defendants
Hamilton, Whaley, and Coleman moved for summary judgment under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56. Plaintiff moved for discovery to
oppose summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that no
genuine dispute of material fact exists and the movant is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. The court views reasonable inferences in
favor of the nonmoving party, may not weigh evidence or resolve
credibility disputes, and requires the nonmovant to identify specific
facts establishing a genuine issue. A Rule 56(d) discovery request must



show that the requested discovery would be sufficient to oppose
summary judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendants were deliberately indifferent under the Eighth Amendment by failing to protect
Ingram from an assault by his cellmate.

2. Whether Ingram could maintain Virginia Tort Claims Act negligence claims against individual state
officers in federal court.

3. Whether Ingram was entitled to additional discovery under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 26 and
56(d) to oppose summary judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. The failure-to-protect claim fails because Ingram did not present sufficient evidence that any Defendant
subjectively knew of a substantial risk of serious harm from Finney and disregarded that risk.

2. Ingram may not maintain Virginia Tort Claims Act negligence claims against Hamilton, Whaley, and
Coleman individually, and Defendants are entitled to summary judgment on those claims.

3. The motion for additional discovery is denied because the requested three months of body-camera
footage was irrelevant or disproportionate and Ingram failed to show that it would create a genuine
dispute sufficient to defeat summary judgment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Constitution does not mandate comfortable prisons, but neither does it permit inhumane ones.”

“Just because someone is behaving strangely and suffers from a mental illness does not mean that person is
dangerous, nor does it put anyone on notice that an attack will occur.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ingram, a Virginia inmate, was assigned to share a cell with David Finney in December 2022. Ingram observed
Finney's unusual behavior and in January 2023 requested a cell change from Lieutenant Coleman, allegedly



mentioning that Finney was behaving strangely, writing on the cell wall, and had stopped obtaining medication;
Ingram did not allege that he expressly told officials he feared an attack or that Finney had threatened him. On
March 3, 2023, Finney attacked Ingram with a lock in a sock, causing head injuries requiring hospital treatment
and staples. Ingram later asserted that prison officials negligently failed to follow security procedures and that he
needed additional body-camera footage to challenge Coleman's account.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ingram filed the action on February 22, 2024. After discovery, Defendants moved for summary judgment, and
Ingram sought additional body-camera footage and related discovery under Rules 26 and 56(d). The court
granted Defendants' summary-judgment motion and denied Ingram's discovery motion.
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