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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania grants Naguib Muhammad
leave to proceed in forma pauperis and screens his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B). The court allows excessive-force and failure-to-intervene claims arising from the July
28, 2025 incident to proceed against several correctional officials, while dismissing other claims with
prejudice or without prejudice. The dismissed claims include official-capacity claims, failure-to-
investigate claims, grievance-process claims, inadequately pleaded supervisory-liability claims, and
undeveloped retaliation claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se incarcerated plaintiff brought constitutional claims under 42
U.S.C. § 1983 and sought damages. The court screened the complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), granted leave to proceed in forma
pauperis, dismissed some claims with prejudice, dismissed others
without prejudice, and permitted service on the surviving excessive-
force claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii), the court applies the same
standard as a motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6): accepting well-pleaded facts as true, drawing reasonable
inferences for the plaintiff, and determining whether the complaint
states a plausible claim for relief. Pro se allegations are construed
liberally, but conclusory allegations are insufficient.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum; nonprecedential



PARTIES Naguib Muhammad v. Sergeant Piston, Officer Harris, Lieutenant
Patterson, Unit Manager Grinivich, Superintendent Terra, Deputy
Superintendent H. Kertes, Internal Security Captain Dusel, Internal
Security Lieutenant C. Hartless, Special Agent Shanice Rapp,
Grievance Coordinator Gina Orlando

TOPICS

section 1983 prisoners rights civil rights first amendment motions to dismiss

PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights constitutional law prisoner litigation federal civil procedure remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged Eighth Amendment excessive-force claims against Piston,
Harris, and Patterson based on the July 28, 2025 incident.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged an Eighth Amendment failure-to-intervene claim against
Grinivich.

3. Whether the complaint stated a plausible excessive-force claim based on Piston's alleged July 26, 2025
shove during a cell search.

4. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged supervisory liability against Terra, Kertes, and Dusel.

5. Whether officials' alleged failure to investigate or discipline prison personnel stated a constitutional
claim.

6. Whether interference with or destruction of prison grievance paperwork stated an independent
constitutional claim.

7. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged First Amendment retaliation based on placement in the POC
unit.

8. Whether official-capacity damages claims against Pennsylvania Department of Corrections employees
were barred.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint plausibly alleged Eighth Amendment excessive-force claims against Piston, Harris, and
Patterson because it alleged that force was used against a handcuffed prisoner in a manner that could
have been malicious and sadistic rather than in a good-faith effort to maintain or restore discipline.

2. The complaint plausibly alleged a § 1983 failure-to-intervene claim against Grinivich.

3. Any excessive-force claim based on Piston's alleged shove during the July 26, 2025 cell search was
dismissed without prejudice as insufficiently pleaded.

4. The complaint did not plausibly allege supervisory liability against Terra, Kertes, and Dusel based solely
on failure to supervise or their high-ranking positions.



5. Claims against Hartless and Rapp based on failure to investigate or report the alleged assault were
dismissed with prejudice.

6. Claims based on alleged destruction or obstruction of Muhammad's grievance paperwork were
dismissed with prejudice because prisoners have no independent constitutional right to a prison
grievance process.

7. The First Amendment retaliation claims against Terra, Kertes, and Dusel were dismissed without
prejudice.

8. Official-capacity damages claims against the prison-official defendants were dismissed with prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Force that is used ‘maliciously and sadistically for the very purpose of causing harm’ violates the Eighth
Amendment.” (Section III.A)

“The following claims will be dismissed with prejudice: the official capacity claims, any claims based on
Defendants’ failure to investigate, and any claims based on Defendants’ interference with the grievance
process.” (Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Muhammad alleged that on July 28, 2025, while handcuffed behind his back at SCI Phoenix, Sergeant Piston
struck him, gouged his eyes, Officer Harris used an elbow against his face and neck, and Lieutenant Patterson
discharged pepper spray. He alleged that Unit Manager Grinivich witnessed the incident and failed to intervene,
causing injuries to his shoulder, back, and neck. He also alleged that supervisory and investigative officials
failed to investigate, interfered with grievance paperwork, and retaliated against him by placing him in a unit
where he was held without clothing, blankets, or a mattress for six days.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Muhammad filed a civil-rights complaint concerning alleged assaults and subsequent conduct by Pennsylvania
prison officials. The court granted in forma pauperis status and conducted statutory screening before service. It
allowed the July 28, 2025 excessive-force and failure-to-intervene claims to proceed, dismissed official-capacity
claims, failure-to-investigate claims, and grievance-process claims with prejudice, and dismissed supervisory-
liability and retaliation claims without prejudice with leave to amend.
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