UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Jihaad Harrison v. Ms. Woodard, Ms. Stickney

Harrison - No. No. 25-3500 - Decided January 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania dismissed without prejudice

Jihaad Harrison’s Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claims against mental health

professionals at SCI Phoenix. The court held that Harrison had not plausibly alleged proper exhaustion

of the Pennsylvania Department of Corrections’ three-step grievance process under the Prison

Litigation Reform Act. The court allowed timely amendment to plead facts showing exhaustion of the

relevant grievances.
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dismissed

Defendants Ms. Woodard and Ms. Stickney moved to dismiss an
incarcerated plaintiff's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims for failure to exhaust
administrative remedies under the Prison Litigation Reform Act. The
court considered the grievance records attached to the motion without
converting it into a motion for summary judgment and granted

dismissal without prejudice.

On a motion to dismiss asserting failure to exhaust, the court may
consider indisputably authentic documents related to the plaintiff's
grievances without converting the motion to one for summary
judgment. The court evaluates exhaustion under the facility's
established grievance procedures and accepts well-pleaded allegations

while considering authenticated grievance materials.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Pennsylvania's DC-ADM 804 grievance process, rather than the separate DC-ADM 001 abuse-

reporting procedure, governed exhaustion of Harrison's claims.

2. Whether Harrison properly exhausted administrative remedies for the four grievances underlying the
claims against Woodard and Stickney.

3. Whether Harrison abandoned the claims associated with two grievances by failing to respond

substantively to defendants' exhaustion arguments.

4. Whether the defendants could raise failure to exhaust in a motion to dismiss based on authentic

grievance records.

HOLDINGS

1. DC-ADM 804 governed exhaustion because Harrison's allegations concerned denial of medical
treatment, verbal threats, and dissatisfaction with staff conduct, all of which fell outside DC-ADM 001's

definition of abuse.

2. Harrison did not properly exhaust the claims because the allegations did not show completion of the
required second step of the DC-ADM 804 process: appealing the initial grievance responses to the
Facility Manager.

3. Harrison waived opposition to dismissal of the deliberate-indifference claims arising from Grievance

Nos. 1146246 and 1147398 by failing to substantively respond to defendants' exhaustion arguments.

4. Failure to exhaust, although an affirmative defense rather than a pleading requirement, may be raised in
an appropriate motion to dismiss when the exhaustion issue turns on indisputably authentic grievance

documents.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Failure to exhaust is an affirmative defense the defendant must plead and prove; it is not a pleading

requirement for the [incarcerated Jplaintiff.” (Section II)

“What constitutes “proper” exhaustion depends entirely on the facility’s established grievance policies.”
(Section IT)

“While ADM 001 and ADM 804 work “‘in tandem,’ they are not ‘interchangeable,’ and a[n incarcerated
person] must fully comply with the administrative review process under ADM 804 to satisfy the exhaustion

requirement.” (Section I1.A)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Harrison was incarcerated at SCI Phoenix beginning April 10, 2025 and alleged that mental-health professionals
Woodard and Stickney denied or failed to provide treatment and caused emotional distress. Harrison filed four
grievances between May 7 and May 22, 2025, labeling some as abuse complaints and alleging denial of medical
treatment, staff conduct, and threats of disciplinary action. The grievance records showed initial responses to at
least two grievances, but Harrison did not plead facts showing an appeal to the Facility Manager, the second step

required by Pennsylvania's DC-ADM 804 grievance process.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Harrison sued SCI Phoenix and various state officials and health-care providers on July 7, 2025, asserting Eighth
Amendment deliberate-indifference and Fourteenth Amendment due-process claims. The court granted in forma
pauperis status, screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, dismissed the due-process claim, dismissed
SCI Phoenix with prejudice because it is not a person subject to suit under § 1983, and dismissed claims against
several other defendants without prejudice. The remaining defendants, Woodard and Stickney, moved to dismiss
based on nonexhaustion. The court granted the motion without prejudice and allowed timely amendment to

plead exhaustion.

DISPOSITION

dismissed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Harrison may timely amend the complaint, if possible, to plead facts showing proper exhaustion of

the claims arising from all four grievances.
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