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SUMMARY

In this initial review order, the United States District Court for the District of Connecticut evaluates
pro se plaintiff Ticey Hayes’s claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 arising from his designation in the prison
Security Risk Group Program and assaults by other inmates. The court permits certain First
Amendment retaliation, Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference, and Fourteenth Amendment due-
process claims to proceed against specified defendants in their individual capacities, while dismissing
other claims and official-capacity claims for monetary or injunctive relief.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Initial review of a pro se prisoner's amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983
complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss any portion of a
prisoner's complaint that is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a
claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant. Applying
the Rule 8 and plausibility standards, the court construed the pro se
complaint liberally and accepted well-pleaded factual allegations for
purposes of initial review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated a First Amendment retaliation claim.

2. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference-to-safety
claim against the correctional defendants.

3. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated Fourteenth Amendment procedural due process claims
arising from SRG classification and protective-custody placement.

4. Whether official-capacity claims for damages and prospective injunctive or declaratory relief could
proceed.

5. Whether counsel should be appointed for the pro se plaintiff.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint plausibly stated a First Amendment retaliation claim against Behm because Hayes alleged
that, after filing the lawsuit, Behm made comments about inmates waiting to assault him and Hayes was
placed in a unit where he could again be assaulted.

2. The complaint plausibly stated Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference-to-safety claims against
Behm, Cyr, Reyes, Borkowski, Concepcion, Papoosha, and Warden Guadarrama, but not against Reis.

3. The complaint plausibly stated procedural due process claims against Borkowski and Reyes based on the
alleged SRG designation without reliable supporting evidence.

4. The Fourteenth Amendment due process claims against Papoosha and Reis could not proceed.

5. Official-capacity claims for monetary damages were dismissed as barred by the Eleventh Amendment.

6. Hayes's official-capacity claims for injunctive and declaratory relief were dismissed.

7. The motion to appoint counsel was denied without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Constitutional liability attaches, however, only when a plaintiff can prove that an official acted with
“deliberate indifference to a substantial risk of serious harm to an inmate.”” (III.B)

“A decision to place an inmate on SRG status must not only be supported by “some evidence[;]” that
evidence must also be reliable.” (III.C)

“All other claims are dismissed without prejudice, and Reis is terminated as a defendant.” (V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Hayes alleged that correctional officials designated him as a member of the Security Risk Group program
despite his denial of gang affiliation and despite alleged knowledge that other inmates intended to assault him.
He alleged that officials placed him in recreation with those inmates while he remained handcuffed, resulting in
a severe assault and significant physical and psychological injuries. He further alleged restrictive SRG and
protective-custody conditions, inadequate procedural protections, and retaliation after he filed this lawsuit.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hayes filed the action on February 27, 2025 and filed an amended complaint on May 15, 2025. The court
screened the amended complaint, allowed specified individual-capacity claims to proceed, dismissed the
remaining claims without prejudice, terminated Reis as a defendant, and denied Hayes's motion to appoint
counsel without prejudice.
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