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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio granted summary judgment to
defendants Delaney Weirich and Ciara Buck in Shawnathan Delrea Fort’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action.
The court rejected Fort’s Eighth Amendment claims concerning mental-health treatment and protective
control, and his First Amendment retaliation and access-to-courts claims. The court concluded that the
record did not show deliberate indifference, a causal connection between protected activity and
adverse action, or sufficient involvement by the defendants in the confiscation of Fort’s property.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio, Western
Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Jeffrey J. Helmick

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio, Western
Division

DECIDED March 30, 2026

DOCKET 3:24-cv-1644

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for summary judgment on a pro se incarcerated
plaintiff's claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging violations of the
First, Eighth, Fourth, and Fourteenth Amendments. Plaintiff did not
oppose the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute of
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
The evidence and reasonable inferences are viewed in the light most
favorable to the nonmovant. Constitutional claims were also evaluated
under the deliberate-indifference, personal-participation, actual-injury,
and qualified-immunity standards applicable to the asserted claims.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive rather
than precedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendants were deliberately indifferent to Fort's serious mental-health needs by failing to
facilitate his preferred cognitive behavioral therapy involving his confiscated writings.

2. Whether the denial of Fort's protective-control requests constituted deliberate indifference to a
substantial risk of serious harm.

3. Whether Fort could establish First Amendment retaliation based on the search of his cell and
confiscation of his writings after settlement of an earlier lawsuit.

4. Whether confiscation of Fort's novel and songs denied him meaningful access to the courts.

5. Whether the defendants could be held personally liable under § 1983 for the search and seizure when
they did not participate in, direct, or knowingly acquiesce in it.

6. Whether the cell search violated the Fourth Amendment.

7. Whether the loss or destruction of Fort's property violated procedural or substantive due process under
the Fourteenth Amendment.

8. Whether the defendants were entitled to qualified immunity.

HOLDINGS

1. Fort failed to establish deliberate indifference because, although a reasonable jury could find that his
mental illness presented a sufficiently serious medical need, the record showed that he received mental-
health evaluation, caseload placement, weekly access to providers and therapeutic materials, and
medication, and did not show that defendants consciously disregarded a substantial risk or interfered
with prescribed cognitive behavioral therapy.

2. The denial of Fort's protective-control requests did not constitute deliberate indifference to a substantial
risk of serious harm because Weirich and the committee investigated the allegations, evaluated available
information, communicated the basis for the decision, and exercised professional judgment.

3. Weirich and Buck could not be held liable under § 1983 for the initial cell search and confiscation
because the record contained no evidence that either defendant participated in, directed, supervised,
authorized, approved, or knowingly acquiesced in those actions.

4. Fort's retaliation claim failed because, although his prior nonfrivolous lawsuit constituted protected
conduct and the alleged search and confiscation could qualify as adverse actions, he presented no
evidence beyond temporal proximity from which a reasonable jury could find a retaliatory motive.



5. Fort failed to establish an access-to-courts claim because he did not show that confiscation of his novel
and songs caused actual injury to a nonfrivolous direct appeal, habeas petition, or civil-rights claim.

6. The cell search did not violate the Fourth Amendment because prisoners have no legitimate expectation
of privacy in their prison cells.

7. Fort's alleged loss or destruction of property did not establish a procedural due-process violation because
Ohio provided a meaningful post-deprivation remedy, and negligent loss or injury does not implicate due
process.

8. Weirich and Buck were entitled to qualified immunity because Fort failed to establish a constitutional
violation, making it unnecessary to decide whether any asserted right was clearly established.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To establish a claim under § 1983, Fort must prove that (1) he was deprived of a right secured by the
Constitution or laws of the United States, and (2) the deprivation was caused by a person acting under color
of state law.”

“The relevant question is whether the defendant’s actions are ‘capable of deterring a person of ordinary
firmness’; there is no requirement that the plaintiff show actual deterrence.”

“Because Fort has failed to establish the Defendants violated his constitutional rights, Weirich and Buck are
entitled to qualified immunity, and I need not address whether the law clearly established Fort’s alleged
constitutional violations.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Fort, an Ohio prisoner housed in a transitional programming unit, twice sought protective control based on
allegations that crime victims and their family were arranging assaults and other criminal activity against him.
Weirich investigated the requests and the Protective Control Committee denied them as unsubstantiated; prison
mental-health staff nevertheless evaluated Fort, placed him on a mental-health caseload, provided weekly access
and therapeutic materials, and prescribed medication. Later, a prison response team searched Fort's cell and
confiscated approximately 800 pages of a novel and 200 songs, after which Fort alleged that Weirich and Buck
retaliated against him, interfered with mental-health treatment and court access, and deprived him of property.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Fort filed this § 1983 action against prison employees Weirich and Buck based on the denial of protective
control, alleged failure to provide preferred mental-health treatment, the search of his cell and seizure of his
writings, retaliation, denial of access to the courts, and deprivation of property. Defendants moved for summary
judgment. The court granted the motion on all claims, denied Fort's requests for a preliminary injunction and
temporary restraining order as moot, certified that an appeal could not be taken in good faith, and closed the
case.
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