UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Holmes v. Dawling

Holmes - No. 1:25-cv-00892-KES-EPG (PC) - Decided November 21, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened Terrel Holmes’s pro se

prisoner civil-rights complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. The court determined that Holmes sufficiently

stated an Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Defendant Dawling based on allegations

that Dawling intentionally slammed Holmes’s hand. The action was allowed to proceed past screening,

with service of process to follow.
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Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983; the court screened
the complaint under the Prison Litigation Reform Act and determined

that the excessive-force claim could proceed.

The court screened the prisoner complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915A
and 1915(e)(2), dismissing claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to
state a claim, or seek monetary relief from an immune defendant. Pro

se pleadings were liberally construed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint should be dismissed at screening under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915A and 1915(e)(2) for
failure to state a claim.

2. Whether the alleged intentional slamming of Plaintiff's hand sufficiently stated an Eighth Amendment
excessive-force claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint sufficiently stated a claim that Defendant Dawling used excessive force in violation of

the Eighth Amendment, and the claim could proceed past screening.

2. The court denied dismissal at the screening stage and allowed Holmes's sole claim against Dawling to
proceed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“With these legal standards in mind, the Court finds that Plaintiff’s complaint sufficiently states a claim for
excessive force in violation of the Eighth Amendment against Defendant Dowling to proceed past screening.”
(Opinion at 4)

“The Court has screened Plaintiff’s complaint and will allow this action to proceed against Defendant

Dawling on Plaintiff s claim for excessive force, in violation of the Eighth Amendment.” (Opinion at 4)
FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Holmes, a federal prisoner, alleged that on May 1, 2025, Defendant Dawling intentionally slammed Holmes's
right hand when Holmes exited his cell to get water. Holmes alleged that Dawling confirmed the act was
intentional, that he experienced significant pain and could not sleep that night, and that a nurse examined his

injured hand the next day. Holmes sought an apology and $50,000.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the complaint on July 22, 2025, and proceeded pro se and in forma pauperis. After screening the
complaint, the court allowed the Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim against Defendant Dawling to

proceed and stated that it would later issue an order authorizing service of process.
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