UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
VIRGINIA, RICHMOND DIVISION

Kevin Jacob Hahn v. Sergeant Wells, et al.

Civil Action No. 3:25CV508 - No. Civil Action No. 3:25CV508 - Decided December 10, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia dismissed without prejudice a pro
se prisoner’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court held that the complaint failed to identify the

constitutional right allegedly violated and did not provide each defendant fair notice of the factual and

legal basis for liability; the plaintiff then failed to file the ordered particularized complaint.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiff's failure to submit a particularized complaint after being ordered and warned that

noncompliance would result in dismissal warranted dismissal of the § 1983 action.

2. Whether the original complaint adequately stated a viable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

HOLDINGS

1. A viable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 requires allegations that a person acting under color of state law
deprived the plaintiff of a constitutional right or a right conferred by federal law. The complaint failed to

satisfy this requirement because it did not identify the constitutional right allegedly violated.

2. Dismissal without prejudice was warranted because the plaintiff failed to submit the ordered
particularized complaint or otherwise respond within the prescribed thirty-day period after being warned

that noncompliance would result in dismissal.

3. The complaint failed to provide each defendant fair notice of the facts and legal basis upon which

liability rested.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hahn, a Virginia inmate, filed a pro se and in forma pauperis action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. His complaint did
not identify the constitutional right allegedly violated or provide each defendant fair notice of the facts and legal
basis for liability. After being ordered to file a particularized complaint within thirty days, Hahn failed to do so

or otherwise respond.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously determined that the complaint did not identify the constitutional right allegedly violated
and did not provide each defendant fair notice of the factual and legal basis for liability. On October 29, 2025, it
ordered Hahn to submit a particularized complaint within thirty days and warned that failure to do so would
result in dismissal. Hahn did not submit the required complaint or otherwise respond, so the action was

dismissed without prejudice.
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