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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of New York screened Eric M. Hawkins's
amended 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint. The court allowed Fourteenth Amendment deliberate-
indifference claims against a John Doe physician assistant and Jane Doe #1 nurse practitioner, and a
First Amendment access-to-courts claim against Lieutenant Groves concerning missed court
appearances, to proceed to service. The court dismissed the remaining claims, terminated several
defendants, denied further leave to amend, and issued procedures under Valentin v. Dinkins to identify
the Doe defendants.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a pro se prisoner's amended complaint under 28 U.S.C.
§§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court screened the amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§
1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), accepting well-pleaded allegations as
true and determining whether they plausibly stated claims or sought
relief from immune defendants.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district-court screening order; limited persuasive value.

PARTIES Eric M. Hawkins v. Sandra Amoia, John Garcia, John Doe, Physician
Assistant at Erie County Holding Center, Jane Doe #1, Nurse
Practitioner at Erie County Correctional Facility, Jane Doe #2, Nurse
Practitioner at Erie County Correctional Facility, Lieutenant Groves

TOPICS

section 1983 prisoners rights first amendment fourteenth amendment civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights litigation prisoner litigation constitutional law federal civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint plausibly alleged Fourteenth Amendment deliberate-indifference claims
against the John Doe physician assistant and Jane Doe #1 nurse practitioner.

2. Whether Plaintiff plausibly alleged municipal or supervisory liability against Amoia and Garcia based on
official-capacity claims and respondeat superior.

3. Whether Plaintiff plausibly alleged a First Amendment denial-of-access-to-courts claim based on missed
matrimonial-court appearances.

4. Whether Plaintiff stated an access-to-courts claim based on the alleged seizure of legal and medical
documents.

5. Whether Plaintiff should receive a second opportunity to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint plausibly alleged that the John Doe physician assistant and Jane Doe #1 nurse
practitioner were deliberately indifferent to Plaintiff's serious medical needs, so those individual-
capacity claims may proceed to service.

2. The amended complaint failed to state official-capacity or supervisory-liability claims against Amoia
and Garcia, and those claims were dismissed.

3. The amended complaint plausibly alleged a First Amendment access-to-courts claim against Lieutenant
Groves based on missed matrimonial-court appearances between March and May 2025, and that claim
may proceed to service.

4. The amended complaint failed to state an access-to-courts claim based on the alleged seizure of legal
and medical documents because Plaintiff did not allege an actual injury from the loss.

5. The court denied Plaintiff a second opportunity to amend because the initial screening order had
identified the deficiencies and the amended complaint did not suggest that another amendment would
produce viable claims.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“[A] § 1983 suit against a municipal officer in his official capacity is treated as an action against the
municipality itself.” (4)

“Mere disagreement over the proper treatment does not create a constitutional claim provided that the
treatment given is adequate.” (6)

“that a defendant caused ‘actual injury,’ i.e., took or was responsible for actions that ‘hindered . . . efforts to
pursue a [non-frivolous] legal claim[.]’” (8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, formerly a pretrial detainee in Erie County custody, alleged severe neck and shoulder nerve pain and
claimed that a physician assistant and nurse practitioner failed to provide effective medication or adequate
diagnostic treatment. He also alleged that Lieutenant Groves and correctional officials failed to produce him for
several matrimonial-court appearances, resulting in default-related orders and loss of marital assets and
heirlooms. Plaintiff further alleged that legal and medical papers were taken during a bunk search, but he did not
identify an actual legal injury resulting from that loss.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a § 1983 action and claims under a United Nations human-rights treaty. The initial screening order
dismissed the treaty claims and claims against Erie County Correctional Facility and Erie County Correctional
Health with prejudice, and dismissed the remaining claims with leave to amend. After screening the amended
complaint, the court allowed certain Fourteenth Amendment medical-indifference claims and a First Amendment
access-to-courts claim to proceed to service, dismissed the remaining claims, denied a second opportunity to
amend, and directed the Erie County Attorney to identify the Doe defendants for service.
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