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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana quashed service on defendants
Ramsey and Smith because summonses were left with an assistant warden rather than personally
served, left at their residences, or delivered to authorized agents. Finding that the insufficient service
was not the plaintiff’s fault, the court granted an additional 45 days for service and directed the U.S.
Marshals Service to re-attempt service using specified methods.
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DISPOSITION quashed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE After summonses for defendants Ramsey and Smith were returned
executed, the court reviewed the service returns sua sponte and
considered whether service was sufficient.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently reviewed the sufficiency of service of process
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(e).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether service of process on defendants Ramsey and Smith was sufficient when the summonses were
left with an assistant warden at the defendants' workplace.

2. Whether the court was required to extend the time for service because the insufficient service was not
attributable to the plaintiff.

HOLDINGS

1. Service on Ramsey and Smith was insufficient because the summonses were left with an assistant
warden at the defendants' workplace, without personal delivery, domiciliary delivery, or delivery to an
authorized agent.

2. The court extended the time for service by 45 days because the insufficient service was not the plaintiff's
fault.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Service upon an individual through a nonauthorized agent for service of process at the individual's place of
business is not a proper means of serving process under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure”

“Rule 4 has generally been construed to mean that service at a defendant's place of employment is insufficient
[when he is sued in his individual capacity].”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Summonses for defendants Ramsey and Smith were left with Assistant Warden Shannon Demars at the
defendants' workplace. There was no evidence that Demars was authorized by either defendant to accept service.
The summonses were not personally delivered to the defendants, left at their homes, or delivered to authorized
agents.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Summonses for the remaining defendants, Ramsey and Smith, were returned executed on July 1, 2025. The
defendants did not respond. The court determined that the summonses had been left with an assistant warden
rather than personally served, left at the defendants' domiciles, or delivered to authorized agents. The court
quashed service, extended the service period by 45 days, and directed the Clerk and United States Marshals
Service to facilitate re-service.

DISPOSITION

quashed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



The plaintiff was given an additional 45 days to serve Ramsey and Smith. The Clerk was directed to provide the
Order to the United States Marshals Service, which was instructed to re-attempt service by serving the registered
agent Rhonda Weldon at the Louisiana Department of Public Safety and Corrections, personally handing the
summonses to the defendants, or leaving the summonses at the defendants' homes with a suitable resident of
appropriate age and discretion.
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