UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT

Darryl Crenshaw v. Officer Ross, Officer Iliades, Officer John Doe,

and Captain Blackstock

25-CV-479 (SFR) - No. 25-CV-479 (SFR); 3:25-cv-00479 - Decided December 8, 2025

SUMMARY

This Initial Review Order evaluates a pro se incarcerated plaintiff’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims against

Connecticut Department of Correction officers arising from alleged excessive force, an unreasonable

strip search, threats, retaliation, and property destruction. The court permits several individual-

capacity claims to proceed, including Eighth Amendment, Fourth Amendment, and First Amendment

retaliation claims, as well as state-law assault and battery claims against one defendant. The court

dismisses the remaining claims, including official-capacity claims and the Fourteenth Amendment

property-deprivation claim, without prejudice.
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other

Initial review of a prisoner civil-rights complaint under the Prison
Litigation Reform Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court accepted well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, drew reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and dismissed claims that were frivolous, malicious, failed to state a
plausible claim, or sought monetary relief from an immune defendant.
The court applied the plausibility standard from Ashcroft v. Igbal and
Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, while construing the pro se complaint

liberally.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the complaint plausibly alleged Eighth Amendment excessive-force or failure-to-intervene

claims against Doe and Iliades.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference-to-health-and-

safety claim against Ross based on threats and threatening physical conduct.

. Whether the alleged strip search plausibly violated the Fourth Amendment rights of bodily privacy.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged First Amendment retaliation claims based on segregation

placement, use of force, strip search, disciplinary charges, and property destruction.

. Whether the alleged property destruction stated a Fourteenth Amendment due-process claim despite

available state post-deprivation remedies.

. Whether official-capacity claims for declaratory or monetary relief were barred or otherwise

unavailable.

HOLDINGS

1.

The complaint plausibly alleged that Doe and Iliades used excessive force, or failed to intervene to
prevent excessive force, during Crenshaw's escort to segregation and cell placement, and those

individual-capacity claims could proceed for damages.

. The complaint plausibly alleged an individual-capacity Eighth Amendment claim against Ross based on

threatening physical conduct and extreme fear of bodily harm, notwithstanding that verbal threats alone

generally do not constitute a constitutional violation.

. The complaint plausibly alleged an unreasonable strip search in violation of the Fourth Amendment

against Blackstock, Iliades, and Doe.

. The complaint plausibly alleged retaliation claims against Blackstock for segregation placement and

directing the strip search, against Iliades for aggressive treatment and property destruction in retaliation
for a prior grievance, and against Ross for issuing a disciplinary report; the retaliation claims against
Doe and claims against Iliades based solely on Crenshaw's contemporaneous stated intent to complain

were dismissed.

. The alleged destruction of Crenshaw's property did not state a plausible Fourteenth Amendment due-

process claim because Connecticut provides adequate administrative and post-deprivation remedies.

. The official-capacity claims were dismissed without prejudice because the alleged violations were past

events, no ongoing constitutional violation was alleged, declaratory relief was unnecessary, and

monetary relief was barred by the Eleventh Amendment.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the Court to draw the

reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” (§ 1T)
“To satisfy the causation element, a plaintiff must allege but-for causation.” (§ 111.D)

“All other claims, including official capacity claims, are DISMISSED without prejudice.” (§ V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

While incarcerated at Cheshire Correctional Institution, Crenshaw had a hostile verbal exchange with Officer
Ross concerning a cell search, during which Ross allegedly threatened and attempted to assault him. Crenshaw
alleged that Captain Blackstock placed him in segregation after he expressed an intent to file grievances, a
federal lawsuit, and a police report; Officers Doe and Iliades then handcuffed and forcibly escorted him, forced
his head into a cell-wall protrusion, and conducted a forceful strip search. Crenshaw further alleged that Ross
issued a disciplinary report in retaliation and that Iliades destroyed his property in retaliation for a prior

grievance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Crenshaw filed a pro se action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and state common law seeking damages and declaratory
relief against four Connecticut Department of Correction officers. The court screened the complaint under §
1915A, permitted several individual-capacity federal and state claims to proceed to service, and dismissed the

remaining claims, including official-capacity claims and the Fourteenth Amendment property-deprivation claim,
without prejudice.
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