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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

ZANDER LAMONT RICHARDSON, JR.
#412-735
Plaintiff
V. : Civil Action No. JKB-15-2236

BALTIMORE CITY DETENTION CENTER :
Defendant

MEMORANDUM

On February 5, 2014, Zander Lamont RichamndsJr., currently incarcerated within the
Maryland Department of Corrections and hous¢dNorth Branch Correctional Institution in
Cumberland, filed this civil complaint pursuant to 42 U.S§1983, seeking money damages.
He complains that while awaiting trial at theltBaore City Detention Center, he (1) suffered
serious head injury following a 2011 assaultl §8) was stabbed while on “T-tier” in 2012.
Richardson fails to provide the approximatdedaon which these irsnts occurred or the
names of the individuals responsible. He hbsl a motion for leave to proceed in forma
pauperis (ECF No. 2) whicshall be granted.

Examination of Maryland’s electronic docket/eals that on January 2009, Richardson
was arrested for first-degree murdeurglary, and firearms offensésThe Circuit Court docket

indicates that Richardson wasldhevithout bail and on at le$wo occasions was adjudicated

! Richardson also notes (3) that he may be entitled to participate in a settlement for individuals who were treated
with the antipsychotic medication Risperd&isperdal$ an anti-psychotic drug prescribed to treat the symptoms

of schizophrenia. It maglsobeusedto treat episodef mania, mixed episodesf mania and depressiooy bipolar

disorder. See http://www.nlm.nih.Qov/medineplusldiuginfo/medsia69815 html.

The court cannot advise Richardson regarding the law firms currently representing individuaksrezho

prescribed this medication. Richardson may betaldsk his prison librarian for help in identifying and

contacting these law firms.

2 See http://casesearch.courts.state. mbinggiiry/inquiryDetail.jis?caseld=0B01999333&loc=3&detailLoc=DSCR
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incompetent to stand tridl.Ultimately, he was declared coetpnt and stood trial. This court
finds that despite his inartfullpled complaint, there is noqeirement for appointment of a
guardian to pursue the claims present8ak Fed. R. Civ. P. 17(c)(2).

Richardson was a pretrial detainee while detained a@atienore City Detention Center
("BCDC"). The constitutional protections afforded pretrial detainee as provided by the
Fourteenth Amendment am-extensive with those provided by the Eighth Amendm&ae
Bell v. Wolfish, 441 U.S. 520, 535 (1979). "Due process wgbt a pretrial detainee are at
least as great as the eighth amendment protections available dontheted prisoner."Hill
v. Nicodemus, 979 F.2d 987, 9914th Cir. 1992) (citingMartin v. Gentile, 849 F.2d863,870
(4th Cir. 1988)).

Richardson does not indicate whether his 2011ifgeavas at the hands officers or his
fellow detainees. Richardson’s 2012 claim aghtiOfficers Tywoo and Martin regarding a
January 2012 stabbing was previously examined in this courRichardson v. Tywoo, €t al.,

Civil Action No. JKB-14-595 (D. Md.), Richardsondicated that on an unspecified date Tywoo
and Martin, together with other unnamed BCDC employees, were somehow involved in an
incident wherein he was assadltend stabbed by “5 plus individis for 20 minutes at least.”

Id., ECF No. 1, p. 3 and ECF No. 4, p. 3. He alsonckd he was attacked again in a separate
incident and stabbed in the leg, but Tywoo and Mdailed to protect him from such attack and

left him in his cell without &atment, saying he was “crazy” and caused his injury by biting
himself. Id., ECF No. 1; ECF No. 4, p. 3. Despitaek of clarity, the case proceeddd., ECF

No. 6. The Division of PretriaDetention and Services (“Dsibn”) searched its personnel

records and found no record of a correctionakeffiwith the surname of “Tywoo,” or any other

3ee http://casesearch.courts.state.rsfingquiry/inquiryDetail.jis?caseld=109043020&loc=69&detailLoc=DSK8
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person with a similarly spelled name, who wextlat BCDC between June 2, 2010, and February
1, 2012, the period during which Richardson claimed he was housed theBeinnsel for the
Division found one officer who might have wexdk at BCDC but, given éhtwo-year span in
which the underlying alleged facts could have o@diand plaintiff's failure to identify “Officer
Martin” by a first initial, was unable to deteine if that one individual might have been
involved in the incident.1d., ECF No. 11, pp. 1-2. The case wasndissed without prejudice on
May 28, 2014, 1d., ECF No. 15.

Richardson’s latest lawsuit does not survive initial review, as it is time-barred. While
there is no express period of limitations in @igil Rights Act, federakourts generally apply
the most appropriate state statute oftitions to a claim filed under 42 U.S&1983. “Section
1983 provides a federal cause of @gtibut in several respects relavaere fedeldaw looks to
the law of the State in which theuss of action arose. Ehis so for the length of the statute of
limitations: It is that which the State provides for personal-injury tort§dllace v. Kato, 549
U.S. 384, 387 (2007) (citingdwens v. Okure, 488 U.S. 235, 249-50, (1989Wilson v. Garcia,

471 U.S. 261, 279-80 (1985pox v. Stanton, 529 F.2d 47, 49-50 (4th Cir. 1975). Maryland's
general three-year statute of limitations for cagtions is most applicable to the case at I5ae.
Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Prog5-101.

Although the state statute of limitations &eg, the time of accrual of the action is a

federal questionCox, 529 F.2d at 50. The running of thatate of limitations begins when an

individual knows or has reas to know of his injuryld. Here, the time ofccrual would be at

4 Seeid., ECF No. 1 at 3.

® Richardson did not appeal.



the time of injury, in 2011 anoh January of 2012. Richardsorddiot file the instant lawsuit
until after the limitations period expired; it is time-barred and, thus, cannot proceed. A separate

dismissal order will issue.

Date this & day of August, 2015. /sl
Ames K. Bredar
UnitedState<District Judge




