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D ONNA A REEDY H O CK M AN,

JULIA c, D' L , cL RK
BK

DE

Civil Action No. 7:12cv00312

Plaintiff,

M EM OM NDUM  O PINION

W ENDY H OBBS & M AR SH A G ARST,
COM MONW EALTH'S ATTORNEY,

Defendants.
By: Sam uel G. W ilson
United States District Judge

Plaintiff Dorma J. Reedy Hockman, a Virginia inmate proceedingrr/ se, originally

brought this action for damages and injunctive relief against Wendy Hobbs, the former warden

of Fluvnnna Correctional Facility for W omen, and M arsha Garst, the Comm onwealth's Attonwy

for Rockingham  County, to redress alleged violations of her First, Fourth, Sixth, Eighth, and

Fourteenth Am endm ent rights, as well as violations of çtFederal and State W arranty Laws'' and

the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C. j 12101 et seq. Among other things, Hockman

alleged that the defendants interfered with her lawsuits', inflicted cnzel and unusual punishment;

subjected her to unreasonable living conditions; offended her freedoms of speech, expression,

and choice; falsely accused her of rules violations; discriminated against her; and imposed tdex

post facto judgment.''

On July 17, 2012, the court entered a mem orandum opinion and order dism issing

Hockman's claims without prejudice for failing to plead sufficient facts in their support. On July

25th, Hockm an sent a letter to the court seeking penuission to add factual support to her claim s

and resubmit her complaint. The court construes Hockman's letter as a m otion to nm end

pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e). Nothing in the court's July 17th opinion was
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intended to prevent Hockman from filing a new complaint containing coherent factual support

for each of her claim s, but Hockm an has offered no additional facts here, and the court therefore

discerns no basis for granting her Rule 59(e) motion to nmend at this time. Accordingly, the

, i 1court denies Hockman s mot on
.

The Clerk is directed to send a copy of this mem orandum opinion and the accom panying

order to the plaintiff.

ENTER : August 10, 2012.

r

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

' Because the court dismissed Hockman's complaint without prejudice, she is free at any time to reapply
for informapauperis status and file a new complaint. ltl however, Hockman wishes to file a new complaint, she
must allege içenough facts to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.'' Giarratano v. Jolmson, 52 l F.3d
298, 302 (4th Cir. 2008) (quoting Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 570 (2007)). A court must, at a
minimum, be able to discern from the complaint the jarties being sued and the alleged conduct on which each claim
rests. The standard demands general coherence, and lt does not require cotu'ts tçto conjure up questions never
squarely presented to them.'' Beaudett v. Ciw of Hampton, 775 F.2d 1274, 1278 (4th Cir. 1985). District courts are
required to review prisoner complaints for compliance with the basic rules of pleading, and, in doing so, the court
must either tçidentify cognizable claims or dismiss the complaint . . . if the complaint . . . fails to state a claim upon
which relief may be granted.'' 28 U.S.C. j 1915A(b).


