
.3

eum v; opj.  .u a psz eouny
. AT pv vll,kn, vA

FILED

MAq 3 0 227t
c

JULAC.DUDLEM cœ
IN THE UNITED STATES Dls'rm c'r COURT BY;
FoR THE W ESTERN DISTRICT OF VIR GING  E U LERK

R oAxox:n DlvlsloN

JAMAR ANTW AUM GLADDEN, ) Civil Action No. 7:17-cv-00001
Plaintiff, )

)
v. ) MEM OM NDUM OPINION

) '
ALBEMARLE CHARLOTTESW LLE )
REGIONAL JAIL, et al., ) By: Hon. Jackson L. Kiser

Defendants. ) Senior United States District Judge

' Jamar Antwatlm Gladden, a Virginia inmate proceeding pro r, filed a complaint

pursuant to 42 U.S.C. j 1983 naming $e Albemarle Charlottesville Regional Jail (1$Jai1'') and

GçMedical Department'' as 'the defendants. This matter is before me for screening pursuant to 28
;

U.S.C. j 1915A.

I must dismiss the complaint because the defendants are not nmenable to suit via j 1983,

and thus, it fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. See. e.g., W ill v. M ichican

Dep't of Siate Police, 491 U.S. 58, 70-71 (1989); West v. Atkins, 487 U.S. 42, 48 (1988) .

(recognizing a j 1983 claim must allege the violation of a federal right by a person acting under

color of state law); Preval v. Reno, 57 F. Supp. 2d 307, 310 (E.D. Va. 1999) ($1(T)he Piedmont

Regional Jail is not a ttperson,'' and therefore n?t amenable to suit under 42 U.S.C. j 1983.5'),

affd iq part and rev'd .kq part, 203 F.3d 821 (4th Cir. 2000), reported in f'ull-text format at 2000

U.S. App. LEXIS 465, at *3, 2000 WL 20591, at # 1 ((:The court also properly detennined that

the Piedmont Regional Jail is not a çperson' and is therefore not amenable to suit under j!

' 1983(.q''); Fercuson v. Morcan, No. 1:90cv06318, 1991 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 8295, 1991 WL

1 15759, at * 1 (S.D.N.Y. June 20, 1991) (concluding that the Otisville Correctional Facility

Medical Staff is not a person for purposes of j 1983).
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To the extent Plaintiff may be able to name a ççperson'' subject to suit via j 1983, Plaintiff

is granted seven days to file an amended complaint that states a claim upon which relief may be

granted. See. e.g., Gordon v. Leeke, 574 F.2d 1147, 1152 (4th Cir. 1978). If the court does not

receive anything from Plaintiff within fourteen days, the Clerk shall strike the case from the

active docket. However, Plaintiff will still be able to refile his claims in a new and separate

action at the time of his choice subject to the applicable limitations period. See. e.g., Owens v.

Okure, 488 U.S. 235, 249-50 (1989).

ER: ThisM mday orMarch, 2017.Ex'r

. . . l

e ' r United States District Judge


