
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

            

DONTRELL BROTHERS,

Plaintiff, Case No. 1:07-cv-895

v. Honorable Robert Holmes Bell 

MATT HAMBERG et al., 

Defendants.
____________________________________/

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

This is a civil rights action brought by a state prisoner pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

The Court has granted Plaintiff leave to proceed in forma pauperis, and Plaintiff has paid the initial

partial filing fee.  Under the Prison Litigation Reform Act, PUB. L. NO. 104-134, 110 STAT. 1321

(1996), the Court is required to dismiss any prisoner action brought under federal law if the

complaint is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted, or seeks

monetary relief from a defendant immune from such relief.  28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2), 1915A; 42

U.S.C. § 1997e(c).  The Court must read Plaintiff’s pro se complaint indulgently, see Haines v.

Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520 (1972), and accept Plaintiff’s allegations as true, unless they are clearly

irrational or wholly incredible.  Denton v. Hernandez, 504 U.S. 25, 33 (1992). Applying these

standards, I recommend that Plaintiff’s complaint be dismissed for failure to state a claim.
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Discussion

I.  Factual allegations

Plaintiff is currently incarcerated in Federal Correctional Institution in Terre Haute,

Indiana.  In his pro se complaint, he sues the following employees of the Ottawa County Sheriff’s

Department: Detectives Matt Hamberg, Matthew Vanliere, Allison Baker, Keith Garvelink, Rick

Svkes and Joe Boyle, Detective Sergeant John Wolffls and Officer Rebecca Burkett. Plaintiff alleges

that his personal property, including a diamond watch, diamond earrings and a gold bracelet, was

removed from him at the time of his initial booking by Defendants Hamberg and Vanliere.

(Compl. at 4, docket #1.)  Plaintiff further asserts that all other Defendants unlawfully removed his

property during a search  of 13706 Westward Lane, Apartment #2, Holland, Michigan and 12105

Woodview Lane, Apartment #6,  Holland, Michigan.  (Id.)  Plaintiff seeks the return of his property

or an equivalent monetary value.  (Id. at 5.)  

II.  Failure to state a claim

 A complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted when it is clear

that no relief could be granted under any set of facts that could be proved consistent with the

allegations of the complaint.  Jones v. City of Carlisle, 3 F.3d 945, 947 (6th Cir. 1993).  To state a

claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, a plaintiff must allege the violation of a right secured by the federal

Constitution or laws and must show that the deprivation was committed by a person acting under

color of state law.  West v. Atkins, 487 U.S. 42, 48 (1988); Street v. Corr. Corp. of Am., 102 F.3d

810, 814 (6th Cir. 1996).  Because § 1983 is a method for vindicating federal rights, not a source of

substantive rights itself, the first step in an action under § 1983 is to identify the specific

constitutional right allegedly infringed.  Albright v. Oliver, 510 U.S. 266, 271 (1994). 
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Plaintiff’s due process claim is barred by the doctrine of Parratt v. Taylor, 451 U.S.

527 (1981), overruled in part by Daniels v. Williams, 474 U.S. 327 (1986).  Under Parratt, a person

deprived of property by a “random and unauthorized act” of a state employee has no federal

due process claim unless the state fails to afford an adequate post-deprivation remedy.  If an adequate

post-deprivation remedy exists, the deprivation, although real, is not “without due process of law.”

Parratt, 451 U.S. at 537.  This rule applies to both negligent and intentional deprivation of property,

as long as the deprivation was not done pursuant to an established state procedure.  See Hudson v.

Palmer, 468 U.S. 517, 530-36 (1984).  Because Plaintiff’s claim is premised upon allegedly unautho-

rized negligent acts of a state official, he must plead and prove the inadequacy of state post-

deprivation remedies.  See Copeland v. Machulis, 57 F.3d 476, 479-80 (6th Cir. 1995); Gibbs v.

Hopkins, 10 F.3d 373, 378 (6th Cir. 1993).  Under settled Sixth Circuit authority, a prisoner’s failure

to sustain this burden requires dismissal of his § 1983 due process action.  See Brooks v. Dutton, 751

F.2d 197 (6th Cir. 1985).

Plaintiff has not sustained his burden in this case.  Plaintiff has not alleged that state

post-deprivation remedies are inadequate.  Moreover, numerous state post-deprivation remedies are

available to him.  These remedies include MICH. CT. R. 3.105, which allows for a civil action for

claim and delivery to recover “possession of goods or chattels which have been unlawfully

detained,” and MICH. COMP. LAWS § 600.2920, which provides for a civil action to recover

possession of or damages for goods and chattels unlawfully taken or detained.  See Copeland, 57

F.3d at 480.  Additionally, Michigan law authorizes actions in the Court of Claims asserting tort or

contract claims “against the state and any of its departments, commissions, boards, institutions, arms,

or agencies.”  MICH. COMP. LAWS § 600.6419(1)(a).  Sixth Circuit has specifically held that
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Michigan provides adequate post-deprivation remedies for deprivation of property.  See Copeland,

57 F.3d at 480.  Plaintiff does not allege any reason why a state-court action would not afford him

complete relief for the deprivation, either negligent or intentional, of his personal property.

Accordingly, I recommend that Plaintiff's claim be dismissed.

Recommended Disposition

Having conducted the review now required by the Prison Litigation Reform Act, I

recommend that Plaintiff’s complaint be dismissed for failure to state a claim pursuant to 28 U.S.C.

§§ 1915(e)(2) and 1915A(b), and 42 U.S.C. § 1997e(c).  Should this report and recommendation be

adopted, the dismissal of this action will count as a strike for purposes of 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g). 

I further recommend that the Court find no good-faith basis for appeal within the

meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(3).  See McGore v. Wrigglesworth, 114 F.3d 601, 611 (6th Cir.

1997). 

Dated:   November 1, 2007 /s/  Joseph G. Scoville                                            
United States Magistrate Judge

NOTICE TO PARTIES

Any objections to this Report and Recommendation must be filed and served within ten days of
service of this notice on you.  28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C); FED. R. CIV. P. 72(b).  All objections and
responses to objections are governed by W.D. Mich. LCivR 72.3(b).  Failure to file timely objections
may constitute a waiver of any further right of appeal.  United States v. Walters, 638 F.2d 947 (6th
Cir. 1981); see Thomas v. Arn, 474 U.S. 140 (1985).
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