
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 
 

WILLIE LAMAR YOUNG, JR., 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
   v. 
 
LT. FARLEY, COI GEPPERT, COI 
LAMONACA, and COI SENTZ 
 
  Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

  
 
Civil Action No. 15-1654 
Judge Nora Barry Fischer/ 
Chief Magistrate Judge Maureen P. Kelly 
 
 
Re:  ECF No. 77 

 
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

 
 
I. RECOMMENDATION 
 

Before the Court is a Motion for Summary Judgment filed by Defendants Lt. Farley, COI 

Geppert, COI Lamonaca and COI Sentz (collectively, “Defendants”).  ECF No. 77.  For the 

reasons that follow, it is respectfully recommended that the Motion for Summary Judgment be 

granted. 

II. REPORT 

 A. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 In the operative Complaint, Plaintiff Willie Lamar Young, Jr. (“Plaintiff”), proceeding 

pro se, makes the following relevant allegations.  Plaintiff was a prisoner at the State 

Correctional Institute at Pittsburgh (“SCI-Pittsburgh”) on the evening of June 26, 2014.  ECF 

No. 22 at 2.  Plaintiff was in the day room of his block when another inmate, Perkins, was 

escorted through the pod.  Id.  Perkins did not care for the song that Plaintiff was singing and 

made a comment.  Id. at 2-3.  Defendant COI Sentz (“Sentz”) told Plaintiff to shut up and to stop 

picking on Perkins.  Id. at 2.  Sentz made additional comments to Plaintiff.  Id.  Plaintiff then 
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requested that Defendant COI Lamonaca (“Lamonaca”) put him in his cell.  Id. at 3.  As 

Lamonaca was doing so, Defendant Lt. Farley (“Farley”) came onto the pod and, accusing 

Plaintiff of picking on Perkins, told Lamonaca to take Plaintiff to the camera cell.  Id.  Plaintiff, 

who was handcuffed, was subsequently escorted through the yard area by Sentz, Lamonaca, 

Farley and Defendant COI Geppert (“Geppert”).  Id.   

 During this walk, Plaintiff and Farley exchanged words about the Perkins situation.  Id.  

at 3-4.  As Plaintiff exited the yard and entered the hallway of Block A-300, Farley slammed 

Plaintiff’s face into the yard security door.  Id. at 4.  In response, Plaintiff kicked backwards, 

stopping Farley in his tracks.  Id.  Once Plaintiff was in the hallway, Farley yelled, “Take him 

down.”  Id.  Plaintiff was held down on the floor by Lamonaca, Sentz and Geppert.  Id.  Farley 

came over and slapped and hit Plaintiff in the face, threatening to break Plaintiff’s neck.  Id.  

Then Farley got up, retrieved leg irons and a spit hood and placed the irons and hood on Plaintiff.  

Id.  Defendants picked Plaintiff up and escorted him to a camera cell where they removed the leg 

irons.  Id.  

 Farley, Geppert and Sentz left the cell.  Id.  Lamonaca walked Plaintiff to the cell 

doorway and slammed Plaintiff’s face into the cell’s metal door frame.  Id. at 5.  Lamonaca then 

jumped back and pulled the spit hood off of Plaintiff’s head, pulling locks of his hair in the 

process.  Id.  In response, Plaintiff spit at Lamonaca.  Id. Geppert, Sentz and possibly Farley 

pulled Plaintiff from the cell and ordered Plaintiff to get on the ground.  Id.  Plaintiff complied 

and was held on the floor, still handcuffed.  Id.  Lamonaca then jumped over everyone and began 

punching Plaintiff in the face repeatedly, more than 15 times.  Id.  Blood covered Plaintiff’s face 

and was all over the floor.  Id. 
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 A “Lt./Capt.” arrived with a handheld camera.  Id. at 6.  A nurse also arrived.  Id.  The 

nurse took pictures of Plaintiff’s body, arms and hands.  Id. 

 B. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 Plaintiff filed the operative Amended Complaint on June 2, 2016, alleging that 

Defendants violated his constitutional rights under the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments to the 

United States Constitution through the use of excessive force.  ECF No. 22.  Defendants filed an 

Answer and Affirmative Defenses on October 19, 2016.  ECF No. 37.  The parties were given 90 

days to conduct discovery.  ECF No. 38.  Thereafter, Defendants filed the instant Motion for 

Summary Judgment and documents in support thereof on April 27, 2017.  ECF Nos. 77-80.  

Plaintiff filed a Brief in Response and documents in support thereof on June 14, 2017.  ECF Nos. 

85-88.  The Motion for Summary Judgment is now review for review. 

 C. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56(a), “[t]he court shall grant summary 

judgment if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the 

movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”  A disputed fact is “material” if proof of its 

existence or nonexistence would affect the outcome of the case under applicable substantive law.  

Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, 477 U.S. 242, 248 (1986); Gray v. York Newspapers, Inc., 957 F.2d 

1070, 1078 (3d Cir. 1992).  An issue of material fact is “genuine” if the evidence is such that a 

reasonable jury could return a verdict for the nonmoving party.  Anderson, 477 U.S. at 257; 

Brenner v. Local 514, United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, 927 F.2d 1283, 

1287-88 (3d Cir. 1991).  When determining whether there is a genuine issue of material fact, the 

court must view the facts and all reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmoving party.  EEOC 
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v. Allstate Ins., 778 F.3d 444, 448 (3d Cir. 2015).   

In order to avoid summary judgment, a party must produce evidence to show the 

existence of every element essential to the case that it bears the burden of proving at trial; “a 

complete failure of proof concerning an essential element of the nonmoving party's case 

necessarily renders all other facts immaterial.”  Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 323 

(1986).  If the nonmoving party fails to make a sufficient showing on any essential element of its 

case, the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.  Id. 

Pro se pleadings are held to “less stringent standards than formal pleadings drafted by 

lawyers.” Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520 (1972); United States ex rel. Montgomery v. 

Brierley, 414 F.2d 552, 555 (3d Cir. 1969) (petition prepared by a prisoner may be inartfully 

drawn and should be read “with a measure of tolerance.”) 

 D. DISCUSSION 

 In the Motion for Summary Judgment, Defendants argue that they are entitled to 

summary judgment because Plaintiff has failed to establish a cognizable Eighth Amendment 

excessive force claim against them.  ECF No. 77 ¶ 2.  In his Response in Opposition, Plaintiff 

argues that Defendants have “not met their burden” and are not entitled to summary judgment 

where “there is a genuine issue of dispute existing.”  ECF No. 88 ¶ 2. 

  1. Applicable Legal Principles 

   a. Civil rights action 

In order to succeed on a Section 1983 claim, a claimant must show: (1) the conduct 

complained of was performed by a person acting under color of state law; and (2) this conduct 

deprived the claimant of rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution or laws of 
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the United States.  42 U.S.C. § 1983; Kost v. Kozakiewicz, 1 F.3d 176, 184 (3d Cir. 1993).   

It is well established that “[a] defendant in a civil rights action must have personal 

involvement in the alleged wrongs to be liable, and cannot be held responsible for a 

constitutional violation which he or she neither participated in nor approved.” Baraka v. 

McGreevey, 481 F.3d 187, 210 (3d Cir. 2007).  Personal involvement in the alleged wrongdoing 

may be shown “through allegations of personal direction or of actual knowledge and 

acquiescence.”  Evancho v. Fisher, 423 F.3d 347, 353 (3d Cir. 2005) (quoting Rode v. 

Dellarciprete, 845 F.2d 1195, 1207 (3d Cir. 1988)).  

   b. Excessive force 

 When prison officials are accused of using excessive force, the court’s inquiry is 

“whether force was applied in a good-faith effort to maintain or restore discipline, or maliciously 

and sadistically to cause harm.” Hudson v. McMillian, 503 U.S. 1, 7 (1992).  Because this 

analysis entails questions of motivation, such claims often turn on factual disputes which cannot 

be resolved as a matter of law.  There are several factual considerations that a court must 

examine in determining whether a correctional officer has used excessive force including: “‘(l) 

the need for the application of force;’ (2) ‘the relationship between the need and the amount of 

force that was used;’ (3) ‘the extent of injury inflicted;’ (4) ‘the extent of the threat to the safety 

of staff and inmates, as reasonably perceived by responsible officials on the basis of the facts 

known to them;’ and (5) ‘any efforts made to temper the severity of a forceful response.’”  

Brooks v. Kyler, 204 F.3d 102, 106 (3d Cir. 2000) (quoting Whitley v. Albers, 475 U.S. 312, 321 

(1986)). 
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  2. Legal Analysis 

 Defendants move for summary judgment on the basis that the video surveillance of the 

incidents at issue belies Plaintiff’s version of events, instead showing that Defendants used only 

the amount of force necessary to control Plaintiff after he exhibited defiant behavior.  ECF No. 

78 at 2-7.   

 “When opposing parties tell two different stories, one of which is blatantly contradicted 

by the record, so that no reasonable jury could believe it, a court should not adopt that version of 

the facts for purposes of ruling on a motion for summary judgment.”  Tindell v. Beard, 351 

F.App'x 591, 595 (3d Cir. 2009) (citing Scott v. Harris, 550 U.S. 372, 380-81 (2007) (noting that 

the court of appeals erred by accepting a version of facts that was shown to be a "visible fiction" 

and admonishing that the lower court "should have viewed the facts in the light depicted by the 

videotape.")).  Summary judgment is appropriate where video evidence refutes a prisoner’s 

assertion that a prison official used excessive force against the prisoner such that, even when 

viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the prisoner, no reasonable finder of fact 

could view the video of the incident and determine that the prison official acted maliciously and 

sadistically.  Tindell, 351 F. App’x at 596.  In such a case, a reasonable jury would have to 

conclude to that the force used was reasonable under the circumstances.  Id.  See also Griffin v. 

Overmyer, Civ. A. No. 16-21, 2017 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 89022, at *8 (W.D. Pa. June 8, 2017) 

(finding no genuine issue of material fact as to nature of force used following review of video of 

prisoner’s actions and efforts taken by corrections personnel to restore order); McCullon v. 

Saylor, Civ. A. No. 3:12-CV-445, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 42418, at * 36 (M.D. Pa. March 4, 

2013) (“[I]n a case such as this, where critical events at issue have been captured on videotape, 
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the Court is obliged to consider that videotaped evidence in determining whether there is any 

genuine dispute as to material facts. In fact, it is clear that, in this setting, we must view the facts 

in the light depicted by the videotape.”)  

 The Court’s thorough review of the video surveillance of the incidents in question, ECF 

No. 80-1, reveals no support for Plaintiff’s claims that Defendants employed force maliciously 

and sadistically to cause harm to Plaintiff.  Rather, the video surveillance directly contradicts the 

descriptions of Defendants’ actions set forth in the operative Complaint.  Although the video 

depicts the relevant actors during the relevant time periods, it does not show: (1) Farley 

slamming Plaintiff’s face into the yard security door; (2) Farley slapping and hitting Plaintiff in 

the face; (3) Lamonaca slamming Plaintiff’s face into a metal cell door frame; (4) Lamonaca 

pulling Plaintiff’s hair; or (5) Lamonaca jumping over everyone and punching Plaintiff in the 

face.  Notably, the video also fails to show blood “all over the floor” after the final incident.  As 

such, Plaintiff’s claims are refuted by undisputable video evidence.   

 Furthermore, neither Plaintiff’s allegations nor the video evidence support any claim of 

excessive force against Defendants Geppert and Sentz, who acted only to assist in restraining 

Plaintiff as necessary. 

 Viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to Plaintiff as the nonmoving party, 

there is no genuine issue as to any material fact relative to the elements of an excessive force 

claim.  A reasonable jury would have to conclude that the force used by Defendants against 

Plaintiff was reasonable under the circumstances.  Accordingly, summary judgment in favor of 

Defendants is appropriate. 
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 E. CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully recommended that Defendant’s Motion for 

Summary Judgment, ECF No. 77, be granted.  

 In accordance with the Magistrate Judges Act, 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1), and Local Rule 

72.D.2, the parties are permitted to file written objections in accordance with the schedule 

established in the docket entry reflecting the filing of this Report and Recommendation.  Failure 

to timely file objections will waive the right to appeal.  Brightwell v. Lehman, 637 F.3d 187, 193 

n.7 (3d Cir. 2011).  Any party opposing objections may file their response to the objections 

within fourteen (14) days thereafter in accordance with Local Civil Rule 72.D.2. 

 

     BY THE COURT: 

 

/s/   Maureen P. Kelly                  
     MAUREEN P. KELLY 

CHIEF UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
 

Dated: October 23, 2017 
 
cc: The Honorable Nora Barry Fischer 
 United States District Judge 
 
 WILLIE LAMAR YOUNG, JR.  
 AY 7252 
 175 Progress Drive 
 Waynesburg, PA 15370 
 
 All counsel of record via CM-ECF 
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