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PER CURI AM

Bri an Danon Far abee appeals the district court’s dism ssal of
his 42 U S.C. § 1983 claimagainst Dr. Jeffrey Feix for failure to
state a claimunder Rule 12(b)(6). The district court held that
Farabee’s claimrelating to forcible nedication was barred by the

Suprenme Court’s ruling in Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U. S. 477 (1994).

For the reasons that follow, we affirmthe district court’s ruling.

l.

Far abee has suffered frompsychiatric probl ens since chil dhood
and entered his first psychiatric institute at the age of ten.
Over the last fifteen years, Farabee received treatnment in nore
than twenty nental institutions. Wen Farabee was charged with
arson in 1998, a Virginia state court found him not guilty by
reason of insanity (NCRI) and ordered him commtted to a state
hospi t al

This appeal arises from nore recent state crimnal charges
agai nst Farabee for nmalicious woundi ng of hospital staff. Farabee
pled guilty to these charges and was sentenced accordingly.
Far abee subsequently brought this § 1983 suit pro se against Dr.
Feix and other defendants, seeking damages for his allegedly
unl awful incarceration. In his initial conplaint, Farabee all eged
t hat havi ng previously been adjudicated NGRI, his incarceration in

a prison facility was inproper. Farabee later filed a notion for



default judgnent, in which he alleged that his quilty plea was
invalid in part because he was “being involuntarily/forcibly
adm ni stered (by syringe), anti-psychotic/psychotropic drugs

by [a psychiatrist at Central State Hospital and] was vul nerable to
the drugs inpairing [his] ability to foll owthe proceedi ngs agai nst
[himM, to testify and be cross-exanined, and to comunicate
effectively with counsel.” J.A 18. In response to a notion by
Dr. Feix to dism ss the conplaint, Farabee alleged that Dr. Feix
had “personally authorized hospital enployees . . . to forcibly
adm ni ster high doses of anti-psychotic drugs . . . that crippled
his ability to assist in his [de]fense, causing himto enter into
an unknowi ng, unintelligent, and inconpetent guilty plea.” J.A
25.

The district court dismssed Farabee’ s conplaint wthout
prejudi ce. According to the district court, Farabee clained that
“def endants were responsi ble for his alleged unjust confinenent in
a Virginia Departnment of Corrections prison, because defendants
forcibly nedicated him with anti-psychotic drugs and failed to
notify [the Dinwiddie County Crcuit Court], which resulted in
plaintiff entering into a guilty plea that was neither know ngly
nor intelligently established.” Wile recognizing that forcible
nedi cation could give rise to a valid, independent § 1983 claim
under sone circunstances, the district court ruled that Farabee’s

all egations of forcible nmedication related only to his argunent



that his conviction was inproper. Thus, the essence of Farabee’s
claim chall enged the fact of his conviction, and under Heck V.
Hunphrey, the conplaint did not state a cognizable 8 1983 claim
Havi ng di sm ssed the conplaint, the district court advi sed Farabee

to file the appropriate habeas forns. This appeal foll owed.

.

The district court concluded that Farabee’s forcible
medi cation claim necessarily inplied the invalidity of his
conviction and therefore was not cogni zabl e under 8§ 1983. “Wen a
state prisoner seeks damages in a 8 1983 suit, the district court
nmust consi der whether a judgnent in favor of the plaintiff would
necessarily inply the invalidity of his conviction or sentence; if
it would, the conplaint nust be dism ssed unless the plaintiff can
denonstrate that the conviction or sentence has already been

inval idated.” Heck, 512 U S. at 487; see also Nelson v. Canpbell,

us. _ , 124 s . 2117, 2122 (2004) (stating that a
prisoner’s claim challenging the fact of his conviction or the
duration of his sentence inplicates “the core of habeas corpus and
[is] not cognizable when brought pursuant to § 1983"). As we

stated in Ballenger v. Onens, 352 F.3d 842 (4th Cir. 2003), “[t]he

| ogi cal necessity that the judgnent in the 8 1983 case inply the
invalidity of a crimnal conviction is at the heart of the Heck

requi renment for dismssal of the § 1983 action.” 1d. at 846.



Al t hough Far abee styl ed his conplaint under 8§ 1983, “[w] e have
squarely held that a state prisoner’s | abel for his clai mcannot be
controlling, even when the prisoner does not request imedi ate

rel ease.” Harvey v. Horan, 278 F.3d 370, 378 (4th Cr. 2002).

Rat her, we nust determ ne whet her Farabee’s specific allegations
inply the invalidity of his conviction or sentence. At the outset,
we note that Farabee’'s conplaint makes no nention of forcible
medi cat i on. G ving Farabee the benefit of allegations nmade in
filings other than his conplaint, we agree with the district court
that Farabee’s “essential grievance” is that Dr. Feix forcibly
adm ni stered anti-psychotic drugs that inpaired Farabee s capacity
to assist in his own defense and to enter a knowing and i ntelligent

pl ea. Beaudett v. Gty of Hanpton, 775 F.2d 1274, 1278 (4th G

1985) .

Every reference to forci ble nedication all eges that the result
of Dr. Feix’s conduct was Farabee’s entering an invalid guilty
plea. In his notion for default judgnent, Farabee alleges that he
“was being involuntarily/forcibly adm ni stered (by syringe), anti-

psychoti c/ psychotropic drugs” that inpaired his “ability to foll ow

the proceeding’'s [sic] against nme, to testify and be cross-

exanmi ned, and to communi cate effectively with counsel.” J.A 18.

In addition, Farabee stated that the drugs adm nistered to himby

Dr. Feix “produced a sufficient effect to render himinconp[e]tent

to enter into a quilty plea.” J.A 18. Farabee further alleged




that he “at _no tine entered into a quilty plea . . . know ngly,

intelligently, and voluntarily, rendering the quilty pleas and

convictions . . . obtained by the commpnwealth invalid, and in no

way neeting constitutional standards.” J.A. 18.

Again in his response to Dr. Feix’s notion to di smss, Farabee
all eged that Dr. Feix s forcible nedication rendered hi munable to
enter a valid quilty plea: “Dr. Jeffrey [Feix] personally
aut hori zed hospital enployee’'s [sic] to adm nister high doses of
anti-psychotic drugs and other drugs including a narcotic

tranquilizer on the plaintiff, that crippled his ability to assi st

in his [de]lfense, causing him to enter into an_ unknow ng,

unintelligent, and inconpetent quilty plea. . . .” J. A 25.

Farabee repeated this allegation, stating that “Dr. [Feix]

intentionally and maliciously dimnished the plaintiff’s nenta

capacity causing him to incrimnate hinself, while he was

inconpetent to plead quilty.” J.A 25. Nowhere in his filings

does Farabee allege that Dr. Feix s forcible nedication caused hi m
any injury other than limting his capacity to enter a know ng and
intelligent plea.?

W agree with the district court that Farabee discusses

forci bl e medication only in support of his argunent that his guilty

Al though Farabee’s initial conplaint seeks $100,000 in
damages, that conpl ai nt nmakes no nention of forcible nedication at
all. Thus, the only reasonable inference is that these danmmges
relate to all egati ons of m sconduct ot her than forcible nmedication.
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pl ea was invalid and his resulting conviction inproper. Indeed, it

is clear from Farabee’'s specific allegations that his “essenti al

grievance” relates to the result of the forcible nedication -- his
entering an invalid guilty plea -- rather than the forcible
medi cation itself. Beaudett, 775 F.2d at 1278.2 Success on

Farabee’s claimrequires a finding that the drugs adm ni stered by
Dr. Feix caused Farabee to enter an unknowi ng and involuntary
guilty plea. Such a finding necessarily inplies the invalidity of
Far abee’ s conviction, and the district court properly ruled that

Farabee’s claimis not cogni zable under § 1983.°3

2 The liberal construction rule cannot be enpl oyed to read out
of Farabee’ s allegations the essential |ink between the forcible
medi cati on and the subsequent guilty plea. Nor can this rule be
used to supply an allegation of injury different fromthe injury
specifically alleged by Farabee. As we have noted, “[d]istrict
judges are not mnd readers. Even in the case of pro se litigants,
they cannot be expected to construct full blown clains from
sentence fragnents. . . .” Beaudett, 775 F.2d at 1278 (construing
a § 1983 clain). Although Gordon v. Leeke, 574 F.2d 1147 (4th Cr
1978), requires that district courts not permt “technical pleading
requirenents” to defeat the vindication of constitutional rights
that the plaintiff alleges were violated, id. at 1151, “it does not
require those courts to conjure up questions never squarely
presented to them” Beaudett, 775 F.2d at 1278. We could not
supply new allegations of injury in this case w thout abandoning
our proper role in favor of “the inproper role of an advocate
seeki ng out the strongest argunents and nost successful strategies”
for Farabee. |d.

even if Farabee's claim was cognizable under § 1983, he
failed to allege all the elenents of a forcible nedication claim
Aplaintiff nmay recover on a forcible nedication claimif he proves
that “a properly identified defendant, acting under color of state
law, has effectively caused [hin] to take anti-psychotic drugs
against [his] wll,” and that the defendant did not exercise
“professional judgnent” in admnistering the drugs. Johnson v.
Silvers, 742 F.2d 823, 825 (4th Cr. 1984). Far abee nowhere
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[T,

Because Farabee’s allegations of forcible nedication rel ated
solely to his claim that his qguilty plea was invalid, those
all egations necessarily inply the invalidity of Farabee’s
convi ction. The district court properly ruled that Farabee’s
§ 1983 conplaint was barred by the rule stated in Heck.
Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s dismssal of the

conpl ai nt.

AFFI RVED

alleges that Dr. Feix failed to exercise professional judgnent in
his dealings with Farabee. That onmission is fatal to any 8§ 1983
cl ai mthat Farabee m ght have stated.
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