
 
Page 1 of 15 

Scott C. Smith v. George Anthony Devolder-Santos 

U.S.D.C. (D.D.C.) Case No: 1:23-cv-___ 

Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
 

 

SCOTT C. SMITH                          PLAINTIFF 
        

 

vs.            1:23-cv-____ 
         

 

GEORGE ANTHONY DEVOLDER-SANTOS, DEFENDANT 

in his official capacity as U.S. Representative 
 

 

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. Plaintiff Scott C. Smith (“Plaintiff”), by and through his attorneys Devin Stone and 

Josh Sanford of Eagle Team, LLP, brings this action to vindicate his free speech rights and to 

prevent Defendant, United States Representative George Anthony Devolder-Santos 

(“Defendant”), from limiting access to his Twitter account (@santos4congress)1 based on the 

viewpoint of his constituents. 

2. Plaintiff is a Navy veteran and a resident of Montana. 

3. In or around May of 2023, along with other prior instances, Plaintiff exercised his 

constitutional rights to speak freely and to petition his government for redress of grievances by 

publishing statements critical of Defendant in the comments section of the Twitter account he uses 

to address and interact with the public, which includes citizens of the United States.  

 
1  Defendant has two Twitter accounts, his House of Representatives account: @repsantosny03 and a 

second account, @santos4congress, which was Defendant’s official campaign account. Defendant uses the 

@santos4congress account frequently to disseminate official congressional information to his constituents. One of the 

reasons Plaintiff followed this account over the other was the fact that Defendant was primarily using it to tweet out 

information about his work in Congress and using it as his “official” government account. 
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4. Defendant retaliated against Plaintiff for engaging in fully protected political 

speech by permanently blocking him from accessing or commenting on his Twitter account.  

5. Defendant’s actions violated the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the 

Constitution of the United States because the comment section of his Twitter account is a 

designated public forum within which Defendant may not discriminate against speakers based on 

their viewpoint. 

6. Defendant obviously perturbed by Plaintiff’s criticism of his political views, has 

retaliated and suppressed dissent by excluding -- or blocking – Plaintiff from access to Defendant’s 

Twitter account he primarily uses to post his views since being elected to Congress, his de facto 

“official” Twitter account.  

7. The manner in which Defendant uses the @santos4congress Twitter account, 

renders it a public forum for speech and part of the “public square” for the exchange of ideas that 

Plaintiff is entitled to participate in. 

8. Defendant’s tweets on @santos4congress generate thousands of comments from 

other citizens, and regularly makes news, demonstrating the existence of a dynamic public forum 

that he has excluded Plaintiff from because of his views.  

9. Plaintiff has a constitutional right to access Defendant’s @santos4congress Twitter 

account. Defendant’s practice of blocking Twitter users he disagrees with is unconstitutional and 

this suit seeks to redress that wrong.  

10. As the Supreme Court observed just a few years ago, social media platforms such 

as Twitter and Facebook provide “perhaps the most powerful mechanisms available to a private 

citizen to make his or her voice heard” and is in effect, a “vast democratic forum.” Packingham v. 

North Carolina, 137 S. Ct. 1730, 1737 (2017).  
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11. Social media platforms such as Twitter have revolutionized civic engagement in 

our participatory democracy. Not be outdone, “[g]overnors in all 50 States and almost every 

Member of Congress have set up [Twitter] accounts” for civic engagement and political discourse, 

allowing citizens to “petition their elected representatives and otherwise engage with them in a 

direct manner,” Packingham, 137 S. Ct. at 1735.  

12. Defendant established the @santos4congress Twitter account to share his political 

views, and then used it to further and support his campaign to be the United States Representative 

for New York’s 3rd congressional district. Defendant uses the account as an instrument of his 

office and blocks others, such as Plaintiff, when they have the temerity to criticize him.  

13. The Second Circuit Court of Appeals recently recognized, when faced with a 

similar “blocking” case, it is unconstitutional for a political figure to engage in viewpoint 

discrimination by utilizing Twitter’s ‘blocking’ function to limit certain users access to his or her 

social media account, which is otherwise open to the public at large, because he or she disagrees 

with their speech. Knight First Amendment Inst. at Columbia Univ. v. Trump (Knight Institute I), 

302 F. Supp. 3d 541, 580 (S.D.N.Y. 2018), aff’d, 928 F.3d 226, 230 (2d Cir. 2019), reh’g en banc 

denied, 953 F.3d 216 (2d Cir. 2020). Likewise here, Plaintiff’s First Amendment rights have been 

violated by Defendant.  

14. As part of the exercise of its First Amendment rights, Plaintiff has regularly tweeted 

criticism of Defendant. Defendant’s retaliatory response to Plaintiff’s valid viewpoint- based 

criticism was to block Plaintiff from: (a) viewing his @santos4congress Twitter account, (b) 

replying to or “sharing” his Tweets, or (c) otherwise engaging with those members of the public 

who interact within the replies to his tweets.   
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15. Defendant’s blocking of Plaintiff violates the First Amendment. Defendant’s 

Twitter account is a public forum. Plaintiff was blocked from this forum because of opinions he 

expressed in replying to Defendant’s tweets, or in tweets that “mentioned,” or tagged, Defendant’s 

Twitter account. Because of his criticism of Defendant, Plaintiff has been prevented or impeded 

from viewing Defendant’s tweets, from replying to those tweets, from viewing the discussions 

associated with the tweets, and from participating in those discussions. Defendant’s continued 

blocking of Plaintiff unconstitutionally impairs his right to participate in a public forum. 

Defendant’s actions also unconstitutionally restrict Plaintiff’s rights to access important 

government information and to petition the government for redress of grievances.  

16. Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court declare that the viewpoint-based 

blocking of Plaintiff violates the First Amendment, and order Defendant to unblock Plaintiff’s 

accounts from the @santos4congress account. 

II. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

17. This action arises under the Constitution and laws of the United States of America. 

Jurisdiction is conferred on this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, 28 U.S.C. §§ 2201-2202. 

Jurisdiction supporting Plaintiff’s claim for attorney’s fees and costs is conferred by the Equal 

Access to Justice Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2412 and 42 U.S.C. § 1988. 

18. Venue is proper in this Court under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2) and (e)(1). A substantial 

part of the events giving rise to this claim occurred in this District, and Defendant is an officer of 

the United States sued in his official capacity. 

III. PARTIES 

19. Plaintiff is an individual and resident of Montana. 
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20. Defendant is an American politician who is the U.S. Representative for New York’s 

3rd congressional district, serving since 2023 and is sued in his official capacity only. 

21. Defendant and his staff oversee and operate his Twitter account using the handle 

@santos4congress.  

IV. FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

22. Twitter is a social media platform that currently has more than 340 million active 

users worldwide, including some 70 million in the United States.  

23. The platform allows users to publish short messages to the general public called 

“tweets,” to republish or respond to others’ tweets, and to interact with other Twitter users. 

24. A Twitter “user” is an individual who has created an account on the platform. A 

user can post “tweets” to a web page on Twitter that is attached to the user’s account. Tweets can 

include photographs, videos, and links. Some Twitter users do not tweet (publish messages) at all. 

Others publish hundreds of messages a day. Collectively, Twitter users “tweet” more than 500 

million tweets per day.  

25. A Twitter user adopts an account name, which is an @ symbol followed by a unique 

identifier (e.g. @santos4congress), and a descriptive name (e.g. George Santos). The account name 

is called the user’s “handle.”  

26. Elected officials (including Defendant) regularly use Twitter to communicate with 

their constituents, who themselves use Twitter to connect directly and immediately with elected 

officials about the issues they are most passionate about.  

27. Speech posted on Twitter ranges from personal insult to poetry, but particularly 

relevant here is that a significant amount of speech posted on the platform is political speech by, 

to, or about the United States Government and its elected officials. 
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28. A Twitter user’s web page displays all tweets generated by the user, with the most 

recent tweets appearing at the top of the page. This display is known as a user’s “timeline.” When 

a user generates a tweet, the timeline updates immediately to include that tweet. Anyone who can 

view a user’s public Twitter web page can see the user’s timeline.  

29. Alongside the handle, a user’s webpage will display the date the user joined Twitter 

and a button that invites others to “Tweet to” the user. This button is visible only to other Twitter 

users. A user’s Twitter webpage may also include the following:  

a. a short biographical description;  

b. a profile picture, such as a headshot;  

c. a “header” image, which appears as a banner at the top of the webpage;  

d. the user’s location;  

e. a button labeled with an envelope symbol, which allows two users to correspond 

privately; and 

f. a small sample of photographs and videos posted to the user’s timeline, which link 

to a full gallery. 

 

30. An individual “tweet” comprises the tweeted content (this includes a message, 

including any embedded photograph, video, or link), the user’s account name (with a link to the 

user’s Twitter webpage), the user’s profile picture, the date and time the tweet was generated, and 

the number of times the tweet has been replied to, retweeted by, or liked by other users.  

31. By default, Twitter webpages and their associated timelines are visible to everyone 

with internet access, who are not blocked including those who are not Twitter users. However, 

although non-users can view users’ Twitter webpages, they cannot interact with users on the 

Twitter platform.  

32. Because all Twitter webpages are by default visible to all Twitter users and to 

anyone with access to the internet, users who wish to limit who can see and interact with their 

tweets must affirmatively “protect” their tweets. Other users who wish to view “protected” tweets 
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must request access from the user who has protected her tweets. “Protected” tweets do not appear 

in third-party search engines, and they are searchable only on Twitter, and only by the user and 

her approved followers.  

33. A user whose account is public (i.e. not protected) but who wants to make his or 

her tweets invisible to another user can do so by “blocking” that user. (Twitter provides users with 

the capability to block other users, but, importantly, it is the users themselves who decide whether 

to make use of this capability.) A user who blocks another user prevents the blocked user from 

interacting with the first user’s account on the Twitter platform.  

34. A blocked user cannot see or reply to the blocking user’s tweets, view the blocking 

user’s list of followers or followed accounts, or use the Twitter platform to search for the blocking 

user’s tweets. The blocking user will not be notified if the blocked user mentions her; nor will the 

blocking user see any tweets posted by the blocked user.  

35. If the blocked user attempts to follow the blocking user, or to access the Twitter 

webpage from which the user is blocked, the user will see a message indicating that the other user 

has blocked him or her from following the account and viewing the tweets associated with the 

account. This is an example of a notification from Twitter that a user has been blocked by 

@santos4congress:  
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36. Plaintiff received this type of “blocking” message from Defendant’s Twitter 

account. But, @santos4congress is a designated public forum, operated by Defendant, in which 

political speech is engaged in, disseminated, and debated, and his blocking of Plaintiff is 

unconstitutional as a result.  

37. Twitter users can subscribe to other users’ messages by “following” those users’ 

accounts, unless blocked. Users see all tweets posted or retweeted by accounts they have followed. 

This display is labeled “Home” on Twitter’s site, but it is often referred to as a user’s “feed.”  

38. Twitter permits users to establish accounts under their real names or pseudonyms. 

Users who want to establish that they are who they claim to be can ask Twitter to “verify” their 

accounts. When an account is verified, a blue badge with a checkmark appears next to the user’s 

name on his or her Twitter page and on each tweet the user posts.  

39. Beyond publishing tweets to their followers, Twitter users can engage with one 

another in a variety of ways. For example, they can “retweet” (republish) the tweets of other users, 

either by publishing them directly to their own followers or by “quoting” them in their own tweets. 
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When a user retweets a tweet, it appears on the user’s timeline in the same form as it did on the 

original user’s timeline, but with a notation indicating that the post was retweeted.  

40. A Twitter user who is not blocked can also reply to other users’ tweets. Like any 

other tweet, a reply can include photographs, videos, and links. When a user replies to a tweet, the 

reply appears on the user’s timeline under a tab labeled “Tweets & replies.” The reply will also 

appear on the original user’s feed in a “comment thread” under the tweet that prompted the reply. 

Other users’ replies to the same tweet will appear in the same comment thread.  

41. Reply tweets by verified users, reply tweets by users with a large number of 

followers, and tweets that are “favorited” and retweeted by large numbers of users generally appear 

higher in the comment threads.  

42. A Twitter user who is not blocked can also reply to other replies. A user whose 

tweet generates replies will see the replies below his or her original tweet, with any replies-to-

replies nested below the replies to which they respond. The collection of replies and replies-to-

replies is sometimes referred to as a “comment thread.” Twitter is called a “social” media platform 

in large part because of comment threads, which reflect multiple overlapping conversations among 

and across groups of users.  

43. A Twitter user who is not blocked can also “favorite” or “like” another user’s tweet 

by clicking on the heart icon that appears under the tweet. By “liking” a tweet, a user may mean 

to convey approval or to acknowledge of having seen the tweet.  

44. A Twitter user who is not blocked can also “mention” another user by including the 

other user’s Twitter handle in a tweet. A Twitter user mentioned by another user will receive a 

“notification” that he or she has been mentioned in another user’s tweet. 
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45. Tweets, retweets, replies, likes, and mentions are controlled by the user who 

generates them. No other Twitter user can alter the content of any retweet or reply, either before 

or after it is posted. Twitter users cannot prescreen tweets, replies, likes, or mentions that reference 

their tweets or accounts.  

46. Plaintiff operates the Twitter account @thescottcsmith, which has approximately 

1,572 followers.  

47. Defendant uses the Twitter handle @santos4congress. 

48. Defendant established the @santos4congress Twitter account to share his political 

views, and then used it to further and support his campaign to be the United States Representative 

for New York’s 3rd congressional district. He then began using the account as an instrument of 

his office and his primary account.  

49. Today, Defendant use it almost exclusively as a channel for communicating with 

the public about his office’s policies, actions, and opinions. Because of the way he uses the 

account, Defendant’s tweets from the handle @santos4congress have become an important source 

of news and information about his office (and the Government), and comment threads associated 

with the tweets have become important forums for speech by, to, and from Defendant.  

50. Defendant presents the account to the public as one that he operates in his official 

capacity rather than his personal one. @santos4congress is controlled completely by him in his 

official capacity as a United States Representative. Defendant controls who may view his tweets, 

reply to his tweets, and view the replies to his tweets.  

51. Defendant’s account is generally accessible to the public at large without regard to 

political affiliation or any other limiting criteria, unless Defendant or his staff blocks access. Any 

member of the public can view his posts. Defendant has not “protected” his tweets, and anyone 
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who wants to follow the account can do so. He has not issued any rule or statement purporting to 

limit (by form or subject matter) the speech of those who reply to his tweets.  

52.  Defendant also uses @santos4congress to release public statements and official 

policy positions.  

53. Many of Defendant’s tweets have sparked social unrest and many concerned 

citizens, including Plaintiff, have tweeted their criticism against Defendant and his views.  

54. Defendant’s the @santos4congress account reflects state action, that the interactive 

space associated with Defendant’s tweets constitutes a designated public forum, and that 

Defendant violated the First Amendment by blocking the individual plaintiffs in that case from 

this forum because of viewpoints they expressed in replies to Defendant’s tweets. 

55. The comment threads associated with tweets from @santos4congress are important 

public forums for discussion and debate about Defendant, his decisions, and his official 

government policy.  

56. Typically, tweets from @santos4congress generate thousands of replies, retweets, 

and quote tweets. The @santos4congress account is a kind of virtual town hall in which Defendant 

and his aides use the tweet function to communicate news and information to the public, and 

members of the public use the reply function to respond to Defendant and his aides so as to 

exchange views with one another.  

57. Plaintiff often responded to tweets from @santos4congress, and he would 

occasionally respond to tweets from and mention the @santos4congress account. His tweets 

directed toward @santos4congress were generally critical of Defendant. 

58. Defendant blocked Plaintiff on or before June 6, 2023.  
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59. Plaintiff does not know on exactly what date Defendant blocked him from the 

@santos4congress account. Plaintiff is also not certain which of his tweets prompted the blocking. 

60. Defendant’s blocking of Plaintiff from the @santos4congress account prevents or 

impedes him from viewing the Defendant’s tweets; from replying to these tweets; from viewing 

the comment threads associated with these tweets; and from participating in the comment threads; 

and has thus expelled Plaintiff from participating in the public square.  

61. Defendant blocked Plaintiff in retaliation.  

62. Defendant’s blocking of Plaintiff was viewpoint-based and imposes an 

unconstitutional restriction on Plaintiff’s speech in a designated public forum and his right to 

petition the government for redress of grievances.  

63. Plaintiff can no longer view Defendant’s Twitter feed. Plaintiff can no longer reply 

to Defendant’s tweets. And it can no longer participate in the discussions in the replies to 

Defendant’s tweets. Each new tweet by Defendant is a piece of information that Plaintiff is 

foreclosed from receiving and a potential discussion (in the replies to that tweet) in which Plaintiff 

cannot participate.  

64. Defendant’s blocking of Plaintiff violates his First Amendment rights. It 

unconstitutionally restricts his rights to read or participate in the discussion occurring in the public 

forum of the @santos4congress account. It also unconstitutionally restricts his right to access 

statements that Defendant is otherwise making available to the public at large, and his right to 

petition the government for redress of grievances.  
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V. CAUSE OF ACTION  

Violation of the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution  

(Declaratory and Injunctive Relief)  

 

65. Plaintiff hereby incorporates all other paragraphs of this Complaint as if fully set 

forth herein.  

66. By using his Twitter account to engage in political discourse related to his official 

duties as a United States Representative and opening his account to comment by the general public, 

Defendant has created a designated public forum.  

67. Regulation of speech in a designated public forum based on the viewpoint of the 

speaker is presumptively unconstitutional.  

68. Defendant blocked Plaintiff from his Twitter account because of a comment critical 

of his political position.  

69. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Defendant was acting under the color of law 

as United States Representative.  

70. Plaintiff was engaged in First Amendment-protected speech in his posting Tweets 

online about Defendant and viewing Defendant’s tweets.  

71. Plaintiff’s speech was on a matter of public concern and did not violate any law.  

72. Defendant’s blocking of Plaintiff from the @santos4congress account violates the 

First Amendment because it imposes a viewpoint-based restriction on the Plaintiff’s rights to read 

or participate in a public forum.  

73. Defendant’s blocking of Plaintiff from the @santos4congress account violates the 

First Amendment because it imposes a viewpoint-based restriction on the Plaintiff’s right to access 

to official statements Defendant otherwise makes available to the general public.  
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74. Defendant’s blocking of Plaintiff from the @santos4congress account violates the 

First Amendment because it imposes a viewpoint-based restriction on the Plaintiff’s right to 

petition the government for redress of grievances.  

75. Defendant’s blocking of Plaintiff and other accounts from the @santos4congress 

account based on their viewpoints violates the First Amendment because it imposes a viewpoint-

based restriction on the Plaintiff’s right to hear.  

76. By blocking Plaintiff from his official Twitter account, Defendant prevented 

Plaintiff from exercising his First Amendment rights, including his right to speak freely and right 

to receive information.  

77. Defendant’s blocking of Plaintiff was an improper viewpoint-based restriction on 

speech.  

78. Defendant’s official Twitter page, @santos4congress, is a designated public forum.  

79. Defendant engaged in this conduct intentionally, knowingly, willfully, wantonly, 

maliciously, and in reckless disregard of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights.  

80. Defendant’s actions and/or omissions caused, directly and proximately, Plaintiff to 

suffer damages. The acts and inactions of Defendant caused Plaintiff damages in that he was 

prevented from speaking freely on a matter of public concerns, among other injuries, damages, 

and losses.  

VI. PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court enter judgment in his favor 

and against Defendant George Anthony Devolder-Santos, and award him all relief as allowed by 

law and equity, including, but not limited to the following: 
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1. A declaration that Defendant’s viewpoint-based blocking of Plaintiff from the 

@santos4congress Twitter account violates his constitutional rights; 

2. An injunction requiring Defendant to unblock Plaintiff from the @santos4congress 

Twitter account, and prohibiting Defendant from blocking Plaintiff from the account in the future;  

3. Compensatory damages as allowed by law;  

4. Punitive damages as allowed by law in an amount to be determined at trial;  

5. Pre-judgment and post-judgment interest at the highest lawful rate;  

6. Reasonable Attorney’s fees and costs, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2412; and 

7. Any additional relief as may be just and proper.  

Respectfully submitted, 

PLAINTIFF SCOTT C. SMITH 
 

EAGLE TEAM, LLP 

1050 Connecticut Ave NW, Suite 5038 

Washington, DC 20036 

Telephone: (833) 507-8326 
 

/s/ Devin Stone  

Devin Stone 

DC Bar No. 1022055 

dstone@gmail.com 

     

/s/ Josh Sanford  

Josh Sanford 

Ark. Bar No. 2001037 

josh@eagleteam.law  

PHV - motion to be filed 

Case 1:23-cv-02002   Document 1   Filed 07/12/23   Page 15 of 15

mailto:dstone@gmail.com
mailto:josh@eagleteam.law


CIVIL COVER SHEET 
JS-44 (Rev. 11/2020 DC) 

I. (a) PLAINTIFFS

(b) COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED PLAINTIFF _____________________ 
(EXCEPT IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES) 

DEFENDANTS 

COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED DEFENDANT _____________________ 
(IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY) 

NOTE: IN LAND CONDEMNATION CASES, USE THE LOCATION OF THE TRACT OF LAND INVOLVED 

(c) ATTORNEYS (FIRM NAME, ADDRESS, AND TELEPHONE NUMBER) ATTORNEYS (IF KNOWN) 

II. BASIS OF JURISDICTION
(PLACE AN x IN ONE BOX ONLY) 

III. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES (PLACE AN x IN ONE BOX FOR 
PLAINTIFF AND ONE BOX FOR DEFENDANT) FOR DIVERSITY CASES ONLY! 

o 1 U.S. Government
 Plaintiff

o 2 U.S. Government
 Defendant

o 3 Federal Question
 (U.S. Government Not a Party) 

o 4 Diversity
(Indicate Citizenship of

  Parties in item III) 

Citizen of this State 

Citizen of Another State 

Citizen or Subject of a  
Foreign Country 

PTF 

o 1

o 2

o 3

DFT 

o 1

o 2

o 3

Incorporated or Principal Place 
of Business in This State 

Incorporated and Principal Place 
of Business in Another State 

Foreign Nation 

PTF 

o 4

o 5

o 6

DFT 

o 4

o 5

o 6

IV. CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT
(Place an X in one category, A-N, that best represents your Cause of Action and one in a corresponding Nature of Suit) 

o A.   Antitrust

410 Antitrust 

o B.   Personal Injury/ 
  Malpractice 

310 Airplane 
315 Airplane Product Liability 
320 Assault, Libel & Slander 
330 Federal Employers Liability 
340 Marine 
345 Marine Product Liability 
350 Motor Vehicle 
355 Motor Vehicle Product Liability 
360 Other Personal Injury 
362 Medical Malpractice 
365 Product Liability 
367 Health Care/Pharmaceutical  
       Personal Injury Product Liability  
368 Asbestos Product Liability 

o C.   Administrative Agency
  Review 

151 Medicare Act 

Social Security 
861 HIA (1395ff) 
862 Black Lung (923) 
863 DIWC/DIWW (405(g)) 
864 SSID Title XVI 
865 RSI (405(g)) 

Other Statutes 
891 Agricultural Acts 
893 Environmental Matters 
890 Other Statutory Actions (If 

  Administrative Agency is  
  Involved) 

o D.   Temporary Restraining 
  Order/Preliminary 
  Injunction 

Any nature of suit from any category 
may be selected for this category of 
case assignment.  

*(If Antitrust, then A governs)* 

o E.   General Civil (Other)      OR o F.   Pro Se General Civil
Real Property 

210 Land Condemnation 
220 Foreclosure 
230 Rent, Lease & Ejectment 
240 Torts to Land 
245 Tort Product Liability 
290 All Other Real Property 

Personal Property 
370 Other Fraud 
371 Truth in Lending 
380 Other Personal Property 
       Damage 
385 Property Damage  

  Product Liability 

Bankruptcy 
422 Appeal 27 USC 158 
423 Withdrawal 28 USC 157 

Prisoner Petitions 
535 Death Penalty 
540 Mandamus & Other 
550 Civil Rights 
555 Prison Conditions 
560 Civil Detainee – Conditions 

  of Confinement 

Property Rights 
820 Copyrights 
830 Patent 
835 Patent – Abbreviated New 
       Drug Application 
840 Trademark 
880 Defend Trade Secrets Act of   

  2016 (DTSA) 

Federal Tax Suits 
870 Taxes (US plaintiff or  
       defendant) 
871 IRS-Third Party 26 USC 

  7609 

Forfeiture/Penalty 
625 Drug Related Seizure of  
       Property 21 USC 881 
690 Other 

Other Statutes 
375 False Claims Act 
376 Qui Tam (31 USC 

3729(a)) 
400 State Reapportionment 
430 Banks & Banking 
450 Commerce/ICC Rates/etc  
460 Deportation  
462 Naturalization  

  Application 

465 Other Immigration Actions 
470 Racketeer Influenced  
       & Corrupt Organization 
480 Consumer Credit 
485 Telephone Consumer  
       Protection Act (TCPA) 
490 Cable/Satellite TV 
850 Securities/Commodities/ 
       Exchange 
896 Arbitration 
899 Administrative Procedure  

  Act/Review or Appeal of  
       Agency Decision 
950 Constitutionality of State 

  Statutes 
890 Other Statutory Actions 

  (if not administrative agency 
  review or Privacy Act) 

SCOTT C. SMITH GEORGE ANTHONY DEVOLDER SANTOS

Devin Stone and Josh Sanford
EAGLE TEAM, LLP
1050 Connecticut Ave NW, Suite 5038
Washington, DC 20036
Telephone: (833) 507-8326
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o G.   Habeas Corpus/  
       2255 
 
530 Habeas Corpus – General  
510 Motion/Vacate Sentence 
463 Habeas Corpus – Alien  
       Detainee 

 
 

o H.   Employment 
Discrimination  
 
442 Civil Rights – Employment  
       (criteria: race, gender/sex,  
       national origin,  
       discrimination, disability, age,  
       religion, retaliation) 
 

*(If pro se, select this deck)* 

o I.   FOIA/Privacy Act 
 
 
895 Freedom of Information Act 
890 Other Statutory Actions  
       (if Privacy Act) 
 
 
 

*(If pro se, select this deck)* 

o J.   Student Loan 
 
 
152 Recovery of Defaulted  
       Student Loan 
       (excluding veterans) 

o K.   Labor/ERISA  
       (non-employment) 
 
710 Fair Labor Standards Act 
720 Labor/Mgmt. Relations 
740 Labor Railway Act 
751 Family and Medical  
       Leave Act 
790 Other Labor Litigation  
791 Empl. Ret. Inc. Security Act 

o L.   Other Civil Rights 
       (non-employment) 
 
441 Voting (if not Voting Rights  
       Act) 
443 Housing/Accommodations 
440 Other Civil Rights 
445 Americans w/Disabilities –  
       Employment  
446 Americans w/Disabilities –  
       Other 
448 Education  
 

o M.   Contract 
 
110 Insurance 
120 Marine 
130 Miller Act 
140 Negotiable Instrument 
150 Recovery of Overpayment      
       & Enforcement of  
       Judgment 
153 Recovery of Overpayment  
       of Veteran’s Benefits 
160 Stockholder’s Suits 
190 Other Contracts  
195 Contract Product Liability 
196 Franchise 
 

o N.   Three-Judge 
Court 
 
441 Civil Rights – Voting  
       (if Voting Rights Act)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

V. ORIGIN 

o 1 Original           
Proceeding 

o 2 Removed  
       from State  
       Court 

o 3 Remanded 
from Appellate 
Court 

o 4 Reinstated 
or Reopened 

o 5 Transferred 
from another 
district (specify)  

o 6 Multi-district         
Litigation 

o 7 Appeal to  
District Judge 
from Mag. 
Judge 

o 8 Multi-district 
Litigation – 
Direct File 

 

VI. CAUSE OF ACTION (CITE THE U.S. CIVIL STATUTE UNDER WHICH YOU ARE FILING AND WRITE A BRIEF STATEMENT OF CAUSE.) 
 

 
VII. REQUESTED IN 
        COMPLAINT 

 
CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS  
ACTION UNDER F.R.C.P. 23 

 
DEMAND $  
            JURY DEMAND:  

 
Check YES only if demanded in complaint 
YES                   NO 
 

 
VIII. RELATED CASE(S) 
          IF ANY 

 
(See instruction) 

 
YES 

 
NO  

 
If yes, please complete related case form 

 
DATE:  _________________________ 

 
SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD _________________________________________________________ 

 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING CIVIL COVER SHEET JS-44 

Authority for Civil Cover Sheet 
 

The JS-44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replaces nor supplements the filings and services of pleadings or other papers as required 
by law, except as provided by local rules of court.  This form, approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States in September 1974, is required for the use of the 
Clerk of Court for the purpose of initiating the civil docket sheet.  Consequently, a  civil cover sheet is submitted to the Clerk of Court for each civil complaint filed.  
Listed below are tips for completing the civil cover sheet.  These tips coincide with the Roman Numerals on the cover sheet.  

 
I. COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED PLAINTIFF/DEFENDANT (b) County of residence: Use 11001 to indicate plaintiff if resident 

of Washington, DC, 88888 if plaintiff is resident of United States but not Washington, DC, and 99999 if plaintiff is outside the United States. 
 

III. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES: This section is completed only if diversity of citizenship was selected as the Basis of Jurisdiction 
under Section II. 
 

IV. CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT: The assignment of a  judge to your case will depend on the category you select that best 
represents the primary cause of action found in your complaint. You may select only one category.  You must also select one corresponding 
nature of suit found under the category of the case.  

 
VI. CAUSE OF ACTION: Cite the U.S. Civil Statute under which you are filing and write a  brief statement of the primary cause.  

 
VIII. RELATED CASE(S), IF ANY: If you indicated that there is a  related case, you must complete a related case form, which may be obtained from 

the Clerk’s Office. 
 
Because of the need for accurate and complete information, you should ensure the accuracy of the information provided prior to signing the form.  

First Amendment - Blocked on Twitter by Government Actor

✘

✘

July 12, 2023 /s/ Devin Stone
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AO 440 (Rev. 06/12; DC 3/15)  Summons in a Civil Action

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
for the

__________ District of __________ 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Plaintiff(s)

v. Civil Action No.

Defendant(s)

SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION

To: (Defendant’s name and address)

A lawsuit has been filed against you.

Within 21 days after service of this summons on you (not counting the day you received it) — or 60 days if you
are the United States or a United States agency, or an officer or employee of the United States described in Fed. R. Civ.
P. 12 (a)(2) or (3) — you must serve on the plaintiff an answer to the attached complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  The answer or motion must be served on the plaintiff or plaintiff’s attorney,
whose name and address are:

If you fail to respond, judgment by default will be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint. 
You also must file your answer or motion with the court.

ANGELA D. CAESAR, CLERK OF COURT

Date:
Signature of Clerk or Deputy Clerk

              District of Columbia

SCOTT C. SMITH

1:23-cv-___

GEORGE ANTHONY DEVOLDER SANTOS

GEORGE ANTHONY DEVOLDER SANTOS
1117 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC, 20515-3203

DEVIN STONE
EAGLE TEAM, LLP
1050 Connecticut Ave NW, Suite 5038
Washington, DC 20036
Telephone: (833) 507-8326

07/12/2023
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AO 440 (Rev. 06/12)  Summons in a Civil Action (Page 2)

Civil Action No.

PROOF OF SERVICE

(This section should not be filed with the court unless required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 4 (l))

This summons for (name of individual and title, if any)

was received by me on (date) .

’ I personally served the summons on the individual at (place)

on (date) ; or

’ I left the summons at the individual’s residence or usual place of abode with (name)

, a person of suitable age and discretion who resides there,

on (date) , and mailed a copy to the individual’s last known address; or

’ I served the summons on (name of individual) , who is

 designated by law to accept service of process on behalf of (name of organization)

on (date) ; or

’ I returned the summons unexecuted because ; or

’ Other (specify):

.

My fees are $ for travel and $ for services, for a total of $ .

I declare under penalty of perjury that this information is true.

Date:
Server’s signature

Printed name and title

Server’s address

Additional information regarding attempted service, etc:

1:23-cv-___

0.00
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