
&
fk

AlD-„

_____________ UkjTttM.................. .................

^ JahK-t-E—i

lY&I

ST-frL, rrOLLD ixJ

-----------——£hlJpMlJJlJ>j)_JECjLJfiJgd r S P d^£ Tip# A-J> j TC

0^ A^PETH^S /ErL£n}G&\TU-flipc.iHT

.El,

-G& c^bjs’yi?______________;

J-ArSsXZW__ ___________

Sk&Ul_Sj^-H ~ SifcctiD_____________



4 UJzLSTlOU

(\ * //

&£J^l&l-^T^Sj3J&Jl^Mm.AMitfu&jS_mj£_!£Ej&_i=bJl FA^-OAsr-m £-n&rr jl

6F 7H& PJLlSg^ li.Ti.&A-p^a\
MJ3iAM^&rJjiAAA)^.frB6AJE^^ejLPj&AAAA£~JH£gA&jj&&U^-E-is-£A-^

LJhkJj£-jL

PM-

&JJl&AA3Q3^^yAQj^3^Al7&R^(££J$^2^£.A-t ~j Cf Z.8 P3j0 

1/2 1*3 g /M*. iVlD-ii{t> 

i-jAsoAj^&y t=z& /3^ I24&(iT*iciA, Z6n<f\

su

uUXUj6aa e.^jJA)Aij&£r(js.M.c/LTtii. n 4 r^3£> i&iss>\i, [^-hi oiP.L^j) 

£&A3^A^J3JSLXj^JjA)Xj&-£^(^U^3PgAM/2AAj&$j.js^jBj£J2ri$JL3UU&-£.&£AJLg 

jZ^ LMAj&^Ij)Sj^j3^^Vj^sJSL(:A^^PAUAiJ Li n &A notJ HeFOJLM Aer ?

ASSU6L-

J£sAir£iS cAJJL^/0A^JciAJZ-A~£XJAA/k/tfJE^3teJ.-jqjJ-£rS32t>jJ j=:o /L ~nle Ca ypy

L?,r. n&- i82; iA^___
@3ScCT^ -£^.7 (19G'Z)—l)-b^-A-PftJb..SjG frJrj^PA-ik* /Pe'TiTzctAeA

A^Lsj^A^Aj3/jTH^Ann^Am ^-T^<lcA^T^LTOyJoA}A^^i&J^T' ^ /bMer*J4) HI*

b.SJUAi.&^X-<lAMPLjLA4AjLJUM^£AJ3lPsLjJAjlje^_SAllt'J^I doA £ ra1) -no / J ^ 

AjA A°^^b^-AbAS^&jZ.eATL^LMPdJLTA:^<LB^-m P/L6 SET Ptrnm\J. Wj 

pb&~A^±<>JJS—d^/S^uA73muA£$-/Ajnh^lJ^^^M,aJrT UjM 7fl gg 

AA±£-^~&MJ^G^j^^E3=JJZjjEA)Jl^J~AjJtiS-/l±Lm£J3J3£3JloM&U*iAAL- 

£&££A£LAjl&SAOA)^WJE-£LJmAJJaj^-SL&jLJ=A^~SJyi7S- A tLA/f* OjJfiEp 

3%^A&l££-A ~^i^-6rAJ3c/J^& fE:£i&A/V]~_AA{~ij[j),LjJl,A^ fA} iTi fri xf.fi&e-tl j ^c-

M40£l

?--DiAiTttcrLpcjJsrA



1

pA£/=-^

- A£jAlLDJ^S_^L CmJ _______________________________

- ̂ a&jsJ)J_C-72^______________________ ________

_C^SX3^&-C-^M-^MJ^£r#3LUJ^£j^£0Qt St n/SS /A) JslU&S

, 

. -<L0-Js}jlljJ^j-oj1s: ___________________________

<2-

JL

4.SL

4°
11

\

J

U



~7~A£L£L---

d.As&J ____________________________________

4A /*#$ {.//fofr./p - 

LBAA-iij£Aj)Ejn±_aBUllM^s4~tt4)^-&£-(42Jt£^3JSL(jJj7J&jJL,JU>£jd__ £1

\
-h-rSZjj£

U-t-4^3-
i I »tT)Lf&f3

” i

■jB#4^0-0—/J-/-ZL
i f i

r-£- -fJl-f-b-

-iiz
>jz.

£o^S73J^J^jd^^^V-Uux)£l£^_____________________

W faOr T~

A \ AiV\ ET*. )j)/Vl EtQ 7-y* l V

3

3

£lgj}u^.es%ja£Mj)__________ _ fr/

UJ^A
• <■ . i 

*1MJ1

&UJ-tS^£U5ji3Jd3„ V

&yj~E^JjL)lj)X£)l£)^EQj^£M^„&^B£-OB^ajmufm-L£Asjjtg^

/^V-LBU^0^)^E£:A^A-ALJlQLB:S^6B_fij OLC. p/Z£ CB?A iijU? 

-6-Wsr/L
Mp-i^ qA LiTiBA^idA} J2bbo/£M^ab____________________

A

4W
i
1

W-



Lj£^-££-JjM23££_

Ud gr 6t

jU^uCio^JO^-MdMO-SMLx

M. /K -M£-L4*QJtkJb$-.l__i

SlkMj£2&J£^JLU)jGdE£ 

£jEK}JEjLfc&kr<SmjJ i £i(UC,J Po 

t^ALCLs^J

tZLAUJ,

7

UJJEjL~

r

v <«
3SZ



—----------------------------J'HE--------------------------------------------

—-----&^J2JiJLL.^CjLjUjU71^J=JLmU7^^jUi/____________

/£-S-U-£LJti_(L&SJ-tJEOJj ~7?^<7V /) $-frMt=nk )T ____________________ __

£knmjul£&

----6-PJJ^JGjJ^j&£U&-U3

—Srrn^ C.OOJL'T bP /ffiPertU. AfiP&fr&s at 

AmEX)J)JJK~L

^XMe^^iJJUjoM^-^^-£-JMjg^E3L-s^^l^U^LlVJL7^J^AAfit=^S /H>{X=fi££: (far

Snfr&s J)ISTUlct-&>oAt A7~

T^-^nnoAjEU-^jEm-MAj^Mm^j^^r^m^^ r^Ujdf7^ 4?n*^ 

-kyL, -ft-emrzcJ^_______________________ __________________

dt=.



—-AzJM£3J^^MTlJldjS^AM^SAi^ULj2jE^i^AA4^£^:WA^ 7?/M£~iLj 

■ U^—4Q{LLj—£A^J^,.&AiAjLA&j£, lUf.
MuJzSO-

p tun A&as/ioij

'^^-^AiSM/Mxij6j^j^77f^CejQ^^su/J^j}±^uxLAE]Laeaslet%/2^4[A

A mtj y&yy^gy>

-A~



TJjk—jzj&z.

^E^SfijEXrtUj

ft

-r&

77)

-AJhO-&n&E.

JH/U:A££-1#£- 

jUaIxes!

£OJttmJlJ5Aut£iJ34£LLfa&l&__________ ______________________________ ■

A/fjQ

-3-



CUsie

Sj4J83Tj4JEm£_EDCH-4'Q.rr/^& d i^-ff 

fcmUz/feAuljujieiL

(^2CLC^3fl./Ai|^-6F

^&-^J£jCi£L4-h)-AJiij-MlQm£L.

i‘ i(
\F&&j3&^i^F-^£i£A^j-e^A&^z2_£A^_£F&:m a opeitFC pggj jn ~t-us= 

ltJUFfLKJbFZ}kttJLiM^Jl£Z-A^^^JF:-S_\lfiJL&M£-<*£i}&r. tfotx1 pm t=±.j

#43^MMA^—0l]JEAM-mJL&-^L£X}]lJ}^J^^A^^3D44J}&Fr a£r F^J\ Ur^al 

A^BMiAlSlsUU________ ___ ________________________________ _

& j/ V tf jj

j/ .

Q4Jtt4jhjQ^~^jJ&^X^./c4Ui)jM2i4A4/kf-i___ 'JJtfe /2e^^^P-A)iFS___________
/ U U

—t&W-E./?MS:F___________

JSJF-fi/Lb-bfUJUTFA—^-G/L£^jjJj^EL6^£6rtA^£&/^y^-£&7^F-C4£/!let746J^^ 

S7!&JAJ$L£..6fi-F&ATJ^6^/?/^JLF&J)&JEr£j_________________________________________

B-jZ

JPt£jZe^pj>A)Ae^^^^je4-^nm^£jZ^6i4^iFyFALSE /)/,?f*{pL./A/^yy 

Ctt4B£F:S^Jle^sMi-^^ACiFj-^M—UjM^j^jrizpFF^s£r¥VT^M^Ts; qtiA rtfs

>■ y w



AiScWua}j^>cJ 

7/lAj?s menu* ^ fipppe^j5

- pen 'njjJeie. m oma&£££ -7j^ggg- 

rHJ&h^M£M^^jAlJj^Tlj£ATL(l£_^Afa ttiA?ri£&S1b LfrAzi^tyM /pJZJUysTj

vm lap=v iaiMha- fac
_ 'SLu£Ajjj^mjJE a 0*- fi/ia£^UU=J^/tuQ^j6J^J3^LUA^um^L Ttf* (Ml/ ysA
- S-m7^^AmiijQ3teAjj4jct£AMJ^M^^ tft=*cnf

*^^jZ£Am^0AZfr£Ud^^A-M^£7^tU^MteJ&Mi*-Aje££AU>Jx2Si

- Paoas^H'S $jwms:

- AdoA g&S73y APA T7ft= ______

- &J±l^d£r£cA^Mia-£^MMeE^J^JL)^J^j£&£A MisS (ttSMPLjtytiT U£fM&

__^JE^jsrAxdCiT^le oAlT a vtFH a a 1 gigy

- 7A>^7^1ML±&^jMM^^JELmA^-M^2AM^AAA±r^AM.miAlMJiT AjX>£*.m / k J*f

Pe-mf.uJijsgL-MiUs&jjaiM.

£cexbsWH&£A&a^<&E&£M£&3&^4mt£SM^MJZfeXiwj^Ai!z3&tkSJ^-&-

eiAj

, BAtiJLMfpLTTj qzBPZLtMliiJZ.

- OlntcjA'in?)__________ __________________________________________
-S'-



-£BAt^<s^77iJ^A^F-7H^—&zn77d^-

A^QJ^FLLiMJ^UAjJTLJierillSJMjdA^JjA^TnL- ^OJLra/= Ae&XCS,

i*LM&Jbt±E.\t. fj, nt-u£, /<j<n) tth?-Aau*r

HA OF no &.i*S c/LgtmAJ //J PeAMemti G* A /^A/Aitiff 7D /frvieiiQA ft
------CjOjMJUj^j}-T-JJf&±LcjJ}-~A^:UA^S Pe/djT P fSMf-SS/tC*. lZi= A fluMPLAinr

FAUS OJ i71rft jO the- /ZtrqcufcFM&UT$ 6F S/9JS'(t.')l^) £u/ferO Fic&Gf 
---- T7±(F^J^7^±CJTJl^jJjU'^SjHBlk^LCA_SJ>oAl^AlS:M lSS T7fG e/) M PL.A4 JO 71 a

^FVncw /9/$-(/}) A-L36 PAoO/Bet foA sue# S’uybSPgjQtz t)/SM/sSAU,

----AM&f^fEJlQ-OjLT^E~A££m'L^£L£JUj=*\Tii Gi/lC,UlT lK\ B/i-jdk. mPlYT,

I-CUJM&LAjJOTL

-SMj>JJ±A^oT-8JE_^ i SJAiSS^.Ji_ujsla E:^(ijJjJE. j^iJ^ LexS -/ r A+toente________
S^yo/J-o Doa&r THfirrUe fiLAt&nFF caA Pfoue ns Ser tFFMxS id

dMdcey v &iesortt3ss’ vs-Hty$s* cr f<i11(>2. (ifsn) AOtsr/ucr
-<L04J<eirJ A^^£^0OJ^^4^/m^^AzJ2£MPJLAi^T^\KI-^m6VTJi^iJjf-jX>____ —
FrMetiA (s S&verflj£V& JlFtTfi-icreQ B\f Feb, A, aiOt P, 1$(jQ oJmuP AiAexJt

THomA<r V~rcuja)cF 0A\}i£/8<tr P*-»077r?3 Ciin+Cnl. /98b] iAAeyutz-ir

ZoAi/vi FoA Afuff 70 Be&PMmtj, lUf Faoe ttnA yAAttAfittrmr

£&mf>tA\t£T /a/X7£7H0 6F Bit /ynsStfOS- IF Fr4/£r4£'/h0o£Z VAOtMfj
-73S—F2^_£jO.£j3JljjjtHJZiFuMSL}__l^J^iJS^STiMLiJZLie ixi/^Ae &
P^AiMriFF 0O&S /JOT"SF&£. LGHUe rU<nr&V M=T&%TftFdlTVUCT<&OJl.T 
FFyJJ>£^^joAL^ramFjaj^j^_JrHeAtftf #47 /rrr?^ , tOg^gte^
7U<= fliST&cT Cm v/Fit Dfs/topss/bC OFtAfAtnoA /hO/i /ZEM/tAJd VOlTtf 

J-tAsj]LnJLllcAt_Th_£i4SiJ3F -nkrJg-FAlpS' 7ft A*f**M*_____________

---- ^lHJFJlsn.AT^0JF^AjPPsM^^^JL^mtllL^AMUA7LS^MjiAj£_A£rBfSrJi Fl\S< ft a]

R&A /3^; /3vM (11 ttine, Jmcj) TZiir/W^ i^/u_____

------ -X)jOJlFJL-££Asn£M^AiJJF3-jfF^MJ~jyU>AFtoVllE iS’lcc) A PAJtnJ Mftdt
AWtmP A toMtpcA-ifJr ^oaUg as A-/hatful of ocq/zsf /trAJOffn/uk

—---- ^F^AE^A~&eS£>nSjiO_E^_LFTtAidAJ-SSJFJL\)E&t FFA. &. C*nlf A tS~ (a A"____________

ZTcio—



Do&s ajot Allo v-i THe Qurkicr gouat to a /s/mss /fr*J uJ foAmA
JZAjJJFejZJ_s_ap_MJZlA±/AJl~UJjJTL-ojJT_ A l.l.Qu3/,*]&- Li-Aue To AMenGA 
P ^ Uis/Z£-jQ 43/ Fej)> Jit Ci V, p. /s' "t/ZOVi ulF v \J trP'2.J So3 F3«0 /2-S“6/

S£rt> 77^.4) ,r
/ftF'fg K /W^Z) infs' A atPFE&s F/Zo An Sex-Tic so mis’ C^&CByp 'A 

-NSLc^T-/_7rMTLZn£e^£^^ OJ ._ Ag) i, c AJ e^i ~n-^c
£■/=:/7- CP &OLe /SX*J AS 4-WJ^ 677/672. UiTi &A/JY " uTfrF P/ZlSo^

5*rFA'Ls.Q SOM FrA-MvA MaII^ n/ P3<9 ynijyns^^i^A ou/2,m<0

BSTiTzPJ^^-FUAAJFjJ^-EX^J^^lJTT^^BjmCTLa Alg "''70 /g f) -grxr-

~Jll-jQjfkLB^iJM-JDi£-JLPjMJ?J.^Aj.ih3J^L .BFFo Aj£~ tOlSMi sS/^L,,

L.iTTZ'iJ/r

J-Mje—M-4S3:£.U1XL

-^O./Zjl_6^^A_POL_eDA^Jl£JnJD^.lp£:/Z^lL^F..jJTTJhA^auSIZT10Jp£^AA^AJSJAUS!^

(LQJ^lZuBJ£^^^^LS^lBAAiCS^AjJAilB^J5JLiXA}lj\ &JS / a a)s .

i/xX co /r"

----- ^S~<l£X>A-I^JFMPA^J^^£^mLm^TTF(!./JZ(ZUL]FJ^JM^JZcAeiJU/_BnAcAS.S/

PtZo JlS coajS $g <Jt0uA7F FqOAL ACC TEYTiq AJ /hOA Thftr fli&AF 
------Y^-A^CJ^SjTSS!^MijcLjOMA.m—ijJi^i4^--^-AMA_..PAoP me is easezf ,_________

----THF^Jl^F^jjsJj^^RjsSiJSToMS^IlFSni^eg.JjJIJ^^jJl^ATlC-^MFi'OAm-JdAL

a/J-c^jJsj^Aaj>j^cAAi-AY^A-LL_()j^^_^AF^4AiT/zi£Jz_(^o_oAs^: :tt Xim spo^jY 

&j£JM4SS-ip£=r}JZja^JE^_^JA.PL.AlAtfFjEoJZJEAMjJJL£F3Q^J&J]£_frJl.UA-/M7_______

(EC# jMS /a) Tlje_______

j£J3YA-Rj^4J<lXLJB£j££LjL£^A-{ZjELSA£ijJlJSMJjE—MM.-£a?t-i&j-hJ-&-J*S-.jFlJLMX>_i_______________

-PIJJF^P/IOST^^J1T2Ma}^A^AJ^FFS^C./VIj£LF.UTDAAJ^ JYAcM TTPiT dcoILT mtfFAi

7M^.OJ6)£jAjimUZT^.FJjSjJ>JJS^o.AFJ,JJlJ^AjJi^^SAME^SSs}JE^__&:DT).cAt?£~rffrS

AlS71A&t£Jj^Ji1~A^eMAMi^lS-(i0pS77JTltt£M4-L-/ZJPrtYjm-AMe]dP^rtLF_<2AMPl.A/A)r-i___

i2f_



%

AhtS-VL^AiijUS^ZLO^ v y >g 1P Zf/Ari
J

&

~J~j4& pe&ElLA'L &.OL&S. &P am if.. MO-C^OAJ/2^ 6L&Q£O£A)^A 0fa£t? Pfl&pJ

OF^ an J/gJfc AT

,.Lz£jlL£US:(k).AiAi

* */ a Jr /

TU£~ (LOMPcAffiSr if^A^jfa yrte 

yJrWT^S. &> K\ j; 7-2,70 r*?^,

it u)■:

3~t

fCZ*'&

A^:nX£,-L>£<A$i-

//j-e g cij^JzoJj} /°/2£~S£-zJ7ttQ /S Of (UL£%=r- pp&Li C /A?/?/i/> T?jMJ C £ f?£~G4uSE

/' //£3

n.• \ A

&> P&Q-Jj^JJUU&L-^CJ=^Sjf^3..(Lg MfiCA-f*)r$ m)

(V, Afa,

**■&-



PU&U&/-MpoA-Tn^-C^^oJ^-^-fi^dSe^ U^TdAik}^

/A}-77J&-LAiO~/£M:^a</Z£r^-M/YM~7&

MAHe—l£MU^Sil&/^ajm}:£-£LAtMS-jB-^6M^/&£S£6A$uLj/^£4^m&^& 

QiiS4jdjG^Tyk£Lckbj^f4^S0^^^A)i^)£-s: 6P T^F^o/yfJh.A/jJr pyifte /> is. 7j>! nr m,\/%

6j2mM-LA^TLirbh^mA^^£^OMZ^i^moATi^--eL^j^rA/LS^oB-.AAd^ 

JJ^A££SjUhT3a^6-^&fU^M-&U^-lZL!U-^£Q£j&i^jmmiUTL.fc 

1^S-£a^&^J^vAcj>J^SJtt±lLAdM>—/LLSJUMJU.AA^^£&C 

tf&jm

xj-tt(£-

pup/fl

it ,/ '

ALA^U-S4S^^?ij^^q^(LefA^M-^ne-<Ui^^^-TH£jUi^jxiAnM-AjyL-LMd-

rtf/^^£QteLi-Al6^CLJfcLJ~&aA^/dCLO-&tf-0te2£^/UkL£JE-&JL&te£-O-tl&g-iJi__

£K£^TAJ2QJ^77teli-ALSai-d&Ly^i^iM,L-A£iLe7^ ^f AFid f u op ~n+e 

M^a^Jtf:A^~~EZ£r/tfjEr*j£S^____ _______________________________________

-----7j£^-^lJtB3^CcLMAu^ljj:7^ AJC uJ^/y}USJ^6^l^£^T7/,£LAJS J-'/l. / C T (iatJ _&r

J3f^ElXLL~&/.ftL£-t----- ~7jS^-£&^TH£-LJ^&/tL17lH£0/U^J72^jkAQe- fYl G/2. tf T

CaMAc.M^EJ^-AJ^A£TJ^^CB/^L&^1i-UMAE^i77f^L6.Asr7-7ilTic.^___________



«rs.

**v

"ScSJil

&MJJUT-6^J^£n6JUhU-3$^^jM3J&J73t£^mL^

JE^Jj^zifj(b^cux-Ci&^jtj>^________ '________________________

......75Us iuL^Jtd^—O-^/fML^AO^_________________ ;

JEEUL££0£.

£k£J>£jLX^U>jL^SmBHUTT^lb

{At*

l.£Atitje3SiM±2

£a.JLo%JL0____________

B4oJAA^jQsmA&4-A-3%BMU

3M-S0O3

'*~/d*~



USCA11 Case: 22-12012 Document: 11-1 Date Filed: 01/10/2023 Page: 1 of 10

[DO NOT PUBLISH]

3ln tlj t

Mnxhb j&tate Court of Appeals 

3for % HEIeimttff Qltrcutf

No. 22-12012

Non-Argument Calendar

JACKIE RAY ROLLER,

Plaintiff-Appellant,

versus

CRYSTAL HOLLOWAY, 
PAMELA BALLINGER, 
JEANIE KASPER,
JOHN STROH, 
CARMEN GEER, et al,

Defendants-Appellees.

JlPPeitQtxZ' j



USCA11 Case: 22-12012 Document: 11-1 Date Filed: 01/10/2023 Page: 2 of 10

Opinion of the Court2 22-12012

Appeal from the United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Georgia 

D.C. Docket No. 4:21-cv-00065-HLM

Before Luck, Brasher, and Edmondson, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:

Jackie Roller, a Georgia prisoner proceeding pro se, appeals 

the district court's sua sponte dismissal - for failure to state a claim 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915A - of his prose 42 U.S.C. § 1983 com­
plaint. 1 No reversible error has been shown; we affirm.

I.

Roller filed pro se this civil action against eleven prison offi­
cials at the Walker State Prison in Rock Spring, Georgia. Con­
strued liberally, Roller's complaint purported to assert claims for 

violations of the First, Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments 

arising from an incident that occurred in July 2020.

Roller's complaint alleges these facts. While talking aloud 

to himself in the shower, Roller said the term “niggard”: a word 

Roller says he used to refer to himself having to pay filing fees in 

an unspecified state-court action. A fellow inmate overheard

* We read liberally briefs filed by pro se litigants. See Timson v. Sampson, 518 
F.3d 870, 874 (11th Cir. 2008). We also construe liberally pro 5e pleadings. See 
Tannenbaum v. United Stares, 148 F.3d 1262, 1263 (11th Cir. 1998).
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Roller and - believing Roller had uttered a racial slur - reported 

Roller to prison officials.

Prison officials placed Roller in a “restrictive-segregation- 

isolation” unit. Roller later received a disciplinary report charging 

him with using a racial slur. The disciplinary report also cited to 

ten inmate witness statements about the incident.

Roller attended a disciplinary hearing on 16 July 2020. At 
the conclusion of the hearing, the hearing officer found Roller 

guilty of the charged disciplinary offense. Roller was sentenced to 

14 days in isolation. During his period of isolation, Roller was de­
nied his daily hour of recreational yard time.

The magistrate judge conducted an initial screening of 

Roller's complaint, as required by the Prison Litigation Reform Act 
(“PLRA”), 28 U.S.C. § 1915A. The magistrate judge issued a report 
and recommendation (“R&R”), recommending that the complaint 
be dismissed for failure to state a claim.

Roller objected to the R&R. The district court overruled 

Roller s objections, adopted the R&R, and dismissed Roller's com­
plaint. This appeal followed.

n.
We review de novo a district court's sua sponte dismissal 

under section 1915A(b)(l) for failure to state a claim, applying the 

same standards that govern dismissals under Fed. R. Civ. P. 
12(b)(6). See Leal v. Ga. Dep’t of Corn, 254 F.3d 1276, 1278-79 

(11th Cir. 2001). We view the complaint in the light most favorable
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to the plaintiff, accepting the fact allegations in the complaint as 

true. SeeDimanche v. Brown, 783 F.3d 1204, 1214 (11th Cir. 2015).

To survive dismissal, “a complaint must contain sufficient 
factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim to relief that is plau­
sible on its face.” Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (quo­
tations omitted). To state a plausible claim for relief, plaintiffs must 
offer “factual content that allows the court to draw the reasonable 

inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” 

Id. “Factual allegations must be enough to raise a right to relief 

above the speculative level.” BellAti. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 
544, 555 (2007). “Threadbare recitals of the elements of a cause of 

action, supported by mere conclusory statements, do not suffice.” 

Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678.

As an initial matter, Roller has abandoned his claim alleging 

a double-jeopardy violation under the Fifth Amendment and his 

claims alleging equal-protection and substantive-due-process viola­
tions under the Fourteenth Amendment. See Sapuppo v. Allstate 

Floridian Ins. Co., 739 F.3d 678, 681-83 (11th Cir. 2014) (“[A]n ap­
pellant abandons a claim when he either makes only passing refer­
ences to it or raises it in a perfunctory manner without supporting 

arguments and authority.”); Timson v. Sampson, 518 F.3d 870, 874 

(11th Cir. 2008) (“While we read brief filed by pro se litigants liber­
ally, issues not briefed on appeal by a pro se litigant are deemed 

abandoned.” (citations omitted)). We also need not address 

Roller s argument - raised for the first time on appeal - asserting a 

violation of his right to privacy under the Health Insurance
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Portability and Accountability Act of 1996. See Access Now, Inc. 
v. Sw. Airlines Co., 385 F.3d 1324,1331 (11th Cir. 2004) (“[A]n issue 

not raised in the district court and raised for the first time in an 

appeal will not be considered by this court.”).

A. Eighth Amendment

Roller challenges the district court's dismissal of his claim for 

relief under the Eighth Amendment. Roller says he was subjected 

to cruel and unusual punishment when he was denied outside rec­
reational time during his 18 total days of isolation. Roller also con­
tends that - by wrongfully labeling Roller a “racist” - prison offi­
cials exposed Roller to potential future bodily harm by other in­
mates.

To state a claim under the Eighth Amendment, a prisoner 

must allege facts sufficient to demonstrate two things: (1) an “ob­
jectively, ‘sufficiently serious”’ deprivation, and (2) that the prison 

official acted with a “sufficiently culpable state of mind.” See 

Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825, 834 (1994). “[A] prison official 
cannot be found liable under the Eighth Amendment for denying 

an inmate humane conditions of confinement unless the official 
knows of and disregards an excessive risk to inmate health or 

safety; the official must both be aware of facts from which the in­
ference could be drawn that a substantial risk of serious harm ex­
ists, and he must also draw the inference.” Id. at 837.

“In the context of an inmate’s conditions of confinement af­
ter incarceration, the standard is that prison officials violate the
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Eighth Amendment through unnecessary and wanton infliction of 

pain/” Bass v. Perrin, 170 F.3d 1312, 1316 (11th Cir. 1999). We 

have acknowledged that the deprivation "of all outdoor exercise 

time” can amount to an “infliction of pain.” See id. But a depriva­
tion of outdoor time is neither “unnecessary” nor “wanton” when 

a "penological reason” exists for assigning a prisoner to solitary 

confinement and when prison officials are not deliberately indiffer­
ent to "a substantial risk of serious harm to a prisoner.” Id. at 1316-
17.

Here, Roller has failed to allege facts showing that his being 

deprived of outdoor recreation time constituted an “unnecessary 

and wanton infliction of pain” rising to the level of an Eighth 

Amendment violation. Roller's temporary placement in isolation 

was supported by a penological justification: Roller was found 

guilty of violating the prison's rules prohibiting the use of racial 
slurs. Furthermore, Roller has alleged no facts sufficient to demon­
strate that prison officials were deliberately indifferent to a known 

substantial risk of serious harm to Roller arising from the 18-day 

restriction on outdoor recreation time.

Roller has also failed to state a plausible Eighth Amendment 
claim based on his purported potential exposure to future physical 
harm. Roller alleges no facts to support his speculative assertion 

that he will be targeted for violence by other inmates. Nor has 

Roller alleged facts sufficient to show that prison officials - in dis­
ciplining Roller - acted with deliberate indifference to a known 

substantial risk that Roller would suffer serious physical harm in



USCA11 Case: 22-12012 Document: 11-1 Date Filed: 01/10/2023 Page: 7 of 10

Opinion of the Court 722-12012

the future. To the contrary, disciplining prisoners for violating 

prison rules is often necessary for prison officials to maintain order 

and to ensure prisoner safety. Cf. United States v. Mayes, 158 F.3d 

1215, 1224 (11th Cir. 1998) (recognizing that the government’s in­
terest in maintaining order and in preventing violent altercations 

among prisoners requires "punishing individuals for violent or 

other disruptive conduct” (quotations omitted)).

B. Fourteenth Amendment Due Process

The district court dismissed properly Roller’s procedural- 

due-process claim under the Fourteenth Amendment. Roller con­
tends that he was denied procedural due process because the 

prison’s disciplinary policy on obscene language was unduly vague, 
the disciplinary report reflected an incorrect date and time of the 

incident, and because Roller was denied copies or summaries of the. 
pertinent witness statements.

To state a claim for violation of procedural due process, a 

plaintiff must allege facts showing “(1) a deprivation of a constitu­
tionally-protected liberty or property interest; (2) state action; and 

(3) constitutionally-inadequate process.” See Arrington v. Helms, 
438 F.3d 1336, 1347 (11th Cir. 2006). In the context of prison disci­
plinary proceedings, a prisoner has no liberty interest to which due 

process attaches unless he can demonstrate that he suffered an 

"atypical and significant hardship ... in relation to the ordinary in­
cidents of prison life.” See Sandin v. Conner, 515 U.S. 472, 484-86 

(1995).
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Roller has failed to allege facts sufficient to demonstrate that 
being placed in isolation for 18 days caused him to suffer an atypical 
and significant hardship. See id. (concluding that a prisoner had no 

liberty interest protecting against a 30-day disciplinary assignment 
to segregated confinement because the confinement did not “pre­
sent a dramatic departure from the basic conditions of [the in­
mate's] sentence”); Rodgers v. Singletary, 142 F.3d 1252, 1252-53 

(11th Cir. 1998) (concluding that placement in administrative con­
finement for two months does not present the type of atypical, sig­
nificant deprivation that might create a constitutionally-protected 

liberty interest). Because Roller has shown no constitutionally-pro­
tected liberty interest, he can state no claim for relief based upon 

the alleged inadequacies of the prison’s disciplinary process.

C. First Amendment Retaliation

“The First Amendment forbids prison officials from retaliat­
ing against prisoners for exercising the right of free speech.” See 

Farrow v. West, 320 F.3d 1235, 1248 (11th Cir. 2003). To state a 

viable First Amendment retaliation claim, a plaintiff must allege 

facts sufficient to establish: (1) that he engaged in constitutionally- 

protected speech; (2) that he was subjected to “retaliatory conduct 
. . . likely to deter a person or ordinary firmness from engaging in 

such speech”; and (3) that a causal connection exists between the 

retaliatory conduct and the protected speech. See Smith v. Mosley, 
532 F.3d 1270, 1276 (11th Cir. 2008). To establish a causal connec­
tion, a prisoner must demonstrate prison officials were motivated 

subjectively by the prisoner’s protected speech. See id. at 1278.
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Roller contends that he was disciplined in retaliation for ex­
ercising his right to petition the government: his use of the word 

“niggard” while complaining aloud to himself about having to pay 

fees in his state-court action. But Roller has failed to allege facts 

establishing plausibly a causal connection between these com­
plaints and the discipline he received. Never has Roller alleged that 
prison officials understood Roller’s use of the word “niggard” as a 

complaint related to Roller’s state-court proceedings. To the con­
trary, prison officials disciplined Roller based on a determination 

that Roller’s speech constituted a racial slur prohibited by prison

rules.2 Roller cannot show that prison officials were motivated 

subjectively by Roller’s supposed complaints about having to pay 

state-court fees. The district court committed no error in conclud­
ing that Roller failed to state a claim for retaliation under the First 
Amendment.

D. Leave to Amend

We reject Roller’s assertion that the district court erred in 

dismissing his complaint without first granting him leave to 

amend. Generally speaking - “[wjhere a more carefully drafted 

complaint might state a claim” - a pro se plaintiff “must be given 

at least one chance to amend the complaint before the district court

2 That a prisoner’s use of a prohibited racial slur constitutes no constitution­
ally-protected speech is undisputed. See Smith, 532 F.3d at 1277 (noting that, 
“if a prisoner violates a legitimate prison regulation, he is not engaged in ‘pro­
tected conduct’").
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dismisses the action with prejudice.” See Bank v. Pitt, 928 F.2d 

1108, 1112(11 th Cir. 1991), overruled in part by Wagner v. Dae­
woo Heavy Indus. Am. Corp., 314 F.3d 541, 542 8t n.l (11th Cir. 
2002) (en banc) (holding that the rule in Bank does not apply to 

counseled plaintiffs). This rule applies even when - as in this case 

- the plaintiff never seeks leave to amend the complaint in the dis­
trict court. See id.

Roller contends
court should have granted him leave to amend. Roller offers no 

details about what proposed amendments he would make. In­
stead, Roller reiterates the same factual allegations and arguments 

asserted in his initial complaint. Given the factual allegations and 

claims involved in this case, we are unpersuaded that “a more care­
fully drafted complaint might state a claim.” The district court 
committed no error in concluding that Roller's complaint was sub­
ject to dismissal for failing to state a claim upon which relief could 

be granted.

without elaboration - that the district

AFFIRMED.

1
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FINAL REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

Plaintiff pro se, Jackie Ray Roller, confined in Walker State Prison in Rock

Spring, Georgia, submitted a Civil Rights Complaint Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

(Compl. [1].) Plaintiff paid the $350.00 filing fee and $52.00 administrative fee.

The matter is before the Court for an initial screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

For the reasons stated below, the undersigned RECOMMENDS that the

Complaint be DISMISSED.

I. STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Court must screen a prisoner complaint against a governmental entity,

officer, or employee and dismiss the complaint or any portion thereof if it (1) “is

frivolous, malicious, or fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted,” or

(2) “seeks monetary relief from a defendant who is immune from such relief.” 28
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U.S.C. § 1915A(a), (b)(l)-(2). A claim is frivolous when it “lacks an arguable basis

either in law or in fact.” Miller v. Donald. 541 F.3d 1091, 1100 (11th Cir. 2008)

(quoting Neitzke v. Williams. 490 U.S. 319, 327 (1989)) (internal quotation marks

omitted). A complaint fails to state a claim when the factual allegations, accepted

as true, do not “raise a right to relief above the speculative level.” Bell Atl. Corp.

v. Twomblv. 550 U.S. 544, 555-56 (2007). A viable claim must be “plausible on

its face.” Id. at 570.

In order to satisfy the plausibility standard, the plaintiff must plead “factual

content that allows the court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is

liable for the misconduct alleged.” Ashcroft v. Iqbal. 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009)

(citing Twomblv. 550 U.S. at 556). The Court construes the factual allegations

favorably to a pro se plaintiff and holds pro se pleadings to “less stringent standards

than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers.” Erickson v. Pardus. 551 U.S. 89, 94

(2007) (quoting Estelle v. Gamble. 429 U.S. 97, 106 (1976)).

“To state a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, a plaintiff must allege that (1) the

defendant deprived him of a right secured under the United States Constitution or

federal law and (2) such deprivation occurred under color of state law.” Richardson

v. Johnson. 598 F.3d 734, 737 (11th Cir. 2010) (citing U.S. Steel. LLC v. Tieco.

2
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Inc.. 261 F.3d 1275, 1288 (11th Cir. 2001) and Arrington v. Cobb Cntv.. 139 F.3d

865, 872 (11th Cir. 1998)).

II. DISCUSSION

Plaintiff brings this action against the following defendants: Officer Crystal

Holloway; Wardens Pamela Ballinger and Jeanie Kasper; Lieutenant John Stroh;

Sergeant Carmen Geer; Captain Scott Keith; Counselor Anna Whitten;

Disciplinary Investigator Rene Langston; Disciplinary Appeals Officer Ricky H.

Foskey; Special Agent James Smith; and Commissioner Timothy Ward. (Compl.

1, 3-6.) Plaintiff states that he “was alone taking a shower in dorm 5, talking to

himself, speaking the word ‘niggard’ for plaintiff to pay the state appeal filing fees

in the state Supreme Court,” on July 4, 2020. (Id at 6-7.) However, an inmate

overheard plaintiff and thought that he had uttered a racial slur. (Id at 7.) Plaintiff

was placed in isolation and given a disciplinary report on July 5, 2020. (Id.) On

July 8, 2020, plaintiff received a revised disciplinary report, which (1) charged him

with uttering a racial slur “several times,” and (2) cited ten inmate witness

statements that were not given to plaintiff. (Id at 8-10.) On July 16, 2020, Captain

Keith read two of the inmate witness statements at plaintiffs disciplinary hearing

and found him guilty. (Id at 10-11.) Captain Keith sentenced plaintiff to fourteen

days of isolation, including seven days without access to his property. (Id at 11.)

3
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On July 22,2020, plaintiff was released from isolation. (Id.) He filed a disciplinary

appeal, which Warden Ballinger denied on July 27, 2020. (Id at 12.) Plaintiffs

appeal to Commissioner Ward was denied on September 10, 2020. (Id) Plaintiff

claims that the disciplinary proceeding violated his constitutional rights. (Id. at 13-

28.) He seeks declaratory, injunctive, and monetary relief. (Id. at 4-5, 28-32.)

“The Due Process Clause offers two different kinds of constitutional

protection: procedural due process and substantive due process, and a violation of

either may form the basis for a suit under § 1983.” Slakman v. Buckner. 434 F.

App’x 872, 875 (11th Cir. 2011) (per curiam). “To establish a procedural due

process claim under § 1983, a plaintiff must show: (1) a deprivation of a

constitutionally protected liberty or property interest, (2) state action, and (3)

constitutionally inadequate process.” Bryant v. Ruvin. 477 F. App’x 605,607 (11th

Cir. 2012) (per curiam). A substantive due process claim under § 1983 involves

“[ojnly the most egregious official conduct” that is arbitrary or shocks the

conscience. Slakman. 434 F. App’x at 875 (quoting Waddell v. Hendrv Cntv.

Sheriffs Off.. 329 F.3d 1300, 1305 (11th Cir. 2003)). “To state an equal protection

claim under § 1983, a plaintiff must allege that (1) he is similarly situated with

other prisoners who received more favorable treatment; and (2) his discriminatory

4
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treatment was based on a constitutionally protected interest, such as race.” Id at

876.

“[A] prison official violates the Eighth Amendment only when two

requirements are met. First, the deprivation alleged must be, objectively,

sufficiently serious . . . ; a prison official’s act or omission must result in the denial

of the minimal civilized measure of life’s necessities,” which includes food,

clothing, shelter, medical care, and a safe environment. Farmer v. Brennan. 511

U.S. 825, 832, 834 (1994) (citations and internal quotation marks omitted). Second,

“a prison official must have a sufficiently culpable state of mind,” namely,

“deliberate indifference to inmate health or safety.” Id at 834 (citations and

internal quotation marks omitted).

In the present case, plaintiffs procedural due process claim is frivolous

because prisoners do not have a constitutional right to be housed in a particular

section of a facility. See Olim v. Wakinekona. 461 U.S. 238, 244-46 (1983);

Moody v. Daggett. 429 U.S. 78, 88 n.9 (1976); Meachum v. Fano. 427 U.S. 215,

223-25 (1976). Plaintiffs eighteen days in isolation did not constitute an “atypical

and significant hardship” sufficient to establish a Fourteenth Amendment liberty

interest. Sandin v. Conner. 515 U.S. 472, 484 (1995). Plaintiffs time in isolation

was also not “objectively, sufficiently serious” to establish an Eighth Amendment

5
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violation. See Farmer. 511 U.S. at 834. Plaintiffs substantive due process claim

is frivolous because his allegations do not show egregious or conscience-shocking

official conduct. See Slakman. 434 F. App’x at 875. Plaintiff fails to state an equal

protection claim because the Complaint does not show that (1) he is similarly

situated with other specific inmates who received more favorable treatment, and

(2) his treatment is based on a constitutionally protected interest. Id at 876.

Plaintiff also claims that defendants retaliated against him. (Compl. 13-15,

20-21.) The elements of a retaliation claim are (1) constitutionally protected speech,

(2) an adverse effect on that speech by retaliatory conduct, and (3) a causal

connection between the adverse effect and retaliatory conduct. See Douglas v.

Yates. 535 F.3d 1316, 1321 (11th Cir. 2008). “The causal connection inquiry asks

whether the defendants were subjectively motivated to discipline because

[plaintiff] complained of some of the conditions of his confinement.” Smith v.

Mosley. 532 F.3d 1270, 1278 (11th Cir. 2008). In the present case, plaintiffs

retaliation claim is frivolous because he alleges that defendants falsely disciplined

him for uttering a racial slur, not for complaining about his confinement. “The

mere assertion of a false or unproven disciplinary infraction does not alone amount

to a constitutional violation.” McKissick v. Deal. No. 5:14-cv-72-MTT, 2014 WL

6
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2170977, at *2 (M.D. Ga. May 23, 2014) (citing Rodgers v. Singletary. 142 F.3d

1252 (11th Cir. 1998)).

Finally, plaintiff claims that defendants placed him in double jeopardy.

(Compl. 13-17.) However, “[t]he Double Jeopardy Clause does not apply to

proceedings that are not ‘essentially criminal.’ ... Prison disciplinary proceedings

are not part of a criminal prosecution.” Garland v. Barfield. No. 3:08-cv-261-RV-

EMT, 2009 WL 22283, at *2 (N.D. Fla. Jan. 2, 2009) (citations omitted).

Accordingly, the Complaint should be dismissed.

III. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, the undersigned RECOMMENDS that the

Complaint [1] be DISMISSED pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)(l).

The Clerk is DIRECTED to terminate the referral to the undersigned.

SO RECOMMENDED, this 9th day of May, 2022.

WALTER E. JQHNSON
UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE

7
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 

ROME DIVISION

JACKIE RAY ROLLER

Plaintiff,
CIVIL ACTION FILE
NO. 4:21-CV-0065-HLM-WEJv.

CRYSTAL HOLLOWAY, et al.

Defendants.

ORDER

This is a civil rights action filed under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 by a

prisoner proceeding pro se. The case is before the Court on the

Final Report and Recommendation of United States Magistrate

Judge Walter E. Johnson [14] and on Plaintiffs Objections to the

Final Report and Recommendation [18].

I. Standard of Review

28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) requires that in reviewing a magistrate

judge’s report and recommendation, the district court “shall make
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a de novo determination of those portions of the report or specified

proposed findings or recommendations to which objection is

made.” 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1). The Court “must make a de novo

determination of those portions of a magistrate judge’s report and

recommendation to which an objection is made.” Kohser v.

Protective Life Coro.. 649 F. App’x 774, 777 (11th Cir. 2016) (per

curiam). “However, where a litigant fails to offer specific objections

to a magistrate judge’s factual findings, there is no requirement of

de novo review.” id “A specific objection must ‘identify the portions

of the proposed findings and recommendation to which objection is

made and the specific basis for objection.’” ]d (quoting Heath v.

Jones. 863 F.3d 815, 822 (11th Cir. 1989)). If no party files a timely

objection to a factual finding in the report and recommendation, the

Court reviews that finding for clear error. Macort v. Prem, Inc.. 208

F. App’x 781, 784 (11th Cir. 2006) (per curiam). Legal conclusions,

of course, are subject to de novo review even if no party specifically

2
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objects. LeCrov v. McNeil. 397 F. App’x 554, 556 (11th Cir. 2010)

(per curiam).

II. Discussion

On May 9, 2022, Judge Johnson issued his Final Report and

Recommendation. (Final Report & Recommendation (Docket

Entry No. 14).) Judge Johnson recommended that the Court

dismiss this action for failure to state a claim for relief. (See

generally id)

Plaintiff filed Objections to the Order and Final Report and

Recommendation. (Objs. (Docket Entry No. 18).) The Court finds

that the matter is ripe for resolution.

The Court agrees with Judge Johnson that Plaintiff’s

Complaint does not state viable § 1983 claims. (Final Report &

Recommendation at 1-7.) First, Plaintiff does not state a

procedural due process claim “because prisoners do not have a

constitutional right to be housed in a particular section of a facility,”

and spending eighteen days in isolation is not sufficient to establish
3
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a violation of Plaintiffs Fourteenth Amendment liberty interest or an

Eighth Amendment violation. (Id. at 5-6.) Second, Plaintiffs

substantive due process claim fails “because his allegations do not

show egregious or conscience-shocking official conduct.” (|d. at

6.) Third, Plaintiffs allegations do not state a viable § 1983 equal

protection claim. (Id.) Fourth, Plaintiff fails to state a viable § 1983

retaliation claim. (|d at 6-7.) Fifth, the Double Jeopardy Clause

does not apply here. (Id, at 7.) Nothing in Plaintiffs Objections

warrants rejecting the Final Report and Recommendation. Judge

Johnson properly evaluated Plaintiffs allegations, and the Court

adopts the Final Report and Recommendation and overrules

Plaintiffs Objections.

III. Conclusion

ACCORDINGLY, the Court ADOPTS the Final Report and

Recommendation of United States Magistrate Judge Walter E.

Johnson [14] and OVERRULES Plaintiffs Objections to the Final

Report and Recommendation [18].. The Court DISMISSES
4
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Plaintiff’s Complaint for failure to state a claim for relief, and it

DIRECTS the Clerk to CLOSE this action.

IT IS SO ORDERED, this the 24th day of May, 2022.

/s/ Harold L. Murphy

SENIOR UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

5
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 

ATLANTA DIVISION

JACKIE RAY ROLLER,

CIVIL ACTION FILEPlaintiff,

NO. 4:21 -CV-65-HLM-WEJvs.

CRYSTAL HOLLOWAY, et al„

Defendants.

JUDGMENT

This action having come before the court, Honorable Harold L. Murphy, United

States District Judge, for consideration, it is

Ordered and Adjudged that the action be DISMISSED for failure to state a claim

for relief.

Dated at Rome, Georgia, this 24th day of May, 2022.

KEVIN P. WEIMER 
CLERK OF COURT

By: s/Jill Avers
, Deputy Clerk

Prepared, Filed, and Entered 
in the Clerk’s Office 
May 24, 2022 
Kevin P. Weimer 
Clerk of Court

By: s/Jill Avers
Deputy Clerk,
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