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SUMMARY

This document contains findings and recommendations by the United States District Court for the

Eastern District of California regarding Defendant Ledbetter’s motion for summary judgment. The

action concerns a prisoner’s claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for First Amendment retaliation and

Eighth Amendment failure to protect. The magistrate judge recommends granting the motion, finding

insufficient evidence of retaliatory motive or deliberate indifference to a substantial risk of harm.
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Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, brought First Amendment retaliation and
Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect claims. Defendant moved for
summary judgment. The magistrate judge recommended granting the
motion and entering judgment for Defendant, subject to objections and

review by the assigned district judge.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. The court must view the opposing party's evidence favorably and
draw reasonable inferences in that party's favor, but conclusory
allegations, speculation, and unsupported metaphysical doubt do not

create a genuine dispute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff presented sufficient evidence of retaliatory motive and lack of a legitimate correctional
goal to create a genuine dispute on his First Amendment retaliation claim.

2. Whether Plaintiff presented sufficient evidence that Defendant knew of and disregarded an objectively
substantial risk of serious harm to Plaintiff to create a genuine dispute on his Eighth Amendment failure-

to-protect claim.

3. Whether Defendant was entitled to qualified immunity.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's First Amendment retaliation claim because
Plaintiff offered only speculation and conclusory allegations that Defendant's comment was motivated
by Plaintiff's protected conduct, and the evidence showed that the challenged conduct reasonably

advanced legitimate correctional goals.

2. Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's failure-to-protect claim because Plaintiff
failed to establish an objectively substantial risk of serious harm or that Defendant knew of and

disregarded such a risk.

3. The court did not reach qualified immunity because Defendant was entitled to judgment on the merits of

both constitutional claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate when it is demonstrated that there “is no genuine dispute as to any

material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (at 2)

“A claim for First Amendment retaliation in the prison context requires: (1) that a state actor took some
adverse action against the plaintiff (2) because of (3) the plaintiff’s protected conduct, and that such action
(4) chilled the plaintiff’s exercise of his First Amendment rights, and (5) “the action did not reasonably

advance a legitimate correctional goal.”” (at 7)

“A failure to protect claim under the Eighth Amendment requires a showing that “the official [knew] of and

disregard[ed] an excessive risk to inmate ... safety.”” (at 8)

“At most, Defendant’s comment to Davis during the disciplinary hearing amounts to mere negligence or gross

negligence—neither of which arises to an Eighth Amendment violation.” (at 23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



During a February 10, 2022 prison disciplinary hearing conducted by Defendant Ledbetter, Plaintiff admitted
refusing a housing assignment. Plaintiff alleged that Ledbetter made a statement or joke to Plaintiff's witness that
effectively labeled Plaintiff a snitch in retaliation for Plaintiff's discussion of another lawsuit concerning prison
water, placing Plaintiff at risk from other inmates. The undisputed evidence showed that the witness understood
the comment as a joke, Plaintiff was not attacked, Plaintiff reported no ongoing safety or enemy concerns when
interviewed after filing a grievance, and Ledbetter had no knowledge of any substantial risk to Plaintiff's safety.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action proceeded on Plaintiff's First Amendment retaliation claim and Eighth Amendment failure-to-protect
claim against Defendant Ledbetter. Defendant filed a motion for summary judgment, Plaintiff opposed it with a
brief but no compliant response to Defendant's statement of undisputed facts, and Defendant replied. The
magistrate judge deemed the properly supported facts admitted under Local Rule 260(b), considered any
contrary facts supported by Plaintiff's verified complaint or evidence, and recommended granting summary
judgment on both claims.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The magistrate judge recommended that the assigned district judge grant Defendant's motion for summary
judgment, direct the Clerk to enter judgment in Defendant's favor, and close the case. The parties were given
fourteen days to object under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) and Local Rule 304(b).
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