UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

GEORGIA

Byron Donnelle Clay v. Ms. Gamble, et al.

No. 3:25-cv-00121-TES-AGH (M.D. Ga. Dec. 23, 2025) - No. No. 3:25-cv-00121-TES-AGH - Decided

December 24, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Georgia grants the plaintiff’s Rule 60

motion for reconsideration, vacates its prior dismissal and judgment, and reviews the action. The court

then dismisses the § 1983 action without prejudice for failure to timely pay the required partial initial

filing fee, finding that the plaintiff had access to family support and acted in bad faith. The court also

conducts preliminary screening and addresses claims concerning jail conditions, alleged violations of

standard operating procedures, and the liability of the named defendants.
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The pro se inmate plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 60 for reconsideration of the prior dismissal of his § 1983
complaint for failure to obey orders requiring payment of a partial
initial filing fee. The court granted reconsideration, vacated the prior
dismissal order and judgment, reviewed the newly discovered
evidence and the complaint, and again dismissed the action without

prejudice.

Under Rule 60, relief from a final judgment is available on the
grounds specified in the rule, including newly discovered evidence and
other reasons justifying relief. Under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915A and 1915(e),
the court conducts preliminary screening and must dismiss claims that
are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim, or seek relief from an
immune defendant. Pro se pleadings are liberally construed but must

still satisfy the plausibility standard. Conditions-of-confinement



claims require sufficiently serious deprivation and deliberate

indifference to a serious risk of harm.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether Clay was entitled to relief from the prior dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60

based on his asserted newly discovered evidence concerning the payment of the partial initial filing fee.

. Whether dismissal without prejudice was appropriate under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b)

because Clay failed to timely pay the court-ordered partial initial filing fee.

. Whether the claims against Correct Health, the Walton County Sheriff's Office, and the Walton County
Jail failed because the complaint did not connect those defendants to a constitutional violation and

certain defendants were not entities subject to suit under § 1983.
. Whether an alleged violation of jail standard operating procedures stated a federal constitutional claim.

. Whether Clay stated a Fourteenth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim based on his temporary
placement in a padded cell or suicide-watch cell.

OLDINGS

The court granted Clay's motion for reconsideration and vacated its prior dismissal order and judgment

so that it could review the asserted newly discovered evidence and reconsider the dismissal.

. A district court may dismiss a prisoner civil action without prejudice under Rule 41(b) when the plaintiff
fails to obey an order requiring timely payment of a partial initial filing fee, and dismissal was warranted

because Clay had the ability to pay but disregarded the court's orders.

. The claims against Correct Health, the Walton County Sheriff's Office, and the Walton County Jail were

dismissed without prejudice for failure to state a claim.

. An alleged violation of jail policies or standard operating procedures, standing alone, does not establish

a federal constitutional violation actionable under § 1983.

. Clay failed to state a Fourteenth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim because temporary
placement in a padded or suicide-watch cell did not allege a sufficiently serious deprivation, and

Gamble's precautionary placement decision did not show deliberate indifference.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, Plaintiff’s prior representations to the Court that he had no financial ability to pay filing fees nor
family support are disingenuous, at best, and at their worst, an attempted fraud upon the Court and abuse of

the judicial process.” (at 7)

“Prison regulations and Standard Operating Procedures do not confer federal rights to prisoners that may be
enforced or redressed in a § 1983 action.” (at 14)

“Defendant Gamble’s determination that Plaintiff needed to be temporarily placed in a padded cell is in no
way indicative that she acted with the subjective recklessness necessary to show deliberate indifference to any
imaginable risk of harm but instead demonstrates that she took cautionary measures to prevent an inmate

from possibly harming himself.” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Clay was an inmate at the Walton County Jail who filed a § 1983 complaint concerning his temporary placement
in a padded cell or suicide-watch cell after he used a kiosk to report that his cellmate was suicidal. The court
ordered Clay to pay a $41.67 partial initial filing fee and extended his deadline, but he did not timely pay it.
Evidence from Clay's other lawsuits showed that he had positive balances and deposits in his inmate account and
had obtained money orders from family or his fiancé to pay filing fees in other cases. The court concluded that
he could have paid the fee in this case and that his claims concerning the cell placement and alleged violation of

jail procedures failed to state a constitutional claim.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Clay filed a prisoner civil-rights complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. The court ordered him to pay a partial initial
filing fee, granted an extension, and later ordered him to show cause after he failed to pay. On October 17, 2025,
the court dismissed the action without prejudice for failure to obey court orders. Clay then moved for
reconsideration, asserting that a jail-administration workflow prevented him from paying the fee. The court

rejected that explanation after reviewing his financial records and also screened and dismissed the complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)(1).
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