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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama grants Defendant Rolanda
Calloway’s motion for summary judgment and denies Plaintiff Frederick Dwight Jones’s motion for
judgment on the pleadings. The court holds that Jones failed to establish deliberate indifference or an
affirmative causal connection between Calloway’s conduct and his alleged over-detention in violation
of Fourteenth Amendment due process. The court enters judgment for Calloway and dismisses the
case with prejudice.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding pro se under 42 U.S.C. § 1983,
moved for judgment on the pleadings. Defendant moved for summary
judgment on Plaintiff's remaining Fourteenth Amendment over-
detention claim. The court applied the Rule 56 summary-judgment
standard, denied Plaintiff's motion, granted Defendant's motion,
entered judgment for Defendant, and dismissed the case with
prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56, summary judgment is
appropriate 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
may not weigh evidence or make credibility determinations, must view
evidence and draw justifiable inferences in favor of the nonmovant,
and may treat properly unsupported factual assertions as undisputed
under Rule 56(e).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Calloway was entitled to sovereign immunity from monetary damages sought against her in her
official capacity.

2. Whether Jones presented sufficient evidence to create a genuine dispute of material fact that Calloway
acted with deliberate indifference to his Fourteenth Amendment due-process rights by causing his
alleged over-detention.

3. Whether additional claims concerning events after Jones's release were properly before the court and
cognizable under § 1983.

HOLDINGS

1. Calloway was entitled to sovereign immunity from monetary damages sought against her in her official
capacity because an official-capacity suit is treated as a suit against the State, Alabama had not waived
its Eleventh Amendment immunity in § 1983 actions, and Congress had not abrogated that immunity.

2. Jones failed to establish a genuine issue of material fact on his Fourteenth Amendment due-process over-
detention claim because he did not show that Calloway acted with subjective recklessness or that her
specific acts or omissions affirmatively caused the alleged over-detention.

3. Claims that Jones's filings might be construed to assert concerning events after his release, including the
later revocation hearing and subsequent parole denials, were not properly before the court and were not
cognizable under § 1983 pursuant to Heck v. Humphrey.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings (Doc. 95) is DENIED, Defendant Calloway’s Motion for
Summary Judgment (Doc. 104) is GRANTED, and this case is DISMISSED with prejudice.” (I)

“Because the evidence fails to establish either deliberate indifference by Defendant Calloway or that she
affirmatively caused Plaintiff’s over-detention, Plaintiff has failed to establish a genuine issue of material fact
on his Fourteenth Amendment due process claim.” (IV.b)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jones, who had previously been paroled from an Alabama life sentence, was arrested in Indiana in March 2020
for an alleged parole violation and transported to Kilby Correctional Facility. He did not receive a parole-



revocation hearing within the 20-business-day period described in Ala. Code § 15-22-32(a), and he remained
detained until his release on September 1, 2020, after an assistant field director instructed Warden Calloway to
release him. Jones claimed that Calloway knew of the lack of a hearing and should have notified the Parole
Board, but the record did not show that Calloway knew she had responsibility to notify the Board, knew Jones
was entitled to release, or caused the continued detention. Jones's own sworn filings attributed the continued
detention to the Parole Board's alleged knowledge and inaction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jones filed an amended § 1983 complaint asserting multiple claims against multiple defendants. All but one
claim against Warden Rolanda Calloway were dismissed before this order. The remaining claim alleged that
Calloway violated Jones's Fourteenth Amendment due-process rights by failing to ensure his release or notify the
Alabama Board of Pardons and Paroles after he did not receive a timely parole-revocation hearing. The court
denied Jones's motion for judgment on the pleadings, granted Calloway's motion for summary judgment, and
dismissed the action with prejudice.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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