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SUMMARY

This order addresses multiple defendants’ motions for summary judgment in a pro se employment-
retaliation action brought by a Florida Department of Juvenile Justice employee. The plaintiff asserted
Title VII retaliation, retaliatory hostile work environment, retaliatory failure to promote, preliminary
injunctive relief, a Florida Whistleblower Act claim, and First Amendment retaliation under 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983. The court granted the defendants’ motions for summary judgment, after considering the
parties’ evidence, discovery disputes, and briefing.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, proceeding pro se, sued the Florida Department of Juvenile
Justice and five individual defendants in Florida state court asserting
Title VII retaliation claims, a Title VII retaliatory hostile-work-
environment claim, retaliatory failure to promote, a Florida
Whistleblower Act claim, First Amendment retaliation under 42
U.S.C. § 1983, and a request for preliminary injunctive relief.
Defendants removed the action to federal court and moved for
summary judgment. The district court granted the motions, found the
injunction request moot, entered final judgment for defendants, and
closed the case.



STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute of
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
The court must view the evidence and draw reasonable inferences in
favor of the nonmoving party, but unsupported allegations and
conclusory assertions do not create a genuine dispute. Title VII and
Florida Whistleblower Act retaliation claims were analyzed under the
McDonnell Douglas burden-shifting framework and, alternatively,
under the convincing-mosaic approach. The First Amendment
retaliation claim was analyzed under the four-stage framework, with
qualified immunity requiring defendants to show discretionary
conduct and plaintiff to show a constitutional violation and clearly
established law.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether DJJ was entitled to summary judgment on Johnson’s Title VII retaliation claim.

2. Whether DJJ was entitled to summary judgment on Johnson’s Title VII retaliatory hostile-work-
environment claim.

3. Whether Johnson exhausted administrative remedies for his Title VII retaliatory failure-to-promote
claim.

4. Whether DJJ was entitled to summary judgment on Johnson’s Florida Whistleblower Act retaliation
claim.

5. Whether the individual defendants were entitled to qualified immunity on Johnson’s First Amendment
retaliation claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

6. Whether Johnson’s request for preliminary injunctive relief remained justiciable after summary
judgment resolved all merits claims.

HOLDINGS



1. DJJ was entitled to summary judgment on the Title VII retaliation claim because, even assuming that
some protected activity and materially adverse actions were shown, Johnson failed to establish causation
beyond conclusory temporal-proximity assertions and failed to show that DJJ’s legitimate, non-
retaliatory reasons were pretextual.

2. DJJ was entitled to summary judgment on the retaliatory hostile-work-environment claim because, even
considering the totality of alleged events, Johnson failed to provide evidence that the conduct was
unjustified or retaliatory, and DJJ articulated legitimate, non-retaliatory reasons for the challenged
interactions.

3. Johnson failed to exhaust administrative remedies for his Title VII retaliatory failure-to-promote claim
because his 2022 EEOC charge did not allege facts concerning DJJ hiring practices or failures to
promote.

4. DJJ was entitled to summary judgment on Johnson’s Florida Whistleblower Act claim because, even
assuming protected activity and adverse actions, Johnson failed to establish causation or refute DJJ’s
legitimate, non-retaliatory explanations.

5. The individual defendants were entitled to qualified immunity on Johnson’s First Amendment retaliation
claim because Johnson failed to show that their conduct was causally connected to protected speech and
therefore failed to establish a constitutional violation.

6. Johnson’s request for preliminary injunctive relief was moot because summary judgment resolved all
claims and no live controversy remained for prospective interim relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Clerk is DIRECTED to enter final summary judgment in favor of Defendants Florida Department of
Juvenile Justice, Andrew Correa, Matthew Clark, Rosa Ardito, Paul Sheffer, and Sean Skillern and against
Plaintiff Quintaurus L. Johnson, and is DIRECTED to terminate all pending motions and deadlines and to
close the case.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Johnson has been employed by the Florida Department of Juvenile Justice as a juvenile probation officer since
2015. After filing a 2019 sex-discrimination EEOC charge and a 2022 retaliation charge, he received counseling,
performance evaluations, investigations, reprimands, and changes to his telework accommodation, which he
characterized as retaliatory. He also filed numerous internal complaints concerning supervision, workplace
conditions, disability accommodation, and alleged retaliation, as well as a 2025 charge with the Florida
Commission on Human Relations. The defendants attributed the challenged employment actions to documented
performance problems, disputed case visits, timesheet discrepancies, complaints from youths’ families, overdue
assignments, and workplace incidents.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Johnson filed four complaints, with the Third Amended Complaint serving as the operative pleading. The case
was removed from Florida state court on September 17, 2024. After discovery disputes and sanctions
proceedings, the defendants moved for summary judgment. The court allowed Johnson, who initially failed to



substantively respond, additional time to respond; after striking one response containing nonexistent citations,
the court permitted refiling. The court granted summary judgment on Counts I, II, III, IV, and VII, found Count
V moot, directed entry of final judgment, and closed the case.
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