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SUMMARY

A United States magistrate judge recommends granting Defendant Walter Sammons’s motions for
summary judgment in Terrance J. Feaster’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The recommendation addresses
claims alleging Eighth Amendment excessive force and failure to intervene, as well as First
Amendment retaliation arising from prison cell searches and an alleged incident in a correctional
facility office. The magistrate judge concludes that Plaintiff failed to establish genuine disputes of
material fact supporting the claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and Recommendations on defendants’ motions for summary
judgment in a prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

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
views facts and reasonable inferences in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, unless the record blatantly contradicts that party’s
version so that no reasonable jury could believe it. The nonmoving
party must present specific, admissible evidence showing a genuine
issue for trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Feaster’s Eighth Amendment excessive-
force claim.

2. Whether defendant Norman was entitled to summary judgment on Feaster’s Eighth Amendment failure-
to-intervene claim.

3. Whether defendant Sammons was entitled to summary judgment on Feaster’s First Amendment
retaliation claim based on cell searches and related conduct.

HOLDINGS

1. The magistrate judge recommended granting summary judgment because the record, viewed in Feaster’s
favor, was so contradictory to his account that no reasonable jury could find that defendants used force;
alternatively, Feaster failed to produce evidence satisfying the subjective and objective components of
an Eighth Amendment excessive-force claim.

2. The magistrate judge recommended granting summary judgment because Feaster failed to establish the
adverse-action and causation elements of a First Amendment retaliation claim, and defendants
established that the challenged cell searches would have occurred regardless of Feaster’s protected
activity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate “if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material
fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (Section II)

“Viewing the record in the light most favorable to Plaintiff, no reasonable jury would be able to find that
Defendants employed force” (Section III.A)

“An “inmate cannot immunize himself from adverse administrative action by prison officials merely by filing
a grievance or a lawsuit and then claiming that everything that happens to him is retaliatory.”” (Section
III.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



On September 14, 2021, Feaster spoke with correctional officers about searches of his prison cell and was taken
to Sammons’s office. Feaster alleged that Sammons and Norman yelled at him about filing grievances, that
Sammons ordered him to cuff up and go to segregation, and that Sammons pushed or yanked him against a door,
injuring his shoulder. Defendants denied using force and submitted witness statements, incident reports,
investigative materials, and medical evidence showing no observable injury and full range of motion. Feaster
also alleged that cell searches and seizure or destruction of complaint materials were retaliatory, while
defendants asserted that the searches were random, routine searches designed to discover and deter contraband.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Feaster filed a § 1983 action alleging First Amendment retaliation and Eighth Amendment excessive-force and
failure-to-intervene claims arising from events at the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility. After initial review,
most claims were dismissed, leaving claims against Walter Sammons and Norman; the district judge adopted that
recommendation on January 8, 2024. Feaster later filed an amended complaint adding a retaliation claim against
G. Hardinger, who had not been served and was not included in the summary-judgment motions. The magistrate
judge recommended granting Sammons’s motions for summary judgment on the surviving claims addressed by
the motions.
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