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NOT FOR PUBLICATION

A the

United States Court of Apprals
For the Llewenth Cirruit

No. 25-11373
Non-Argument Calendar

SHELTON R. THOMAS,

Plaintiff-Appellant,
Vversus

DOCTOR KENNETH COWENS,
Macon State Prison,
NURSE DEBORAH TYMES,
Macon State Prison,
PRISCILLA MCKELLAR,
Correctional Officer at Macon State Prison,
FELICIA MCKELLAR,

Unit Manager at Macon State Prison,

JUDY SANDERS,

Appointment Specialist, et al.,

Defendants-Appellees,

LT PATRICIA THOMAS, et al.,
Defendants.
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2 Opinion of the Court 25-11373

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Middle District of Georgia
D.C. Docket No. 5:22-cv-00012-CAR-CHW

Before ROSENBAUM, GRANT, and KiDD, Circuit Judges.
PER CURIAM:

In January 2022, Shelton Thomas, a pro se Georgia prisoner,
filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint against the personnel of Macon
State Prison, raising several claims related to his medical treatment
while incarcerated. After three years of litigation, the district court
entered summary judgment in favor of the defendants. Thomas
now appeals and challenges several aspects of the resolution of his

case.

We have considered all arguments raised by Thomas on ap-

peal, including whether:

L The district court abused its discretion by denying
Thomas’s motions for spoliation sanctions because
the defendants purportedly destroyed video surveil-
lance recordings and sick-call forms relevant to his

claims.

IL. The district court erred in finding that Thomas failed
to appropriately respond to the defendants’ undis-
puted statement of material facts in support of their
motion for summary judgment, as required by the

Middle District of Georgia’s local rules.
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III.  The district court erred in granting summary judg-
ment on Thomas’s Eighth Amendment deliberate-
medical-indifference claims based on its conclusions
that: (1) Thomas failed to exhaust his administrative
remedies with respect to some of his claims and
(2) the defendants were entitled to qualified immun-

ity on the remaining exhausted claims.

IV.  The district court erred in granting summary judg-
ment on Thomas’s First Amendment retaliation
claim based on the determination that Thomas failed
to establish a constitutional violation and the single
defendant named in that count was therefore entitled

to qualified immunity.

After careful consideration of the record and the parties’
briefs, we see no reason to disturb the well-reasoned analyses out-
lined in the relevant orders and recommendations authored by the
magistrate judge in this case, as adopted and affirmed by the district
judge. Because we find no reversible error in the district court’s
proceedings, we AFFIRM.



