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Defendant.

Chades Ellerson Carroll, Jr., a Virginia inmate proceeding pro K , filed tllis civil rights

action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. j 1983, alleging that on November 25, 2013, the defendant prison

offker refused to provide him with his supper meal, because Carroll had not reblrned his lunch

tray as required. Upon review of the record, the court finds that the action must be sllmmarily

dismissed as frivolous.

The court is required to dismiss a prisoner's civil action against a governmental oftker if

that action is frivolous, malicious, or fails to sute a claim on which relief may be granted. 28

U.S.C. j 1915A(b)(1).Such statutory authority to dismiss a claim as frivolous allows the court

Glto dismiss a claim based on an indisputably meritless legal theory (or) facttzal contentions (thatl

are clearly baseless.'' Neitzke v. Willinms, 490 U.S. 319, 327 (1989).

To prove that tmcomfortable or even harsh prison conditions violated his constitutional

rights, a prisoner must lçproduce evidence of a serious or significant physical or emotional injury

resulting from the challenged conditionl 1.'5 Shakka v. Smith, 71 F.3d 162, 166 (4th Cir. 1995).

Carroll fails to allege suffering any hnrm whatsoever from missing one meal. M oreover, as

Cmw ll's own refusal to follow prison procedlzre caused the alleged deprivation, he has no

facttzal basis to blame the oftker for any violation of his rights. For the reasons stated, the court
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finds no constitutional implications here, and dismisses Carroll's complaint without prejudice,

pttrsuant to j 1915A(b)(1), as frivolous.

The Clerk is directed to send copies of this memorandum opinion and accompanying

order to plaintiff

%' uENTER: This day of January
, 2014.

Chief United States District Judge
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