UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Hunter v. Reece

No. 2:24-cv-02513 SCR P (E.D. Cal. June 17, 2025) - No. No. 2:24-cv-02513 SCR P - Decided June 18, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened Adrian D. Hunter’s 42

U.S.C. § 1983 prisoner civil rights complaint. The court granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis,

denied the motions for appointment of counsel without prejudice, and found that the complaint failed

to state a claim based on the alleged false rules violation report and grievance-process conduct.

Plaintiff was granted thirty days to file an amended complaint.
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Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 screened under 28
U.S.C. § 1915A before service of process.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss a prisoner complaint
that is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks monetary
relief from an immune defendant. In assessing failure to state a claim,
the court accepts well-pleaded allegations as true and construes them
in the plaintiff's favor, but requires factual content sufficient to make

the claim facially plausible.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a Fourteenth Amendment procedural-due-process claim based on Reece's

allegedly false rules-violation report.

2. Whether the complaint stated due-process claims against officials who allegedly mishandled plaintiff's

prison grievances and appeals.
3. Whether defendants sued in their official capacities for damages were immune from suit under § 1983.

4. Whether plaintiff demonstrated exceptional circumstances warranting appointment of counsel at the
pleading stage.

5. Whether plaintiff should be granted leave to amend the deficient complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a cognizable Fourteenth Amendment procedural-due-process claim against
Reece because it did not allege the outcome or punishment resulting from the report, any protected

liberty-interest deprivation, or denial of required procedures at a disciplinary hearing.

2. The complaint did not state a constitutional claim based on alleged deficiencies in the prison grievance
and appeal process because prisoners have no constitutional right to an effective grievance or appeal

procedure.

3. The claims for damages against Roberts, Hurtado, and Williams in their official capacities were barred

by Eleventh Amendment immunity.

4. Appointment of counsel was premature and the motions were denied without prejudice because the
complaint's deficiencies appeared potentially curable and plaintiff had received assistance from a prison

library technical assistant.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A false allegation against a prisoner does not create a claim so long as ... the prisoner receives procedural

due process before there is a deprivation of liberty as a result of false allegations[.]” (Opinion at 4)

“Generally, prisoners do not have a constitutional right to an effective grievance or appeal procedure.”
(Opinion at 6)

“Plaintiff s complaint fails to state a valid claim for relief pursuant to the Due Process Clause of the

Fourteenth Amendment against any defendant.” (Opinion at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a state prisoner and ADA worker at the California Medical Facility, alleged that correctional officer P.
Reece ordered him out of a prison kitchen area and later issued a rules-violation report accusing him of being out
of bounds and misbehaving. Plaintiff alleged that officials denied or mishandled aspects of his requests for



assistance, witnesses, and grievance review. He sought millions of dollars in compensatory and punitive

damages for emotional and physical symptoms.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hunter filed a pro se complaint alleging Fourteenth Amendment due-process violations arising from a allegedly
false rules-violation report and the handling of related prison grievances. The court granted one in-forma-
pauperis application, denied two others as moot, denied motions for appointment of counsel without prejudice,
and determined that the complaint failed to state a claim and should not be served. The court granted thirty days

to file an amended complaint and warned that failure to do so could result in a recommendation of dismissal
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b).
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