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SUMMARY

These Findings and Recommendations address Defendant Fiori’s motion for summary judgment based
on Plaintiff’s alleged failure to exhaust administrative remedies under the Prison Litigation Reform
Act. The court concludes that Plaintiff’s grievances either did not identify Fiori or did not concern the
deliberate-indifference allegations at issue. The magistrate judge recommends granting the motion and
dismissing the action without prejudice.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a pro se action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that
Defendant Fiori was deliberately indifferent to Plaintiff's need for
clothing and linens. Defendant moved for summary judgment based on
failure to exhaust administrative remedies. The magistrate judge
recommends granting the motion and dismissing the action without
prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW 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. On a failure-to-exhaust motion, the defendant bears the burden
of proving that an available administrative remedy existed and that the
prisoner did not exhaust it. If the defendant meets that burden, the
prisoner must produce evidence showing that the remedy was
effectively unavailable. The evidence is viewed in the light most
favorable to the prisoner.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff exhausted the PLRA's administrative-remedy requirement as to his deliberate-
indifference claim against Officer Fiori.

2. Whether Defendant was entitled to summary judgment because Plaintiff's grievances either failed to
identify Fiori or failed to describe the alleged deprivation involving missing clothing and linens.

3. Whether the action should be dismissed without prejudice for failure to exhaust.

HOLDINGS

1. A prisoner must exhaust administrative remedies that are available before bringing a suit concerning
prison conditions, but need not exhaust remedies that are unavailable.

2. A grievance exhausts a claim against an unidentified defendant only when there is a sufficient
connection between the grievance and the defendant such that prison officials had notice of the alleged
deprivation and an opportunity to resolve it.

3. Defendant was entitled to summary judgment because the undisputed evidence showed that Plaintiff did
not properly exhaust his deliberate-indifference claim against Fiori and did not show that administrative
remedies were effectively unavailable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An inmate, that is, must exhaust available remedies, but need not exhaust unavailable ones.” (at 1)

“If the undisputed evidence viewed in the light most favorable to the prisoner shows a failure to exhaust, a
defendant is entitled to summary judgment under Rule 56.” (at 2)

“For administrative remedies to be exhausted by California prisoners as to defendants who were not
identified in the grievance, there must be a “sufficient connection” between the claim in the grievance and the
unidentified defendants such that prison officials can be said to have had “notice of the alleged deprivation”
and an “opportunity to resolve it.”” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was incarcerated at Kern Valley State Prison and alleged that he repeatedly told Officer Fiori that he
needed clothing and linens but could not safely leave his housing unit. Plaintiff claimed that Fiori refused to
assist him, leaving him without laundry and bedding during portions of May through July 2023. Plaintiff filed
grievances concerning missing clothing and linens, but those grievances did not identify Fiori; grievances that
identified Fiori concerned unrelated conduct.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action proceeded on Plaintiff's first amended complaint alleging deliberate indifference. Defendant
answered, discovery and scheduling orders issued, and Defendant filed an exhaustion motion for summary
judgment on April 16, 2025. Plaintiff filed no opposition. The magistrate judge issued findings and
recommendations recommending that the motion be granted and the action dismissed without prejudice, subject
to review by the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. The magistrate judge recommended that the assigned district judge grant Defendant's
exhaustion motion for summary judgment and dismiss the action without prejudice. The parties were permitted
to file objections within fourteen days under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).
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