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SUMMARY

The court recommends dismissal of Jonathan Christopher Coffer’s prisoner civil rights action under 42
U.S.C. § 1983. The claims against one defendant were duplicative of claims in another action, while
the claim against the other defendant based on failure to investigate a grievance did not state a
constitutional claim; the court also denied two motions and directed assignment of a district judge.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983; after screening,
the magistrate judge recommended dismissal because the action was
duplicative as to one defendant and failed to state a claim as to
another. The court also denied two pending motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A; the court accepts complaint
allegations as true and construes the pleading in the light most
favorable to the plaintiff when evaluating whether it is frivolous or
fails to state a claim.
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PARTIES Jonathan Christopher Coffer v. Howard E. Mosely, J. Purtle, et al.
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prisoners rights section 1983 due process civil rights civil procedure



PRACTICE AREAS

prisoner civil rights constitutional law federal civil procedure in forma pauperis screening

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the claims against Purtle should be dismissed as duplicative of claims in Coffer v. Purtle, No.
2:25-cv-1302 CKD P.

2. Whether an inmate's allegation that a prison official failed to investigate or respond adequately to a
grievance states a constitutional claim.

3. Whether plaintiff's motion to file by mail was moot and whether his emergency request for subpoenas
should be denied in light of the recommended dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. An inmate cannot state a colorable due-process claim merely by alleging that prison officials
inadequately investigated, responded to, or handled an inmate grievance because inmates have no
constitutional right to an effective grievance or appeal procedure.

2. The claims against Purtle in this action should be dismissed as duplicative of substantially identical
claims asserted in Coffer v. Purtle, No. 2:25-cv-1302 CKD P.

3. The action should be dismissed under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A because the claims were duplicative or failed
to state a claim upon which relief may be granted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Inmates do not have a constitutional right to an effective grievance or appeal procedure.” (at 3)

“The court is required to screen complaints brought by prisoners seeking relief against a governmental entity
or officer or employee of a governmental entity.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a state prisoner, alleged that J. Purtle applied handcuffs too tightly and refused to remove them on July
17, 2024. He alleged that Howard Mosely failed to investigate a grievance concerning that incident. The court
determined that the claims against Purtle substantially duplicated claims in a separate action and that the
allegations against Mosely concerned only the handling of a grievance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the complaint in the Northern District of California on May 9, 2025. That court transferred the
action to the Eastern District of California on May 13, 2025. After screening, the court gave plaintiff thirty days
to voluntarily dismiss the action and warned that dismissal would be recommended if he failed to respond.
Plaintiff did not respond, so the magistrate judge denied his motions to file by mail and for emergency
subpoenas and recommended dismissal, subject to review by an assigned district judge.

DISPOSITION



other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. The magistrate judge recommended dismissal and directed that objections be filed
within fourteen days; a district judge was to review the findings and recommendations.
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