UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Shaun R. Harrison v. Campbell, et al.

Harrison v. Campbell - No. 1:23-cv-00832-KES-BAM (PC) - Decided September 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California adopted findings and
recommendations recommending dismissal of Shaun R. Harrison’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court
held that allegations concerning destruction of property and denial of access to the courts failed to

state cognizable claims and dismissed the action with prejudice.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff objected to a magistrate judge's findings and

recommendations recommending dismissal of his amended prisoner
civil-rights complaint. The district court conducted de novo review,
adopted the findings and recommendations, and dismissed the action

with prejudice for failure to state a cognizable claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review of the magistrate judge's findings and
recommendations under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether allegations that prison officials negligently or intentionally destroyed a prisoner's property
stated a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether allegations that denial of law-library access caused an untimely habeas petition stated a

cognizable denial-of-access-to-courts claim.

3. Whether the magistrate judge's recommendation to dismiss the amended complaint for failure to comply
with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and failure to state a claim should be adopted.

HOLDINGS

1. Allegations of negligent or intentional deprivation of a prisoner's property do not state a claim under §
1983 when the state provides an adequate post-deprivation remedy. California's tort claim process

provided such a remedy here.

2. A prisoner claiming denial of access to the courts must allege that the denial hindered efforts to pursue a
legal claim and must properly plead the underlying claim, including facts showing its merit. Harrison's
failure to identify and sufficiently plead an underlying claim rendered his allegations noncognizable.

3. Dismissal with prejudice was proper because the amended complaint failed to comply with Federal Rule

of Civil Procedure 8 and failed to state a cognizable claim for relief under § 1983.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a negligent or intentional deprivation of a prisoner’s property fails to state a claim under section 1983 if the

state has an adequate post deprivation remedy.” (at 2)

“prison law libraries “are not ends in themselves, but only the means for ensuring ‘a reasonably adequate

opportunity to present claimed violations of fundamental constitutional rights to the courts.””” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Harrison alleged that prison cell searches resulted in the destruction of his property. He also alleged that he was
denied access to the law library during a lockdown and that the denial caused actual injury because his habeas
petition was dismissed as untimely. The court found that the property allegations were covered by California's
adequate post-deprivation remedy and that the access-to-courts allegations did not identify an underlying legal

claim or facts showing its merit.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Harrison, a state prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The
magistrate judge screened the first amended complaint and recommended dismissal for failure to comply with
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and failure to state a claim. After Harrison filed timely objections, the district
court conducted de novo review under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1), adopted the findings and recommendations in full,
and closed the case.

DISPOSITION
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