UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Broadnax v. State Controller's Office, et al.

Broadnax - No. 1:25-cv-00285-SAB (PC) - Decided July 24, 2025

SUMMARY

The document is a magistrate judge’s order directing random assignment of a district judge and

findings and recommendation in a prisoner civil-rights action. It recommends dismissal without leave

to amend because the plaintiff failed to state a cognizable claim concerning deductions from his prison

trust account and handling of related grievances.
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other

Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, screened under 28
U.S.C. 88 1915A and 1915(e)(2)(B); magistrate judge issued findings
and recommendation that the action be dismissed without leave to

amend for failure to state a cognizable claim.

The complaint was screened under 28 U.S.C. §8 1915A and 1915(e)
(2)(B). The court accepted the allegations as true for screening
purposes and applied the Rule 8(a)(2) and plausibility standards,
construing the pro se pleading liberally.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff stated a procedural due process claim under § 1983 based on deductions from his

prison trust account for filing, postage, and mailing fees.

2. Whether the handling, denial, or screening of plaintiff's prison grievances stated a constitutional claim
under § 1983.

3. Whether dismissal without leave to amend was appropriate because amendment would be futile.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff could not state a § 1983 procedural due process claim for the alleged unauthorized deductions
because California provides an adequate post-deprivation remedy for the loss of property.

2. Allegations that prison officials denied, screened out, ignored, or inadequately responded to grievances,

without more, did not state a claim under § 1983.

3. Dismissal without leave to amend was recommended because plaintiff could not state a claim as a matter

of law and amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As adequate state law procedures existed to address the alleged loss, Plaintiff cannot state a due process
claim against Defendants.” (at 3-4)

“Further, to the extent Plaintiff challenges how his grievances regarding this matter were handled, he cannot
state a valid claim under § 1983 either.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that funds were withdrawn from his prison trust account to pay filing fees for cases he filed in
the Eastern District of California, as well as postage and mailing fees. He also appeared to challenge the
handling of grievances concerning those deductions. The court treated the allegations as challenging
unauthorized deprivation of property and concluded that California provided an adequate post-deprivation

remedy.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on February 7, 2025, in the Northern District of California. The action was transferred to
the Eastern District of California on March 5, 2025, and plaintiff was granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis
on May 8, 2025. The magistrate judge ordered random assignment of a district judge and recommended

dismissal without leave to amend.
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