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SUMMARY

The document is findings and recommendations from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of California in a prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. It recommends that the
case proceed only on claims involving unconstitutional conditions of confinement, retaliation,
deliberate indifference to serious medical needs, and denial of due process against specified

defendants, while other claims should not proceed.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening of a state prisoner’s first amended complaint under 28

U.S.C. § 1915A, resulting in findings and recommendations that the
action proceed on four categories of claims and that all other claims
and defendants be dismissed without further leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court must dismiss a prisoner complaint
or claim that is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks
monetary relief from an immune defendant. The court accepted well-
pleaded factual allegations as true, liberally construed the pro se
pleading, and applied the plausibility standard under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 8(a)(2), Ashcroft v. Igbal, and Bell Atlantic Corp. v.
Twombly.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential findings and recommendations; no reporter citation

and no final district-judge disposition stated.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated an Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement
claim against Gordian based on allegedly forcing Plaintiff to perform work beyond his medical

restrictions.

2. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated First Amendment retaliation claims against the named

prison officials.

3. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claims
against the medical defendants.

4. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated Fourteenth Amendment procedural-due-process claims
against Ramirez, Guzman, and Andrade concerning prison disciplinary proceedings.

5. Whether the alleged loss or damage of Plaintiff’s personal property stated a Fourteenth Amendment due-

process claim despite the availability of a California post-deprivation tort remedy.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint plausibly stated a claim against Gordian for unconstitutional conditions of
confinement because Plaintiff alleged that she knowingly compelled him to perform physical labor

beyond his medical restrictions, causing pain and other physical symptoms.

2. The amended complaint failed to state a retaliation claim against Gordian or Zaragoza because it did not

plausibly allege that their conduct was taken because of Plaintiff’s protected activity.

3. The amended complaint failed to state retaliation claims against the medical defendants because it did

not adequately allege that they knew of Plaintiff’s protected complaints and acted because of them.

4. The amended complaint plausibly stated retaliation claims against Dunas, Genseal, and De La Garza
based on allegations that they mishandled, withheld, or threatened to withhold Plaintiff’s property

because he filed grievances.

5. The amended complaint plausibly stated deliberate-indifference claims against Dr. Shin, Nurse

Anderson, Nurse Johnson, Dr. Longia, and Dr. Bansal, but not against Nurse Walker.

6. The amended complaint plausibly stated procedural-due-process claims against Ramirez, Guzman, and
Andrade based on alleged denial of investigative assistance and witnesses during disciplinary

proceedings that resulted in significant sanctions.

7. The amended complaint failed to state a federal due-process claim for the loss or damage of Plaintiff’s
personal property because the alleged deprivation was unauthorized and California provides an adequate

post-deprivation tort remedy.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“Liberally construing the above allegations for purposes of screening, the Court concludes that Plaintiff’s
First Amended Complaint has stated a claim for unconstitutional conditions of confinement against
Gordian.” (at 28)

“Upon review, the Court concludes that, for the purposes of screening, Plaintiff has provided sufficient

allegations to state a retaliation claim against Dunas, Genseal, and De La Garza.” (at 44)

“Liberally construing Plaintiff’s allegations, the Court concludes that they are sufficient to state claims of

deliberate indifference to Plaintiff serious medical needs against Defendants Dr. Shin, Nurse Anderson, Nurse
Johnson, Dr. Longia, and Dr. Bansal” (at 49-50)

“Liberally construing Plaintiff’s allegations, the Court concludes that Plaintiff has sufficiently stated a claim
against Defendants Ramirez, Guzman, and Andrade based on denial of due process in connection with his
RVR proceedings.” (at 53-54)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a state prisoner with alleged permanent spinal injuries and medical restrictions, claimed that prison
vocational teacher Nichole Gordian required him to perform work and classroom activities beyond his physical
limitations, causing pain and other symptoms. He alleged that prison and medical officials retaliated against him
for filing grievances and complaining about prison conduct, denied or delayed medical care, and interfered with
his access to medical accommodations. He also alleged due-process violations during prison disciplinary

proceedings and the loss or damage of personal property after he was placed in administrative segregation.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 on October 15, 2024. The court screened the original complaint,
identified only limited cognizable claims, and granted Plaintiff an opportunity to amend or proceed on the
cognizable claims. Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint on April 23, 2025. After screening the amended
complaint, the magistrate judge recommended that the case proceed on claims against Gordian, Dunas, Genseal,
De La Garza, Dr. Shin, Nurse Anderson, Nurse Johnson, Dr. Longia, Dr. Bansal, Ramirez, Guzman, and
Andrade, and that all other claims and defendants be dismissed without further leave to amend. The

recommendations were subject to objections and further review by the assigned district judge.
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