UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Robert D. Johnson v. Ana Mondet, Scott Steadman, H. Mosely, Brian
Wilfong, Ronald Bates, Jessica Lewis, James Hill, Patrick O’Neill

Johnson v. Mondet - No. 3:25-cv-1150-DMS-BLM - Decided December 16, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California grants Robert D. Johnson leave

to proceed in forma pauperis and assesses an initial partial filing fee. The court dismisses his 42

U.S.C. § 1983 complaint without leave to amend because prisoners have no constitutional right to

vocational or educational programs in prison.
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3:25-cv-1150-DMS-BLM

dismissed

A pro se state prisoner brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action challenging
the denial of access to prison vocational and educational programs.
After reopening the case upon Plaintiff's renewed in forma pauperis
motion, the district court granted IFP status and screened the
complaint sua sponte under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b),

dismissing it without leave to amend.

The court applied the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) failure-
to-state-a-claim standard in screening the prisoner complaint under 28
U.S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b). A complaint must contain
sufficient factual matter to state a claim that is plausible on its face,

and conclusory or threadbare allegations are insufficient.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the prisoner's complaint stated a constitutional claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 based on denial of

access to vocational and educational programs in prison.

2. Whether the complaint should be dismissed without leave to amend because the alleged deprivation

could not constitute a constitutional violation.

3. Whether Plaintiff satisfied the requirements for proceeding in forma pauperis and, if so, what initial
partial filing fee should be assessed.

HOLDINGS

1. A prisoner does not have a constitutional right to educational or vocational opportunities in prison;
therefore, allegations that prison officials denied access to CTE or vocational classes did not state a
claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. The court must screen a prisoner's complaint proceeding in forma pauperis and dismiss it to the extent it

is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks damages from immune defendants.

3. Leave to amend was properly denied because amendment would be futile where the claim is based

solely on denial of vocational training for which there is no constitutional right.

4. Plaintiff qualified to proceed in forma pauperis, subject to payment of the statutory filing fee through an
initial partial filing fee and subsequent monthly payments.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“But regardless, prisoners do not have a constitutional right to an education.” (at 6)

“Here, however, the Court finds amendment would be futile because Plaintiff’s ground for relief is based on a
denial of vocational training in prison and there is no such constitutional right.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Johnson, a state inmate, alleged that prison and California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation officials
failed to connect him with career technical education or vocational schooling between July 2022 and January
2023. Officials allegedly placed him on a nonexistent welding-course list, denied his request to transfer to a
housing yard where welding was offered, and denied access to a solar-electricity certification program or an
alternative. Johnson claimed that the denials prevented him from obtaining vocational certification and earning

sentence-reduction credits.
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