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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends dismissing Gabriel
Magallanes’s due process challenge to a prison Rules Violation Report with prejudice for failure to
state a claim. The court recommends dismissing newly added, unrelated claims without prejudice
because they improperly join defendants and claims and fail to satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
8. The court also recommends closing the case and advises that objections are due within 30 days.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening order and magistrate judge's findings and recommendations
on a prisoner's First Amended Complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The complaint was reviewed under the screening requirements of 28
U.S.C. § 1915A. The court applied the Rule 8 plausibility standard,
requiring sufficient factual matter to state a claim, and evaluated the
disciplinary claim under the procedural protections of Wolff v.
McDonnell and the some-evidence standard of Superintendent v. Hill.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the First Amended Complaint plausibly alleged that the prison disciplinary proceeding violated
procedural due process.

2. Whether the new claims against additional defendants were properly joined with the disciplinary claim
under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 18 and 20.

3. Whether the new allegations satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2)'s requirement of a short
and plain statement showing entitlement to relief.

4. Whether further leave to amend should be granted.

HOLDINGS

1. The First Amended Complaint failed to state a procedural due-process claim because the allegation that
Plaintiff was found guilty on 'no evidence' was conclusory and did not allege that any required Wolff
procedure was denied or that the record lacked some reliable evidence supporting the finding.

2. The claims concerning housing, mail, medical care, and equal protection were improperly joined with
the disciplinary claim because they involved different defendants, different events, and a different
prison, and therefore were not part of the same transaction or occurrence or a common question of law
or fact.

3. The new allegations failed to satisfy Rule 8(a)(2) because they provided only brief, conclusory
assertions about mail, medical care, housing, and equal protection without clearly identifying the claims,
defendants' conduct, or supporting facts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““Prison disciplinary proceedings are not part of a criminal prosecution, and the full panoply of rights due a
defendant in such proceedings does not apply.”” (Opinion p. 5)

“The “some evidence” standard is minimally stringent, and the relevant inquiry is whether “there is any
evidence in the record that could support the conclusion reached.”” (Opinion p. 6)

“Unrelated claims against different defendants belong in different suits, not only to prevent the sort of morass
[a multiple claim, multiple defendant] suit produce[s], but also to ensure that prisoners pay the required filing
fees” (Opinion p. 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a state prisoner, challenged a Rules Violation Report accusing him of indecent exposure at Wasco State
Prison. He alleged that the disciplinary finding was unsupported by evidence and noted that a criminal case had
been dismissed for insufficient evidence, but he did not identify any procedural protection that was denied or
explain what evidence was considered. In his amended pleading, he also added unrelated allegations concerning
housing at High Desert State Prison, mail delivery, medical care, and equal protection involving several new
defendants.
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Plaintiff filed a pro se § 1983 complaint on September 16, 2024. The court screened the original complaint,
found no cognizable claims, and granted leave to amend. Plaintiff filed a First Amended Complaint adding
claims and defendants. The court recommended dismissing the due-process challenge to a prison disciplinary
finding with prejudice, dismissing the new unrelated claims without prejudice, denying further leave to amend,
and closing the case, subject to objections and review by the assigned district judge.
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