UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Michael A. Reed v. Warden

Reed v. Warden - No. 2:25-CV-01695-DSF (SK) - Decided July 14, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California dismissed Michael A. Reed’s pro

se petition for a writ of mandamus. The court held that federal district courts lack jurisdiction to issue

mandamus compelling state courts or state judicial officers, and further concluded that the requested
relief was not cognizable under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.
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dismissed

A California state prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis
filed a federal petition for a writ of mandamus seeking an order
compelling a California superior court to permit him to represent
himself in ongoing state postconviction proceedings. The federal
district court dismissed the petition for lack of jurisdiction.

A prisoner proceeding in forma pauperis may be dismissed if the
action is frivolous, malicious, or fails to state a claim; a petition is
frivolous when it lacks an arguable basis in law or fact. The court also

applied the jurisdictional limits of the federal mandamus statute.
unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a federal district court has authority under the federal mandamus statute to compel a state

superior court or state judicial officer to permit a state prisoner to represent himself.

2. Whether the requested coercive order falls within the core of federal habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. §
2254,

3. Whether the petition was frivolous and subject to dismissal under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915A and 1915(e)(2)
(B).

HOLDINGS

1. The federal mandamus statute gives federal district courts original jurisdiction only to compel an officer
or employee of the United States or a federal agency to perform a duty owed to the plaintiff; it does not
authorize mandamus against state courts or state judicial officers.

2. A prisoner petition proceeding in forma pauperis may be dismissed as frivolous when it lacks an
arguable basis in law or fact, and Reed's federal mandamus petition met that standard because the

requested relief was beyond the court's jurisdiction.

3. Construing the filing as a petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 would not provide a basis for relief because
an order compelling a state superior court to allow self-representation would not fall within the core of

habeas corpus or result in immediate or earlier release from confinement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In other words, federal courts have no authority to issue mandamus against non-federal entities or officials

39

—including “state courts or their judicial officers.

“A habeas court has the power to release a prisoner, but has no other power.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Michael Reed is a California inmate engaged in postconviction proceedings under California's Criminal Racial
Justice Act. The state superior court apparently appointed counsel for those proceedings, but Reed wanted to
represent himself. After unsuccessfully seeking mandamus relief in the California appellate courts, he asked the

federal district court to compel the state superior court to allow self-representation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Reed was represented by appointed counsel in California Criminal Racial Justice Act proceedings in San Diego
County Superior Court and unsuccessfully sought mandamus relief in the California appellate courts to compel
permission for self-representation. He then filed this federal mandamus petition against the Warden. The district

court dismissed the action without prejudice for lack of jurisdiction and ordered judgment entered accordingly.
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