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SUMMARY

The New York Appellate Division, Second Department, affirmed the denial of a habeas corpus petition
seeking the release of an incarcerated person diagnosed with recurring cervical cancer. The court held
that the petitioner failed to show that the imprisonment was unlawful, that immediate release was an
appropriate remedy for alleged inadequate medical care, or that the sentence was grossly

disproportionate and unconstitutional.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether habeas corpus was available when the petitioner's allegations concerned medical needs and

conditions of confinement rather than the legality of Arjun's imprisonment.

2. Whether alleged deliberate indifference to Arjun's medical needs entitled her to immediate release from

custody through habeas corpus.

3. Whether Arjun's otherwise lawful sentence became grossly disproportionate and unconstitutional

because she developed cancer while incarcerated.

HOLDINGS

1. Habeas corpus does not lie unless the appropriate relief is immediate release from restraint or
imprisonment; it generally is unavailable when the petitioner challenges only conditions of confinement
rather than the fact or legality of confinement.

2. A petitioner is not entitled to immediate release through habeas corpus merely by alleging that prison

officials were deliberately indifferent to a prisoner's medical needs.

3. The petitioner failed to show that Arjun's lawful sentence became so grossly disproportionate to the
offense because of her cancer diagnosis that it constituted unconstitutionally cruel and unusual

punishment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Habeas corpus does not lie unless the appropriate relief is immediate release from restraint or

imprisonment” (*1)

“so grossly disproportionate to the offense[ ] [Arjun] committed as to amount to an unconstitutionally cruel

and unusual punishment” (*1-*2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 2019, Shamdai Arjun was convicted of murder in the second degree and sentenced to an indeterminate term of
22 years to life. While incarcerated, she was diagnosed with recurring cervical cancer. A habeas petition was
filed on her behalf seeking release from custody based on her medical condition and alleged failure by prison

officials to address her medical needs.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Richard E. Mischel commenced a habeas corpus proceeding on behalf of Shamdai Arjun, seeking her release
from Bedford Hills Correctional Facility because of her recurring cervical cancer and alleged inadequacy of
medical care. The Supreme Court, Westchester County, denied the petition and dismissed the proceeding on July
1, 2025. The Appellate Division affirmed.
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