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SUMMARY

The U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of California adopted the magistrate judge’s findings
and recommendations and dismissed James Carl Kelly’s § 2254 habeas petition with prejudice. The
court held that Kelly’s allegations concerning denial of reasonable accommodations for law-library use
were civil-rights claims not cognizable in habeas, directed the Clerk to provide § 1983 forms and close
the case, and declined to issue a certificate of appealability.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A state prisoner filed a pro se petition for a writ of habeas corpus
under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. A magistrate judge conducted the required
preliminary review, recommended dismissal because the petition
raised civil-rights claims rather than a challenge to the conviction, and
recommended providing a § 1983 civil-rights complaint form. After
the petitioner failed to object, the district court conducted de novo
review, adopted the findings and recommendations, dismissed the
petition with prejudice, and declined to issue a certificate of
appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C) of the magistrate
judge's findings and recommendations because the district court
independently reviewed the matter.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether allegations concerning the denial of reasonable accommodations for law-library use are
cognizable in a federal habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.

2. Whether a certificate of appealability should issue after dismissal of the habeas petition.

HOLDINGS

1. Claims alleging the wrongful denial of reasonable accommodations for law-library use, without
challenging the petitioner's conviction or the validity of his custody, are civil-rights claims and are not
cognizable in a federal habeas action under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.

2. A certificate of appealability should not issue because the petitioner failed to make a substantial showing
of the denial of a constitutional right, and reasonable jurists would not debate the dismissal of the
petition.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Petitioner does not challenge his conviction, and his civil rights claims are not cognizable in a federal
habeas action.” (at 1-2)

“Reasonable jurists would not find the determination that Petitioner is not entitled to federal habeas corpus
relief debatable, wrong, or deserving of encouragement to proceed further.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

James Carl Kelly is a state prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis. His petition complained that
requests for reasonable accommodations to use the law library were wrongfully denied. The petition did not
challenge his conviction or the validity of his custody; the court characterized the allegations as civil-rights
claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The magistrate judge reviewed the petition under Rule 4 of the Rules Governing Section 2254 Cases and found
that the petitioner challenged the denial of reasonable accommodations for law-library use rather than the
legality of his conviction or custody. The magistrate judge recommended dismissal and provision of a civil-
rights complaint form. The petitioner obtained an extension but filed no objections; the district court then
reviewed the matter de novo under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C), adopted the recommendations in full, dismissed
the petition with prejudice, directed the clerk to provide § 1983 forms and close the case, and denied a certificate
of appealability.
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