UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
LOUISIANA
Daniel Lee Beckley v. Marc E. Johnson, Stephen J. Windhorst, and
John J. Molaison, Jr.

Beckley - No. No. 24-766-BAJ-SDJ - Decided February 11, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana adopted a Magistrate Judge's
Report and Recommendation and dismissed Daniel Lee Beckley's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claims against
Louisiana appellate judges with prejudice. The court concluded that the requested relief would
effectively require habeas relief unavailable under § 1983 and that amendment would be futile because
a successive habeas petition would be subject to dismissal. The dismissal was also counted as a strike
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g).
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court reviewed a magistrate judge's report and

recommendation in a prisoner civil-rights action, considered Plaintiff's
objection and request to amend, approved and adopted the report, and

dismissed the claims with prejudice at the screening stage.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court independently considered the complaint, report and
recommendation, and objection in conducting the statutory screening
review and determining whether the complaint stated a claim or sought

legally available relief.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Beckley's requested relief was available through a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action.

2. Whether Beckley should be allowed to amend his complaint to seek reconstruction of the appellate

record and a hearing concerning prejudice.
3. Whether the claims should be dismissed with prejudice under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A.
4. Whether the dismissal should count as a strike under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g).

HOLDINGS

1. A § 1983 action cannot provide the injunctive relief Beckley sought, including reversal of his conviction,
a new trial, or comparable relief directed at obtaining review or alteration of his conviction; such relief
must be pursued through a habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.

2. Leave to amend was properly denied as futile because the proposed relief remained unavailable under §
1983 and any amendment consistent with the alleged facts would be subject to dismissal as a successive

habeas petition.

3. The claims were dismissed with prejudice under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A for failure to

state a claim upon which relief may be granted.

4. The dismissal counts as a strike against Beckley under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“because any amendment consistent with the facts alleged would be subject to dismissal” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Beckley is incarcerated at Louisiana State Penitentiary and proceeded without counsel. He sued three judges of
the Louisiana Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit under § 1983, alleging violations of equal protection and a
right to judicial review under the Louisiana Constitution. He sought relief that would require reversal of his
conviction, a new trial, or reconstruction of the appellate record and a prejudice hearing. He had previously filed

a habeas petition concerning the matter, and that petition had been dismissed with prejudice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Beckley, an incarcerated pro se plaintiff, filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against three Louisiana appellate
judges, seeking injunctive relief that included reversal of his conviction and a new trial. The magistrate judge

recommended dismissal with prejudice under the prisoner-screening statutes for legal frivolousness and failure



to state a claim. The district court overruled or rejected the objection, denied amendment as futile, adopted the

report, dismissed the claims with prejudice, and counted the dismissal as a strike under § 1915(g).
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