UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MAINE

Jesus Miguel Guzman Junior v. Androscoggin County Jail

No. 2:25-cv-00650-SDN (D. Me. May 18, 2026) - No. 2:25-cv-00650-SDN - Decided May 18, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maine affirms and adopts a magistrate judge’s
recommended decision dismissing a habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The court concludes that
the petitioner failed to establish next-friend standing and that Younger abstention bars federal
interference with an ongoing state criminal prosecution; it also dismisses the petitioner’s motion to

vacate as moot and denies a certificate of appealability.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the petitioner had standing to pursue habeas relief as Fitzherbert's next friend.

2. Whether Younger principles barred federal interference with Fitzherbert's ongoing state criminal

prosecution.

3. Whether the magistrate judge's recommended dismissal should be affirmed after de novo review despite

the petitioner's initially defective objection.

4. Whether the petitioner's motion to vacate the judgment remained justiciable after the court

independently determined that dismissal was warranted.

HOLDINGS

1. A person seeking to pursue habeas relief on behalf of another as a next friend must provide an adequate
explanation why the real party in interest cannot appear on his own behalf; because the petition and

record supplied no such explanation, the petitioner could not proceed as Fitzherbert's next friend.

2. Federal courts may not intrude into ongoing state criminal prosecutions under Younger principles;
because the petition appeared to challenge Fitzherbert's continued detention in an underlying state

criminal case, dismissal was required.

3. The court could consider and docket the petitioner's otherwise improperly submitted objection and

conduct de novo review, but the objection did not alter the legal basis for dismissal.

4. The motion to vacate the judgment was moot because the court independently determined on de novo

review that dismissal of the habeas petition was warranted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“But “next friend” standing is not “granted automatically to whomever seeks to pursue an action on behalf of
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another.

“The petitioner must advance an “adequate explanation™ as to why the real party in interest cannot appear
on his own behalf.”

“Younger preclusion prohibits federal courts such as this one from intruding into ongoing state

prosecutions.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The petitioner sought habeas relief concerning the continued detention of Mr. Fitzherbert, who was incarcerated
at the Androscoggin County Jail in connection with an underlying state criminal case. Guzman Junior claimed to
proceed as Fitzherbert's next friend, but the record and petition did not explain why Fitzherbert was unable to

prosecute his own action. The petition also appeared to challenge an ongoing state criminal prosecution.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The magistrate judge recommended dismissal after preliminary review under Rule 4 of the Rules Governing
Section 2254 Cases, citing lack of adequate next-friend standing, Younger abstention, and procedural filing



deficiencies. The petitioner attempted to object by email, but the filing was not initially docketed because he did
not comply with local rules for pro se electronic filers. The district court nevertheless docketed and considered
the objection, conducted de novo review under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72(b)(2), affirmed and adopted

the recommendation, dismissed the habeas petition, and dismissed the motion to vacate as moot.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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