UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Randle v. Contra Costa County Superior Court

No. 24-cv-07930-RFL (N.D. Cal. Mar. 31, 2025) - No. 24-cv-07930-RFL - Decided March 31, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California reopened Ramello Randle’s

federal habeas action after granting his motion to proceed in forma pauperis. The court dismissed the

petition with leave to amend because the claims appeared unexhausted in state court and allowed

Randle to seek a stay under the applicable habeas procedures. The court set April 28, 2025, as the

deadline for filing an amended petition or a motion for a stay.
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Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The
action had previously been dismissed without prejudice for failure to
pay the filing fee or seek in forma pauperis status. The court granted
petitioner's in forma pauperis motion, reopened the action, vacated the
prior dismissal and judgment, and dismissed the habeas petition with

leave to amend or seek a stay.

Under 28 U.S.C. §8 2254(a) and 2243, the district court may consider
a state-prisoner habeas petition only if custody allegedly violates the
Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States, and may summarily
dismiss only when the petition's allegations are vague or conclusory,
palpably incredible, patently frivolous, or false.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal habeas petition could proceed when petitioner had not presented his claims to the
California Supreme Court or otherwise exhausted available state remedies.

2. Whether petitioner should be permitted to amend the petition or seek a stay and abeyance while pursuing

state-court exhaustion.

3. Whether the action should be reopened and the prior dismissal and judgment vacated after petitioner
filed a motion to proceed in forma pauperis.

HOLDINGS

1. A state prisoner must present to the California Supreme Court the claims he seeks to raise in federal

habeas proceedings, and a petition containing unexhausted claims must generally be dismissed.

2. A district court may stay a petition containing only unexhausted claims under the circumstances
identified in Rhines v. Weber, including good cause for failing to exhaust, potentially meritorious claims,

and the absence of intentional dilatory conduct.

3. The action should be reopened, the prior dismissal and judgment vacated, and petitioner's motion to
proceed in forma pauperis granted after petitioner filed the required motion following the prior
dismissal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary dismissal is appropriate only where the allegations in the petition are vague or conclusory,

palpably incredible, or patently frivolous or false.” (Discussion § A)

“Before he may challenge either the fact or length of his confinement in a habeas petition in this Court,
Petitioner must present to the California Supreme Court any claims he wishes to raise in this Court.”
(Discussion § B)

“The petition is DISMISSED with leave to file an amended petition or a motion for a stay on or before April
28, 2025.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A California jury found Ramello Randle guilty of murder with the special circumstance of lying in wait. The
Contra Costa County Superior Court sentenced him to life without the possibility of parole and 115 years on
September 24, 2024. Randle filed his federal habeas petition on the sentencing date, before pursuing an appeal or
any state-court habeas petition. The petition asserted an illegal and racially discriminatory sentence, ineffective
assistance of trial counsel and denial of different counsel, and suppression of critical evidence under Brady v.
Maryland.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury convicted petitioner in Contra Costa County of murder with the special circumstance of lying in wait, and
he was sentenced to life without parole plus 115 years. He submitted a federal habeas petition to the Ninth
Circuit on the date of sentencing; the Ninth Circuit transferred it to the district court. The district court initially
dismissed the action without prejudice for failure to pay the filing fee or move to proceed in forma pauperis.
After petitioner filed an in forma pauperis motion, the court reopened the action and dismissed the petition with

leave to amend because the claims appeared entirely unexhausted.
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