UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

Jacob S. Davis v. Rebecca Strauss, Pasley S. Holmes, Kristina

Perales, and Kristin Sepeda

Case No. 1:26-cv-00105-AKB - No. 1:26-cv-00105-AKB - Decided June 25, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho conducts initial screening of Jacob S. Davis’s
amended prisoner civil-rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A. The court

permits access-to-courts claims against prison officials Holmes and Sepeda concerning interference

with Davis’s state post-conviction proceedings, but rejects claims concerning an Arizona conditions-

of-confinement lawsuit, a pardon application, alleged retaliation, and violations of state law or prison

policies. The court also denies Davis’s motion for a preliminary injunction.
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Initial screening of a prisoner’s amended civil-rights complaint under
28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), together with consideration

of the plaintiff’s motion for a preliminary injunction.

Under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), the Court must
dismiss claims that are frivolous or malicious, fail to state a claim, or
seek monetary relief from an immune defendant. The Court applied
the Rule 8 and plausibility standards of Ashcroft v. Igbal and Bell
Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, liberally construed the pro se pleading, and

applied the Winter factors to the preliminary-injunction motion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Davis plausibly stated access-to-courts claims under the First and Fourteenth Amendments
based on Holmes’s and Sepeda’s alleged refusal to allow him to submit evidence in his state post-

conviction proceeding.

. Whether Davis plausibly stated access-to-courts claims based on restrictions affecting his Arizona

conditions-of-confinement litigation.

. Whether interference with a prisoner’s pardon application supports an access-to-courts claim.

. Whether the alleged reduction in computer-lab access after Davis filed a lawsuit plausibly stated a First

Amendment retaliation claim.

. Whether alleged violations of Idaho law, the Idaho Constitution, or IDOC policies supported federal or

state-law claims.

. Whether Davis was entitled to a preliminary injunction.

HOLDINGS

1.

Davis plausibly stated access-to-courts claims against Holmes and Sepeda because he alleged that they
prevented him from submitting evidence supporting a nonfrivolous actual-innocence claim in his state

post-conviction proceeding and that the proceeding was dismissed with prejudice as a result.

. Davis failed to state an access-to-courts claim based on limits on his access to electronic materials for

his Arizona conditions-of-confinement litigation.

. Restrictions allegedly preventing Davis from preparing or supporting a pardon application did not state a

constitutional access-to-courts claim.

. Davis failed to state a retaliation claim based solely on the allegation that his computer-lab access was

reduced after he filed a lawsuit.

. Davis was not entitled to a preliminary injunction because he failed to show a likelihood of success on

the merits or future irreparable harm.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To state a viable access-to-courts claim, a plaintiff must plausibly allege that he suffered an actual injury as

a result of the defendant’s actions.” (Section 3.B)

“A complaint alleging a denial of access to the courts must plausibly allege that the plaintiff suffered, or will

suffer, the loss of a past or present litigating opportunity.” (Section 3.B)

“This is nothing more than a timing allegation and, as such, is not enough to state a plausible retaliation

claim.” (Section 3.C)



“Plaintiff may proceed on his access-to-courts claims, against Defendants Holmes and Sepeda, based on
these Defendants’ alleged refusal to allow Plaintiff to submit evidence along with his response to the state
court’s notice of intent to dismiss his post-conviction petition.” (Order 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Davis is an Idaho prisoner who alleged that prison access-to-courts personnel restricted his ability to access
electronic legal materials, including materials relevant to civil-rights litigation, state post-conviction
proceedings, and a pardon application. He alleged that Holmes and Sepeda refused to allow him to submit
evidence supporting his response to an Idaho state court’s notice of intent to dismiss his post-conviction petition,
and that the petition was later dismissed with prejudice. He also alleged reduced computer-lab access,
restrictions on printing and software, retaliation after filing a lawsuit, and interference with his pardon

application.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Clerk conditionally filed Jacob S. Davis’s complaint because he was incarcerated and sought to proceed in
forma pauperis. After the Court directed him to amend, Davis filed an Amended Complaint alleging denial of

access to courts, retaliation, and violations of state law and prison policies. The Court permitted only access-to-
courts claims against Holmes and Sepeda arising from the alleged refusal to allow Davis to submit evidence in
his state post-conviction proceeding, dismissed all other claims and terminated Strauss and Perales, and denied

the motion for a preliminary injunction.
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