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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends dismissing without
prejudice Raghvendra Singh’s 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas petition. The court concludes that Younger
abstention applies to claims challenging the conviction while the state proceedings were pending, and
that claims concerning California time credits are state-law claims that are also apparently
unexhausted. The court grants the substitution of Kathleen N. Ratliff, the warden at California Health
Care Facility, as respondent.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.
Respondent moved to dismiss. The magistrate judge recommended
granting the motion and dismissing the petition without prejudice,
while ordering substitution of the warden as respondent.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Younger abstention requirements, the federal
habeas cognizability limitation under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(a), and the
AEDPA exhaustion requirement under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(b).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether federal habeas review should be abstained from under Younger because petitioner's direct state
criminal proceedings were pending when he filed the federal petition.

2. Whether claims challenging the calculation of California custody credits are cognizable in federal
habeas.

3. Whether Claims One and Five were unexhausted because petitioner had not presented his credit claims
fairly to California's highest court.

4. Whether respondent's request to substitute Kathleen N. Ratliff, the warden at California Health Care
Facility, should be granted.

HOLDINGS

1. Younger abstention is warranted where all four requirements are met: an ongoing state judicial
proceeding, an important state interest, an adequate opportunity to raise constitutional challenges, and
requested relief that would enjoin or have the practical effect of enjoining the state proceeding. Because
petitioner's direct appeal was pending when the federal petition was filed, all four criteria were satisfied,
and no extraordinary exception was shown.

2. Claims alleging miscalculation of California custody or class credits under California law are not
cognizable in federal habeas because federal habeas relief is available only for custody violating the
Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States.

3. Claims One and Five should be dismissed as unexhausted because petitioner did not provide California's
highest court a full and fair opportunity to consider his custody-credit claims before seeking federal
habeas relief.

4. Kathleen N. Ratliff, the warden at California Health Care Facility, should be substituted as respondent,
and the docket should be updated accordingly.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Younger abstention is a jurisprudential doctrine rooted in overlapping principles of equity, comity, and
federalism.” (Discussion, section II.C.i)

“A petitioner satisfies the exhaustion requirement by providing the state’s highest court with a full and fair
opportunity to consider his claims before presenting them to the federal court.” (Discussion, section II.C.iii)

“For the foregoing reasons, the requirements for Younger abstention are satisfied with respect to Claims Two,
Three, Four, and Six and those claims should be dismissed without prejudice.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



On July 24, 2023, petitioner was convicted of filing a false or forged instrument in Sacramento County Superior
Court and received a determinate three-year sentence. His direct appeal was pending when he filed the federal
habeas petition on October 16, 2023. The petition raised claims concerning work and class credits, the
criminality of the charged conduct, health-based relief, sufficiency of the evidence, and reduction of the charges.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner was convicted in Sacramento County Superior Court and sentenced to a determinate three-year term.
He appealed, and the California Court of Appeal affirmed; the California Supreme Court denied review on
September 11, 2024. He filed the federal habeas petition on October 16, 2023, while his direct appeal was still
pending. The magistrate judge recommended dismissal of Claims Two, Three, Four, and Six under Younger
abstention, and dismissal of Claims One and Five because they presented noncognizable state-law claims and
appeared unexhausted.

DISPOSITION
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