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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court considered whether a person held in Idaho after being brought from Colorado

through alleged fraud and improper extradition procedures was entitled to discharge on federal habeas

corpus. The Court held that the methods used to bring the accused into Idaho did not create a federal

constitutional or statutory exemption from prosecution there, and affirmed the lower court's judgment.

The opinion applied principles from Ker v. Illinois and Mahon v. Justice concerning unlawful removal

across state lines.
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Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of
Idaho after the court quashed a federal habeas corpus writ and
remanded Pettibone to state custody under an Idaho murder
indictment.

The Supreme Court accepted as true the legally material allegations in
the habeas application because the application had been stipulated to
serve as the answer to the return, but reviewed the lower court's
exercise of habeas corpus discretion and its legal conclusion
concerning the relevance of the methods used to bring Pettibone into
Idaho.

Published Supreme Court opinion; binding precedent at the time of

decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a federal court should grant habeas corpus to release a person held by state authorities for trial
when the person alleges that state officials fraudulently or unlawfully procured his removal from another

state.

2. Whether the methods by which Idaho obtained custody of Pettibone, including alleged fraud, conspiracy,
and denial of an opportunity to challenge extradition in Colorado, rendered his detention in Idaho
unlawful under the Constitution or laws of the United States.

3. Whether a federal court must permit a person held under a state indictment to litigate in federal habeas

corpus whether he was actually a fugitive from the demanding state.

HOLDINGS

1. Except in an emergency demanding prompt action, a federal court ordinarily should leave a person held
by a state for trial to stand trial in the state court, which is presumed able to enforce federal

constitutional rights.

2. A person held in actual state custody for trial under a valid state indictment is not entitled to federal
habeas release merely because the state allegedly used fraud, conspiracy, unlawful violence, or improper

extradition procedures to obtain custody.

3. The Constitution and laws of the United States did not require Idaho's agent to time Pettibone's arrest
and removal from Colorado so as to provide a convenient opportunity to seek judicial review there

before transportation to Idaho.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The duty of a Federal court to interfere, on habeas corpus, for the protection of one alleged to be restrained
of his liberty in violation of the Constitution or laws of the United States, must often be controlled by the
special circumstances of the case, and unless in some emergency demanding prompt action the party held in
custody by a State and seeking to be enlarged will be left to stand his trial in the state court” (201-202)

“That question was determined in the negative in the Ker case and Mahon's case. It was there adjudged that
in such a case neither the Constitution nor laws of the United States entitled the person so held to be
discharged from custody and allowed to depart from the State.” (216)

“We perceive no error in the action of the Circuit Court and its final order is Affirmed.” (217)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pettibone was indicted in Idaho for the murder of Frank Steunenberg and was held in Idaho custody for trial. He

alleged that Idaho and Colorado officials conspired to obtain his arrest and removal from Colorado through



fraudulent extradition papers, while denying him a meaningful opportunity to seek judicial relief before removal.
After he was brought to Idaho, he sought federal habeas corpus, claiming that he was not a fugitive from Idaho

justice and that the manner of his removal violated federal constitutional and statutory rights.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pettibone was arrested in Colorado and transported to Idaho pursuant to interstate extradition proceedings. After
an Idaho grand jury indicted him for murder, he sought habeas corpus in the Supreme Court of Idaho and then in
the federal Circuit Court in Idaho, alleging that his presence in Idaho had been obtained through fraud and
conspiracy and that he was not a fugitive from Idaho justice. The federal court struck his answer as immaterial,
quashed the writ, and remanded him; the Supreme Court affirmed.
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