UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Charles Graves v. Unknown

Graves - No. 2:24-cv-2642-JDP (P) - Decided March 3, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California dismissed Charles Graves’s
Section 2254 petition with leave to amend. The court found that the asserted California Racial Justice
Act claim appeared unexhausted and to raise only an issue of state law, granted in forma pauperis
status, and ordered petitioner to file an amended petition or notice of voluntary dismissal within thirty

days.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
WRITING FOR THE COURT Jeremy D. Peterson

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of California
DECIDED March 3, 2025

DOCKET 2:24-cv-2642-JDP (P)

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Preliminary review of a state prisoner’s 28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition

under Rule 4 of the Rules Governing Section 2254 Cases.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Rule 4 of the Rules Governing Section 2254 Cases, the court
conducts preliminary review and must order a response unless it

plainly appears that the petitioner is not entitled to relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the petition should be dismissed at preliminary review because it did not state a viable federal
habeas claim.

2. Whether the petition should be dismissed as apparently unexhausted because petitioner had not

presented the claim to the California Supreme Court.

3. Whether petitioner should receive leave to amend the petition.

HOLDINGS

1. The petition, as articulated, did not state a viable federal habeas claim because it appeared to assert only

a state-law claim under California’s Racial Justice Act.

2. The petition appeared unexhausted because petitioner stated that he had not presented his claim to the

California Supreme Court.

3. The court could dismiss the petition under Rule 4 because it plainly appeared that petitioner was not
entitled to federal habeas relief on the petition as presented.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under Rule 4, the judge assigned to the habeas proceeding must examine the habeas petition and order a

response to the petition unless it “plainly appears” that the petitioner is not entitled to relief.” (at 1)

“Rather than recommending dismissal of the case, I will dismiss the petition with leave to amend.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Charles Graves, a state prisoner, filed a § 2254 petition claiming under California’s Racial Justice Act that he and
other non-white prisoners received longer sentences than white prisoners. He indicated that he had not presented
the claim to the California Supreme Court. The court further determined that the claim appeared to invoke only

state law rather than a cognizable federal habeas ground.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner filed a § 2254 habeas petition asserting a claim under California’s Racial Justice Act. On preliminary
review, the court concluded that the petition did not articulate a viable federal habeas claim and appeared
unexhausted. The court dismissed the petition with leave to amend, granted in forma pauperis status, and

allowed petitioner thirty days to file an amended petition or voluntarily dismiss the action without prejudice.
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