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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California issued an order to show cause
why Daevon J. Taylor’s habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 should not be dismissed. The court
identified the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, Younger abstention, and the apparent absence of a custody
requirement as grounds supporting dismissal. Taylor was ordered to respond or request voluntary
dismissal by February 6, 2026.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner filed a pro se petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28
U.S.C. § 2241 seeking federal intervention in pending California
criminal proceedings. The magistrate judge screened the petition and
issued an order to show cause why it should not be dismissed,
allowing petitioner until February 6, 2026, to respond.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Preliminary habeas screening under Rule 4 of the Rules Governing
Section 2254 Cases, as applied to a § 2241 petition through Habeas
Rule 1(b).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district-court order to show cause and not a final merits
judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal district court may exercise jurisdiction over a habeas petition seeking review of or
intervention in pending state criminal proceedings.

2. Whether Younger abstention bars federal habeas intervention in the pending state criminal proceedings.

3. Whether the petition satisfies the custody requirement for federal habeas jurisdiction when petitioner
alleges that he has been released on bond and does not challenge the legality of existing custody.

HOLDINGS

1. The petition appears subject to dismissal under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine because the relief sought
would require the federal district court to review and invalidate decisions and actions taken in the
ongoing state criminal proceedings.

2. Younger abstention appears to require the federal court to refrain from intervening in Taylor's ongoing
state criminal proceedings because the proceeding is ongoing, implicates important state interests,
provides an adequate opportunity to raise constitutional claims, and the requested relief would
substantially interfere with the proceeding.

3. The petition appears jurisdictionally deficient because Taylor alleges that he was released on bond and
does not claim that he is in custody in violation of the Constitution or federal law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"[T]he essence of habeas corpus is an attack by a person in state custody upon the legality of that custody,
and . . . the traditional function of the writ is to secure release from illegal custody."” (Analysis, Section III)

“"Younger . . . reaffirmed the long-standing principle that federal courts sitting in equity cannot, absent
exceptional circumstances, enjoin pending state criminal proceedings."” (Analysis, Section III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Taylor was the subject of pending criminal proceedings in Los Angeles County Superior Court and alleged that
his arrest and related search warrants were facially defective. He also challenged charges including felon in
possession, alleged denial of discovery, and reliance on a previously vacated restraining order. Taylor stated that
he had been released on bond and sought federal declarations that the state arrest and prosecution were
unconstitutional, dismissal of the state charges, and other emergency relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Taylor filed the petition on April 6, 2025. The action was dismissed without prejudice on August 8, 2025, after
Taylor failed to submit a complete in forma pauperis request, but the court vacated the dismissal and reopened
the action on October 29, 2025. The court later granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis and, after screening
the petition and related motions, issued this order to show cause rather than entering a final dismissal.
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