UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Nathaniel McFadden v. Brenda Mason, et al.

McFadden v. Mason - No. No. 24-5515-KSM - Decided February 19, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania overruled Petitioner

Nathaniel McFadden’s objections and approved and adopted the magistrate judge’s Report and

Recommendation. The court denied the petition for a writ of habeas corpus and the motion for

appointment of counsel, declined to issue a certificate of appealability, and directed the Clerk to close

the case.
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dismissed

Petitioner sought federal habeas corpus relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.
After a magistrate judge issued a Report and Recommendation,
petitioner objected. The district court overruled the objections, adopted
and approved the Report and Recommendation, denied the habeas
petition and motion for appointment of counsel, declined to issue a

certificate of appealability, and closed the case.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C), the district court conducts a de novo
determination of portions of a magistrate judge's report to which
objections are made. The court stated that objections merely rehashing

arguments previously presented need not be reconsidered.
Unknown; district court order with no published reporter citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether petitioner's objections to the magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation required further

consideration when they merely rehashed arguments previously presented.

2. Whether the habeas petition could proceed to merits arguments concerning ineffective assistance of

counsel despite the one-year limitations period applicable to § 2254 petitions.
3. Whether petitioner was entitled to appointment of counsel in the habeas proceeding.

4. Whether a certificate of appealability should issue.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court need not reconsider objections that merely rehash arguments previously raised before
and considered by the magistrate judge.

2. Timeliness is a threshold issue that a § 2254 petition must survive before the court reaches merits

arguments such as ineffective assistance of counsel.

3. Petitioner had no constitutional right to appointed counsel in the habeas proceeding, and the motion for
appointment of counsel was denied.

4. No certificate of appealability should issue because jurists of reason would not debate the procedural or

substantive dispositions of petitioner's claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is inappropriate for a district court to address objections previously raised before a magistrate judge; to

do so would defeat any benefit of judicial efficiency gained by the report and recommendation process.” (n.2)
“Timeliness is a threshold matter,” (1.3)
“There is no constitutional right to counsel in habeas proceedings.” (n.3)

“Because jurists of reason would not debate the procedural or substantive dispositions of Petitioner’s claims,

no certificate of appealability should be granted.” (n.4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The source opinion provides no substantive facts concerning the underlying state conviction or habeas claims.
Petitioner sought relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 and argued, among other things, that issues concerning
ineffective assistance of counsel could be considered despite a limitations bar. He also sought appointment of

counsel in the habeas proceeding.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The petition, response, reply, motion for appointment of counsel, Report and Recommendation, and objections
were before the district court. The court independently reviewed the record, concluded that the objections
rehashed arguments previously presented to the magistrate judge, adopted the Report and Recommendation,

denied relief, and denied appointment of counsel.
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