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SUMMARY

The Eastern District of New York dismissed Andrew Pridgen’s habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. §§
2241 and 2254 without prejudice. The court held that Pridgen was a pretrial detainee, had not
exhausted available state remedies, and that his ongoing state criminal proceeding independently
warranted abstention under Younger v. Harris. The court also denied a certificate of appealability and
in forma pauperis status for any appeal.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se state pretrial detainee filed a federal habeas petition under 28
U.S.C. §§ 2241 and 2254 challenging an ongoing Queens County
criminal proceeding on speedy-trial and due-process grounds and
challenging an impending involuntary commitment. The district court
dismissed the petition without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Rule 4 of the Rules Governing Section 2254 Cases, the court
may summarily review and deny a petition when it plainly appears
from the petition and attached exhibits that the petitioner is not entitled
to relief. Pro se pleadings are construed liberally, but pro se litigants
remain subject to applicable procedural and substantive rules.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a state pretrial detainee may obtain habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 when he is not in
custody pursuant to a state-court judgment.

2. Whether a state pretrial detainee may obtain relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 without exhausting available
state court or administrative remedies.

3. Whether the court should abstain under Younger v. Harris from adjudicating constitutional challenges to
an ongoing state criminal proceeding.

4. Whether Pridgen's claims concerning speedy trial, due process, and involuntary commitment were
sufficiently exhausted.

HOLDINGS

1. A petitioner who was a pretrial detainee and was not in custody pursuant to a state-court judgment could
not seek habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.

2. A state pretrial detainee generally must exhaust available state court or administrative remedies before
seeking federal habeas relief under § 2241.

3. Pridgen was not entitled to § 2254 relief because he had not exhausted available state remedies and did
not establish either statutory exception to exhaustion.

4. Even if Pridgen could establish cause and prejudice excusing exhaustion, the court would deny the
petition under Younger v. Harris because the state criminal proceeding was pending and provided an
adequate opportunity for review of his constitutional claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court cannot consider Pridgen’s petition under section 2241 or section 2254.”

“Even if [Pridgen] could show cause for his failure to exhaust and prejudice resulting to him from the alleged
violation of federal law, the petition is denied pursuant to Younger v. Harris, 401 U.S. 37, 54 (1971).”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pridgen was detained on 2022 criminal charges in Queens County and was a pretrial detainee when he filed the
federal petition. He alleged that his speedy-trial rights had been violated and that he would be, or had been,



transferred to a mental-health facility without due process. The record did not establish whether his state
criminal case remained pending or had been resolved, but the court found that the proceeding was pending when
the petition was filed and that Pridgen had not presented his federal claims to the state courts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pridgen filed the petition on October 21, 2025 while detained at Otis Bantum Correctional Center on Rikers
Island. He later submitted a letter raising ineffective-assistance concerns and stating that he was awaiting
transfer to Kirby Psychiatric Center. The court determined that he was a pretrial detainee, had not exhausted
available state remedies, and that his pending state criminal proceeding independently implicated Younger
abstention. The petition was denied without prejudice under both §§ 2241 and 2254.
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