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UNITEDSTATESDISTRICTCOURT DISTRICTOFMINNESOTA CHARLESALFREDARMA]JO,JR,,
Plaintiff, v. STATEOFMINNESOTA,ST.LOUIS COUNTYDETENTIONCENTER,].
PETE,ST.LOUISCO.SHERIFFCAPT., andD.S.#601,ST.LOUISCO.CAPT., Defendants. CaseNo.22 CV
396(NEB/TNL) ORDERACCEPTINGREPORTAND RECOMMENDATION The Court has received
the June 27, 2022 Report and Recommendation of United States Magistrate Judge Tony N. Leung.
(ECF No. 28 (“R&R”).) The R&R recommends
dismissingArmajo’s42U.S.C.Section1983claimbecauseitfailstostateaclaimonwhich
reliefcanbegranted.Seegenerallyid.(citing28U.S.C.§1915A(providingforscreeningof
claimsagainstthegovernmentanddirectingtheCourttodismissclaimsthatfailtostate a claim)). Armajo
objected to the R&R generally, without addressing the inadequacies identifiedintheR&R. 1

(ECFNo0.31(“ODbj.”).)TheCourthasreviewedthematterdenovo
andagreeswiththethoroughanalysisoftheR&R.

1 TheCourtgrantsArmajo’smotiontoallowforhisobjectionandconsidershisobjections. (ECFNo.31.)
CASE 0:22-cv-00396-NEB-TNL Doc. 33 Filed 07/25/22 Page 1 of 3

2 Attimes,Armajoapparentlycollaterallyattackshisunderlyingconviction,which is barred by Heck.
Heck v. Humphrey, 512 U.S. 477, 487 (1994). Thus the R&R properly
dismissedanyclaimsattackingtheunderlyingconviction. Armajo’s allegations about access to legal
services at the St. Louis County
DetentionCenteralsofailtostateacognizableclaim.First,Armajocomplainsthathewas deprived access to
his legal counsel in December 2020, which inhibited his pending appeal at the Wyoming Supreme
Court. (R&R at 4; ECF No. 1 at 5.) But as the R&R explained, oral argument for that Appeal was held
on September 22, 2020—months beforetheallegeddeprivation.(R&Rat5(citing Armajo v. State,No.S 20
0088).)Armajo has not explained how an inability to access his counsel after arguments were made
prejudiced his case, so he has not stated a claim on this ground. See Strickland v.
Washington,466U.5.668,691-92(1984)(requiringprejudicetostateaclaimforineffective assistance).
NextArmajoallegesthathewasdeniedaccesstocounseltoappealtotheUnited States Supreme Court.
Even accepting the allegations as true, Armajo had no
constitutionalrighttohavecounselassisthimwiththatappeal. Wainwright v. Torna,455
U.S.586,587(1982)(percuriam). Thus,hehasnotstatedaclaimonthisgroundeither. Finally, Armajo asserts
that the St. Louis County Detention Center deprived him
ofaccesstotheCourtsbyrestrictingaccesstolegalmaterials.Aclaimfordenialofaccess to the Courts
requires showing prejudice, and Armajo alleges none. Klinger v. Dep’t of CASE
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Corrections,107F.3d609,617(8thCir.1997). 2 Inhisobjections,Armajomerelyassertsthat
hewasprejudicedbecausehecouldnotaccessthecourts.Hedoesnotidentifyhowthis
“hinderedhiseffortstopursuealegalclaim.” Lewis v. Casey,518U.5.343,350-51(1996); (Obj. at 7). Thus,
Armajo has not stated a claim for denial of access to the courts. The
CourtoverrulesArmajo’sobjectionsandacceptstheR&R. ITISHEREBYORDEREDTHAT: 1.
Armajo’smotiontoconsiderobjections(ECFNo0.31)isGRANTED; 2.
Armajo’sobjections(ECFNo0.31)areOVERRULED 3.
TheReportandRecommendation(ECFNo0.28)isACCEPTED; 4.
ThismatterisDISMISSEDWITHOUTPREJUDICE; 5. The applications to proceed in forma pauperis
(ECF Nos. 2, 3, 13) are DENIED;and 6. Themotionstoincludeevidence(ECFNos.5,7,10)are DENIED.
LETJUDGMENTBEENTEREDACCORDINGLY. Dated:July25,2022 BYTHECOURT:
s/NancyE.Brasel

NancyE.Brasel UnitedStatesDistrictJudge 2

In hisObjections,Armajocites42U.S.C.Section1996,whichstatesthatitis theUnited States’ Policy to
protect and preserve freedom of belief and worship for Native Americans. He pleads no facts
suggesting that St. Louis County Detention Center
impededhisworshiporthepracticeofhisreligion,andthushasnotstatedaSection1983
claimforviolationofhisfreedomofworship. CASE 0:22-cv-00396-NEB-TNL Doc. 33 Filed 07/25/22 Page
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