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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Tennessee dismissed Roderick Bates’s
petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 as untimely under the AEDPA statute of
limitations. The court granted the respondent’s motion to dismiss with prejudice and denied a

certificate of appealability.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.

Respondent moved to dismiss the petition as barred by AEDPA's one-
year statute of limitations, and the court granted the motion, dismissed
the petition with prejudice, and denied a certificate of appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A habeas petition may be dismissed as untimely under AEDPA's
statute of limitations. Equitable tolling requires diligence and an
extraordinary circumstance preventing timely filing. A procedural
dismissal warrants a certificate of appealability only if reasonable
jurists could debate both the validity of a constitutional claim and the

correctness of the procedural ruling.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished; nonprecedential district-court memorandum opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Bates's 28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition was barred by AEDPA's one-year statute of limitations.

2. Whether statutory tolling during the state post-conviction proceedings rendered the federal petition
timely.
3. Whether Bates established entitlement to equitable tolling or a credible showing of actual innocence

sufficient to overcome the limitations bar.

4. Whether a certificate of appealability should issue after dismissal on procedural grounds.

HOLDINGS

1. The petition was untimely because the conviction became final on August 3, 2016, the limitations period
ran for 273 days before state post-conviction proceedings tolled it, resumed on September 13, 2024, and
expired on December 13, 2024; Bates did not file his federal petition until May 16, 2025.

2. Equitable tolling did not apply because Bates made no argument establishing that he had pursued his

rights diligently or that an extraordinary circumstance prevented timely filing.

3. Bates did not overcome the limitations bar through actual innocence because he presented no credible

showing that, in light of all the evidence, no reasonable juror would have convicted him.

4. A certificate of appealability was denied because reasonable jurists would not find it debatable that the
petition was untimely.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To establish an entitlement to equitable tolling, a petitioner must demonstrate “(1) that he has been pursuing
his rights diligently, and (2) that some extraordinary circumstance stood in his way” to prevent timely filing.”
(Section IT)

“Accordingly, the Court finds that the instant petition is untimely, and Respondent’s motion should be

granted.” (Section 111)

“Because reasonable jurists would not find it debatable that the instant petition is untimely, the Court will
deny a COA.” (Section 1V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Following a 2014 trial, a Hamilton County jury convicted Roderick Bates and co-defendant Emmett Jones of
especially aggravated burglary and first-degree murder, and Bates received an effective life sentence. Bates

pursued direct review and state post-conviction relief, but the Tennessee courts denied relief, with the Tennessee



Supreme Court denying permission to appeal on September 12, 2024. He later filed a federal habeas petition on

May 16, 2025, more than one year after the AEDPA limitations period expired.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Hamilton County, Tennessee jury convicted Bates in 2014 of especially aggravated burglary and first-degree
murder and imposed an effective life sentence. The Tennessee Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed, and the
Tennessee Supreme Court denied permission to appeal on May 5, 2016. Bates filed a state post-conviction
petition on May 4, 2017; relief was denied, the denial was affirmed, and the Tennessee Supreme Court denied
permission to appeal on September 12, 2024. Bates filed this federal habeas petition on May 16, 2025, initially
in the Middle District of Tennessee; the action was transferred to the Eastern District of Tennessee. The court
concluded that the petition was untimely and that Bates had not established equitable tolling or a credible

showing of actual innocence.
DISPOSITION
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