UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

VIRGINIA

Abdul Mu’Min v. Chadwick Dotson

Mu’Min v. Dotson - No. 7:25CV00037 - Decided March 26, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia dismissed Abdul Mu’Min’s 28

U.S.C. § 2254 petition challenging parole eligibility and sentence-credit calculations. The court held

that the claims were not properly exhausted because the Virginia Supreme Court had not reviewed

their merits and that the claims would also be procedurally defaulted and untimely under Virginia and

federal law. The dismissal was without prejudice.
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Respondent moved to dismiss a state prisoner’s petition for a writ of
habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. After full briefing, the court

granted the motion and dismissed the petition without prejudice.

A motion to dismiss a habeas petition is reviewed under the familiar
Rule 12(b)(6) standard. The court may consider the face of the
petition, attached exhibits, material from the underlying record without
converting the motion to one for summary judgment, and matters of

public record.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court could consider Mu’Min’s § 2254 claims when the claims had been presented
to the Supreme Court of Virginia only through review of a lower court’s jurisdictional dismissal rather

than through a procedural vehicle allowing consideration of the merits.

2. Whether the claims were simultaneously exhausted and procedurally defaulted because any attempt to
present them in the proper Virginia court would be barred by Virginia’s one-year habeas limitations

period.
3. Whether Mu’Min demonstrated cause and prejudice or another basis excusing the procedural default.

4. Whether the petition was also untimely under the federal habeas statute of limitations in 28 U.S.C. §
2244(d)(1).

HOLDINGS

1. Mu’Min failed to properly exhaust his state remedies because the Supreme Court of Virginia reviewed
his claims only in a procedural context involving the lower court’s lack of jurisdiction and did not

receive a fair opportunity to consider the merits.

2. Mu’Min’s unexhausted claims were also procedurally defaulted because Virginia courts would now bar

presentation of the claims under Virginia’s one-year habeas limitations period.
3. Mu’Min failed to establish cause and prejudice or any other basis for excusing his procedural default.

4. The petition was also untimely under 28 U.S.C. § 2244(d)(1), and Mu’Min identified no extraordinary

circumstances warranting relief from the delay.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, no state court has been given a fair opportunity to review Mu’Min’s habeas claims, and they have

not been properly exhausted in order for this court to undertake review.”

“Thus, as Mu’Min’s exhaustion and simultaneous procedural default prevents federal habeas review, the

Petition must be dismissed.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mu’Min, a Virginia inmate, challenged continued confinement based on alleged denial of parole eligibility and
enhanced sentence credits under Virginia statutes amended in 2020 and 2021. He alleged that the violations
began in 2020 and continued through later parole denials and sentence-credit issues. He first filed a related state
habeas petition in the Augusta County Circuit Court in June 2023, more than one year after the alleged injury

began, and filed the federal petition on January 10, 2025.
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