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SUMMARY

This memorandum opinion addresses Rodney Wayne Patterson’s 28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition

challenging his Alabama attempted-murder conviction. The court considers whether Patterson’s

speedy-trial and ineffective-assistance claims were exhausted or procedurally defaulted, recounting the

relevant state-court proceedings and applying federal habeas principles.
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dismissed

Petition for federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 from an
Alabama attempted-murder conviction. The district court previously
found the petition timely through equitable tolling and then considered
whether the speedy-trial and ineffective-assistance claims were
exhausted and procedurally defaulted.

Under AEDPA, federal habeas relief on a claim adjudicated on the
merits in state court is unavailable unless the state decision was
contrary to, or involved an unreasonable application of, clearly
established Supreme Court law, or was based on an unreasonable
factual determination. Procedurally defaulted claims are generally
barred absent cause and actual prejudice or a fundamental miscarriage
of justice. The speedy-trial claim was reviewed under the four-factor

Barker v. Wingo framework.
Unknown

Rodney Wayne Patterson v. Warden Dewayne Estes



TOPICS

federal habeas corpus  post-conviction relief ~ procedural due process  sixth amendment  speedy trial

PRACTICE AREAS

federal habeas corpus  criminal procedure  post-conviction relief =~ constitutional law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Patterson's Sixth Amendment speedy-trial claim was exhausted and, under AEDPA, warranted

federal habeas relief.

2. Whether Patterson's ineffective-assistance-of-trial-counsel claim based on counsel's failure to assert a
speedy-trial challenge earlier was procedurally defaulted and, if so, whether abandonment by post-

conviction counsel established cause and actual prejudice.

3. Whether Patterson's other pro se habeas claims were forfeited, noncognizable because they alleged state-

law errors, or procedurally defaulted.

HOLDINGS

1. Patterson exhausted his speedy-trial claim by presenting it through one complete round of Alabama
appellate review, but he was not entitled to federal habeas relief because the Alabama Court of Criminal
Appeals reasonably applied Barker v. Wingo and reasonably determined that the delay was not
attributable to intentional or negligent state conduct, that Patterson asserted the right only two days

before trial, and that he failed to establish actual prejudice.

2. The ineffective-assistance claim was procedurally defaulted, and Patterson failed to demonstrate actual
prejudice sufficient to excuse the default, even assuming that post-conviction counsel's abandonment

could constitute cause.

3. The remaining claims were forfeited because Patterson did not address them in his counseled brief; to
the extent they alleged state-law errors, they were not cognizable in federal habeas; and to the extent

they were unexhausted, they were procedurally defaulted without a showing of actual prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, federal habeas courts must apply “an important ‘corollary’to the exhaustion requirement”: the
doctrine of procedural default.” (at 13)

“Because Mr. Patterson “invok[ed] one complete round of the State’s established appellate review process,”

Mr. Patterson has exhausted his speedy trial claim, and that claim is not procedurally defaulted.” (at 15)

“Based on the record before the ACCA, the ACCA’s weighing of the Barker factors was not “so obviously

wrong that its error lies beyond any possibility for fairminded disagreement.”” (at 22)

“Because Mr. Patterson’s ineffective assistance of trial counsel claim for failure to raise a speedy trial
challenge earlier is procedurally defaulted and because Mr. Patterson cannot show actual prejudice to

overcome the default, the Court denies Mr. Patterson’s habeas petition.” (at 27)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Patterson was arrested and indicted in Alabama for attempting to murder Evon Patterson. His trial was delayed
for nearly four years amid a separate reckless-endangerment case, bond proceedings, judicial recusals, and
changes in the presiding judge. He moved to dismiss for violation of the Sixth Amendment speedy-trial right two
days before trial, but the motion was denied. A jury convicted him of attempted murder, and he received a life

sentence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Patterson was convicted of attempted murder in the Lawrence County Circuit Court and sentenced to life
imprisonment. The Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed the conviction and sentence, denied rehearing,
and the Alabama Supreme Court denied certiorari. Patterson later filed a Rule 32 petition in state court, which
was dismissed as untimely; his appeal was dismissed for failure to file a brief. The federal district court denied
the § 2254 petition, concluding that the speedy-trial claim had been adjudicated on the merits and that the

ineffective-assistance claim was procedurally defaulted without cause and actual prejudice.
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