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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri considers Antonio Courtney’s
petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The court grants leave to proceed in
forma pauperis and denies Courtney’s motions for relief, copies, and a hearing. The court concludes
that the petition was filed outside the AEDPA limitations period, that equitable tolling is unwarranted,
and dismisses the petition as time-barred.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri,
Eastern Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Noelle C. Collins

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri,
Eastern Division

DECIDED March 31, 2026

DOCKET 4:24-CV-00627-NCC

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 from
Missouri convictions and sentence. After directing Petitioner to show
cause why the petition should not be dismissed as untimely, the court
denied the petition, denied related motions, and dismissed the action as
time-barred.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under AEDPA, federal habeas relief is unavailable unless the state-
court adjudication was contrary to, or involved an unreasonable
application of, clearly established Supreme Court precedent, or was
based on an unreasonable determination of the facts. State factual
findings are presumed correct under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(e)(1).
Ineffective-assistance claims are reviewed under the doubly deferential
Strickland and AEDPA standards. Procedural defaults may be excused
only upon cause and actual prejudice or a fundamental miscarriage of
justice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the § 2254 petition was timely under AEDPA's one-year statute of limitations.

2. Whether Petitioner established reasonable diligence and an extraordinary circumstance warranting
equitable tolling.

3. Whether the court should stay the case, permit additional filings or amendment, compel production of
records, or hold an evidentiary hearing.

4. Whether, assuming the petition were timely, the ineffective-assistance claim concerning counsel's
handling of the suppression motion and trial statements warranted federal habeas relief.

5. Whether claims concerning failure to investigate and call witnesses and failure to sever a count were
procedurally defaulted.

6. Whether an ineffective-assistance claim based on post-conviction counsel was cognizable under § 2254.

7. Whether a certificate of appealability should issue.

HOLDINGS

1. The § 2254 petition was untimely because the AEDPA limitations period expired on April 29, 2024,
while Petitioner delivered the petition for mailing no earlier than April 30, 2024.

2. Petitioner was not entitled to equitable tolling because he failed to show both reasonable diligence and
an extraordinary circumstance that prevented timely filing.

3. The court denied Petitioner's requests for a stay, additional records, an evidentiary hearing, and
amendment or traverse because those requests could not alter the determination that the petition was
untimely and would be futile.

4. Even if the petition had been timely, Ground One would be denied because the state court reasonably
applied Strickland in rejecting Petitioner's claim that trial counsel was ineffective for failing to obtain a
recorded suppression ruling and failing to object to admission of his statements.

5. Grounds Two and Four were procedurally defaulted because Ground Two was not raised in the state
post-conviction appeal and Ground Four was not raised during the state proceedings.

6. Ground Three was not cognizable in a § 2254 proceeding because alleged ineffectiveness of state post-
conviction counsel is not a ground for federal habeas relief.



7. A certificate of appealability was denied because Petitioner failed to make a substantial showing of the
denial of a constitutional right.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Equitable tolling is proper only when extraordinary circumstances beyond a prisoner’s control make it
impossible to file a petition on time.” (Discussion § II.A)

“The burden of demonstrating grounds warranting equitable tolling rests with the petitioner.” (Discussion §
II.A)

“The standards created by Strickland and § 2254(d) are both ‘highly deferential,’ and when the two apply in
tandem, review is ‘doubly’ so.” (Discussion § II.B.i)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioner was convicted of first-degree assault, armed criminal action, unlawful use of a weapon, unlawful
possession of a firearm, and first-degree burglary arising from a 2015 armed attack on Kenneth Strong. He
received a total sentence of twenty-five years. After direct and state post-conviction review, Petitioner filed a
federal habeas petition alleging ineffective assistance of trial and post-conviction counsel. The petition was filed
after expiration of the AEDPA limitations period, and Petitioner attributed the delay generally to lockdowns,
limited access to legal materials and resources, transfers, and prison-mail restrictions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A St. Charles County, Missouri jury convicted Petitioner in January 2017, and the state court sentenced him on
May 17, 2017, to an aggregate twenty-five-year term. The Missouri Court of Appeals affirmed the convictions
on July 23, 2019, and the Missouri Supreme Court denied transfer on November 19, 2019. Petitioner pursued
state post-conviction relief; the Missouri Court of Appeals affirmed denial of that relief on April 4, 2023, and the
mandate issued April 27, 2023. Petitioner filed this § 2254 petition on May 3, 2024, which the district court
dismissed as untimely after finding no basis for equitable tolling.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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