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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama dismissed Eddie Lee Mitchell’s 28
U.S.C. § 2254 habeas petition with prejudice as untimely under the Antiterrorism and Effective Death
Penalty Act. The court held that statutory tolling, equitable tolling, and the fundamental-miscarriage-
of-justice exception did not excuse the approximately 28-year delay, and it denied a certificate of
appealability.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 from
consecutive state sentences imposed after guilty pleas. The district
court dismissed the petition with prejudice as untimely and denied a
certificate of appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the statutory and equitable standards governing
timeliness of § 2254 petitions, statutory tolling under 28 U.S.C. §
2244(d)(2), equitable tolling, and the actual-innocence gateway. It also
applied the Slack v. McDaniel standard for a certificate of
appealability.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mitchell's § 2254 petition was timely under 28 U.S.C. § 2244(d)(1)(A).

2. Whether a later state habeas petition or other collateral filings statutorily tolled or revived the expired
AEDPA limitations period.

3. Whether equitable tolling applied based on diligence and extraordinary circumstances.

4. Whether Mitchell established a fundamental miscarriage of justice through the actual-innocence
gateway.

5. Whether Mitchell was entitled to a certificate of appealability.

HOLDINGS

1. A state prisoner whose conviction became final before AEDPA's effective date had until April 23, 1997
to file a § 2254 petition; Mitchell's petition filed on April 7, 2025 was untimely.

2. A state post-conviction or collateral-review application filed after the AEDPA limitations period has
expired does not toll or restart the limitations period.

3. Equitable tolling was unavailable because Mitchell did not show diligent pursuit of his rights or an
extraordinary circumstance that prevented timely filing.

4. Mitchell's claim that his consecutive sentences were legally erroneous or disproportionate did not
establish actual innocence or a fundamental miscarriage of justice sufficient to excuse the AEDPA time
bar.

5. A certificate of appealability was denied because Mitchell did not show that reasonable jurists could
debate either the validity of a constitutional claim or the correctness of the procedural ruling.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For all other petitioners, the judgment becomes final at the “expiration of the time for seeking such
review”— when the time for pursuing direct review in this Court, or in state court, expires.” (§ III.A)

“In other words, [§ 2244(d)(2)’s] tolling provision does not operate to revive the one-year limitations period
if such period has expired.” (§ III.B.1)

“The actual-innocence gateway requires a petitioner “(1) to present new reliable evidence that was not
presented at trial, and (2) to show that it is more likely than not that no reasonable juror would have found
petitioner guilty beyond a reasonable doubt in light of the new evidence.”” (§ III.B.3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mitchell pleaded guilty in 1992 to first-degree rape and first-degree burglary and received consecutive sentences
of 25 years and 15 years. He challenged the consecutive nature of the sentences, asserting that similarly situated
defendants received concurrent sentences and that the disparity violated the Fourteenth Amendment's Equal



Protection Clause. His convictions became final before the AEDPA took effect, making April 23, 1997 the
deadline for filing a federal habeas petition. He filed the present petition nearly 28 years later and presented no
new evidence of factual innocence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mitchell pleaded guilty in 1992 in the Circuit Court of Montgomery County, Alabama, to first-degree rape and
first-degree burglary and received consecutive sentences of 25 and 15 years. The Alabama Court of Criminal
Appeals summarily affirmed, and its certificate of judgment issued on December 1, 1992. Mitchell later pursued
state post-conviction and other collateral remedies, including a 2014 Rule 32 petition and a 2024 state habeas
petition, but filed this federal § 2254 petition on April 7, 2025. The district court concluded that the AEDPA
limitations period expired on April 23, 1997, that no tolling or actual-innocence exception applied, and
dismissed the petition with prejudice.
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