
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Hines v. Headley, et al.
Hines · No. 1:24-cv-323-RAH-KFP · Decided April 8, 2026

SUMMARY

The court denied Mark Anthony Hines's petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254
and dismissed the case without prejudice for failure to exhaust state-court remedies. The court also
concluded that Hines's claim for monetary damages was not cognizable in a habeas proceeding and
denied a certificate of appealability.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Federal habeas corpus petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 following state
criminal proceedings and an unappealed denial of a state motion for
new trial.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the § 2254 petition and state-court record for facial
legal sufficiency and determined whether the claims had been
exhausted through one complete round of Alabama appellate review.
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federal habeas corpus state post-conviction relief civil procedure remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Hines's sentence-related claims were unexhausted because he did not present them through one
complete round of Alabama appellate review.

2. Whether monetary damages for alleged unlawful detention and abuse are available through a federal
habeas corpus petition.

3. Whether the petition should be dismissed without prejudice without an evidentiary hearing and without
issuing a certificate of appealability.

HOLDINGS

1. A § 2254 petitioner must fairly present the substance of his federal claims to the state courts through one
complete round of the state's established appellate review process. Because Hines did not raise or pursue
either claim through direct review or Alabama Rule 32 proceedings and the required appeals, his claims
were unexhausted.

2. Monetary damages are not an available habeas corpus remedy, so Hines's damages claim was legally
insufficient on its face.

3. A federal court may summarily dismiss a habeas petition that is legally insufficient on its face; the
petition was denied without an evidentiary hearing.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A petitioner must exhaust state court remedies before seeking relief through a federal habeas corpus
petition.” (text)

“Damages are not an available habeas remedy.” (text)

“Hines did not appeal to the Alabama appellate courts or through a post-conviction petition for collateral
review under Rule 32 of the Alabama Rules of Criminal Procedure.” (text)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On June 12, 2020, Hines pleaded guilty to unlawful possession of a controlled substance and abuse of a corpse
and received concurrent ten-year and fifteen-year sentences. After his release to non-custodial supervision, he
was arrested for another unlawful-possession offense, pleaded guilty on March 18, 2024, and received a six-year
concurrent sentence. He filed a motion for new trial that was summarily denied and not appealed, then filed a
federal § 2254 petition seeking concurrent sentence calculations and $188,000 in damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hines pleaded guilty in Alabama state court to unlawful possession of a controlled substance and abuse of a
corpse and received concurrent sentences. After a later guilty plea and sentence for another unlawful-possession
charge, he filed a state motion for new trial, which was summarily denied and not appealed. He then filed and
amended a § 2254 petition asserting sentence-related claims and seeking monetary damages. The district court



denied the petition without an evidentiary hearing and dismissed it without prejudice for failure to exhaust state
remedies; it also concluded that damages are unavailable in habeas proceedings and denied a certificate of
appealability.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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