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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

DISTRICT OF NEVADA 
 

 
 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

  

          Respondent/Plaintiff, 

 vs. 

 
KEVIN HALL, 

 

 Petitioner/Defendant. 

 

) 
) 

) 

) 

) 

) 
) 

) 

) 

 

 
Case No.: 2:14-cr-00321-GMN-NJK-1 

 

ORDER 

Pending before the Court is the Motion to Vacate, Set Aside, or Correct Sentence under 

28 U.S.C. § 2255 (“§ 2255 Mot.”), (ECF No. 434), filed by Petitioner Kevin Hall 

(“Petitioner”).  The Government filed a Response, (ECF No. 438), to which Petitioner did not 

file a Reply.  

For the reasons discussed below, the Court DENIES Petitioner’s Motion to Vacate, Set 

Aside, or Correct Sentence under 28 U.S.C. § 2255. 

I. BACKGROUND 

On April 19, 2017, Petitioner pleaded guilty to one count of conspiracy to interfere with  

commerce by robbery in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1951, three counts of interference with  

commerce by robbery in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1951–52, and one count of brandishing a  

firearm during and in relation to a crime of violence in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 2, 

924(c)(1)(A)(i) and (ii). (See Mins. Proceedings, Change of Plea, ECF No. 270); (Superseding  

Indictment, ECF No. 167).  As part of Petitioner’s plea bargain, he waived his right to appeal or 

to collaterally challenge his conviction or sentence in any collateral proceeding, except non-

waivable claims of ineffective assistance of counsel. (Plea Memo. 14:6–19, ECF No. 271).  On 

/// 
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 September 6, 2017, the Court sentenced Petitioner to 154 months’ imprisonment. (See Mins. 

Proceeding, Sentencing, ECF No. 305).    

 Petitioner subsequently appealed his sentence, (Not. Appeal, ECF No. 311), challenging 

the manner in which his sentence was determined (Id.).  On October 28, 2020, the Ninth Circuit 

dismissed Petitioner’s appeal, concluding that the appeal waiver contained in Petitioner’s was 

valid, and “because [Petitioner] waived the right to appeal any aspect of his conviction and 

within-Guidelines sentence, including the manner in which his sentence was determined, the 

appeal waiver encompasse[d] his claims on appeal.” United States v. Hall, No. 17-10390, 2020 

WL 8922185, at *1 (9th Cir. 2020).  More than two years after Petitioner’s appeal was 

dismissed, he filed the instant § 2255 Motion, (ECF No. 434), which the Court discusses below.  

II. LEGAL STANDARD 

Section 2255 provides, in pertinent part: “A prisoner in custody under sentence of a 

court established by Act of Congress claiming the right to be released upon the ground that the 

sentence was imposed in violation of the Constitution or laws of the United States . . .  may 

move the court which imposed the sentence to vacate, set aside or correct the sentence.” See 

also Davis v. United States, 417 U.S. 333, 344-45 (1974).  To warrant relief, the prisoner must 

demonstrate the existence of an error of constitutional magnitude which had a substantial and 

injurious effect or influence on the guilty plea or the jury's verdict. See Brecht v. Abrahamson, 

507 U.S. 619, 637 (1993); see also United States v. Montalvo, 331 F.3d 1052, 1058 (9th Cir. 

2003) (“Brecht’s harmless error standard applies to habeas cases under section 2255[.]”).  

Relief is warranted only upon the showing of “a fundamental defect which inherently results in 

a complete miscarriage of justice.” Davis, 417 U.S. at 346. 

Under Section 2255, “a district court must grant a hearing to determine the validity of a 

petition brought under that section, ‘[u]nless the motions and the files and records of the case 

conclusively show that the prisoner is entitled to no relief.’” United States v. Blaylock, 20 F.3d 
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1458, 1465 (9th Cir. 1994) (emphasis in original) (quoting 28 U.S.C. § 2255).  The court may 

deny a hearing if the movant's allegations, viewed against the record, fail to state a claim for 

relief or “are so palpably incredible or patently frivolous as to warrant summary dismissal.” 

United States v. McMullen, 98 F.3d 1155, 1159 (9th Cir. 1996).  To earn the right to a hearing, 

therefore, the movant must make specific factual allegations which, if true, would entitle him to 

relief. Id.  Mere conclusory statements in a section 2255 motion are insufficient to require a 

hearing. United States v. Hearst, 638 F.2d 1190, 1194 (9th Cir. 1980). 

III. DISCUSSION 

The Government argues Petitioner’s § 2255 Motion is barred by the statute of 

limitations. (Resp. 3:6–4:18, ECF No. 438).  “Whether a petition is barred by the statute of 

limitations is a threshold issue that must be resolved before considering other procedural issues 

or the merits of individual claims.” United States v. Laughing, No. 10-cr-8074, 2017 WL 

8941235, at *2 (D. Ariz. Feb. 22, 2017).  Accordingly, the Court begins by determining 

whether Petitioner’s § 2255 Motion is timely.  

A. Statute of Limitations  

A one-year statute of limitations applies to all § 2255 motions, which begins to run when 

the underlying judgment of conviction becomes final.1  The “finality date of a criminal 

 

1 Section 2255(f) provides four alternative dates at which the statute of limitations period may begin to run: 

 

(1) the date on which the judgment of conviction becomes final; 

 

(2) the date on which the impediment to making a motion created by governmental action in violation 

of the Constitution or laws of the United States is removed, if the movant was prevented from 

making a motion by such governmental action; 

 

(3) the date on which the right asserted was initially recognized by the Supreme Court, if that right 

has been newly recognized by the Supreme Court and made retroactively applicable to cases on 

collateral review; or 

 

(4) the date on which the facts supporting the claim or claims presented could have been discovered 
through the exercise of due diligence.  
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judgment—that is, the date the one-year limitations period begins to run for purposes of a § 

2255 petition—depends upon a defendant’s post-conviction appellate activity.” United States v. 

Latin, No. 17-cr-00514, 2022 WL 676670, at *3 (D. Haw. Mar. 7, 2022).  If a defendant does 

not pursue a timely direct appeal to the court of appeals, his or her conviction and sentence 

become final, and the statute of limitations begins to run, on the date on which the time for 

filing such an appeal expired. See United States v. LaFrombiose, 427 F.3d 680, 683 (9th Cir. 

2005) (citing Griffith v. Kentucky, 479 U.S. 314, 321 n.6 (1987)).  If a defendant does appeal, a 

conviction becomes final when the Supreme Court “affirms a conviction on the merits on direct 

review or denies a petition for a writ of certiorari, or when the time for filing a certiorari 

petition expires.” United States v. Clay, 537 U.S. 522, 527 (2003).  “The certiorari deadline 

expires ninety days from the entry of judgment or filing of the order from which review is 

sought.” Lii v. United States, No. 06-cr-00143, 2009 WL 3526700, at *2 (D. Haw. Oct. 29, 

2009) (citing Sup. Ct. R. 13.1).  

Petitioner’s appeal to the Ninth Circuit concluded on October 28, 2020, the day the 

Ninth Circuit dismissed Petitioner’s appeal. Hall, WL 8922185, at *1.  Petitioner’s judgment 

did not become final for purposes of calculating the statute of limitation under § 2255(f)(1) 

until ninety days later—March 3, 2021—when the period Petitioner had for filing a petition of 

certiorari elapsed. See United States v. Garcia, 210 F.3d 1058, 1059 (9th Cir. 2000) 

(explaining that when a federal prisoner fails to file a petition for certiorari, a judgment is final 

“90 days after entry of the court of appeals’ judgment”).  Petitioner filed the present § 2255 

Motion on June 23, 2023, over two years after his judgment became final. (See generally § 

2255 Mot.).  Therefore, his § 2255 Motion is untimely.  Although Petitioner’s Motion is 

 

Petitioner does not allege, and the Court does not find, that any of the circumstances presented in §§ 

2255(f)(2)–(4) apply in the instant case.  Therefore, the Court considers the applicable statute of limitations 

period to be the one set forth in § 2255(f)(1).  
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untimely, the Court considers whether Petitioner is entitled to equitable tolling such that his 

Motion may still be considered. 

B. Equitable Tolling  

 Liberally construing Petitioner’s Motion, he argues the statute of limitations period 

should be tolled due to the ineffective assistance of counsel he received and the COVID-19 

pandemic. (§ 2255 Mot. at 11).   

  “Equitable tolling is applicable only if extraordinary circumstances beyond a prisoner's 

control make it impossible to file a petition on time” and those extraordinary circumstances are 

“the cause of [the] untimeliness.” Roy v. Lampert, 465 F.3d 964, 969 (9th Cir. 2006) (quotation 

marks and citation omitted).  Indeed, “the threshold necessary to trigger equitable tolling is 

very high.” United States v. Aguirre-Ganceda, 592 F.3d 1043, 1045 (9th Cir. 2010) (quotation 

marks, ellipses, and citation omitted).  “[A] litigant seeking equitable tolling bears the burden 

of establishing two elements: (1) that [s]he has been pursuing [her] rights diligently, and (2) 

that some extraordinary circumstance stood in [her] way.” Pace v. DiGuglielmo, 544 U.S. 408, 

418 (2005).  And “for a litigant to demonstrate [s]he has been pursuing [her] rights diligently . . 

. [s]he must show that [s]he has been reasonably diligent in pursuing [her] rights not only while 

an impediment to filing caused by an extraordinary circumstance existed, but before and after 

as well, up to the time of filing [her] claim[s] in federal court.” Smith v. Davis, 953 F.3d 582, 

598-99 (9th Cir. 2010) (internal citations and quotation marks omitted).  Here, Petitioner has 

not met his burden. 

 “The COVID-19 pandemic, in itself ‘does not automatically warrant equitable tolling for 

any petitioner who seeks it on that basis.” United States v. Rivera, No. 2:19-cr-87, 2022 WL 

1434650, at *3 (E.D. Wash. May 5, 2022) (quoting Olsen v. United States, No. 4:20-cv-166, 

2021 WL 329462, at *3 (D. Idaho Feb. 1, 2021).  Without any supporting details or 

documentation, Petitioner’s generalized allegations are too conclusory to warrant equitable 

Case 2:14-cr-00321-GMN-NJK   Document 441   Filed 09/29/23   Page 5 of 7

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


