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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
 

FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT 
_________________________________ 

In re: LEONIDAS ROY FIELDS,  
 
          Movant. 

No. 16-6197 
(D.C. No. 5:75-CR-00109-C-1) 

(W.D. Okla.) 
_________________________________ 

ORDER 
_________________________________ 

Before LUCERO, MATHESON, and MORITZ, Circuit Judges. 
_________________________________ 

Leonidas Roy Fields was convicted in 1975 of killing a federal correctional officer 

in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1114 and 1111(a).  He was sentenced to a term of life 

imprisonment, consecutive to a term of imprisonment that he was already serving.  Fields 

filed an unsuccessful first motion under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 to vacate, set aside or correct 

his sentence.  He now seeks authorization to file a second or successive § 2255 motion.1 

To obtain authorization, a proposed § 2255 motion must rely on “(1) newly 

discovered evidence that, if proven and viewed in light of the evidence as a whole, would 

be sufficient to establish by clear and convincing evidence that no reasonable factfinder 

would have found [him] guilty of the offense,” or “(2) a new rule of constitutional law, 

made retroactive to cases on collateral review by the Supreme Court, that was previously 

unavailable.”  28 U.S.C. § 2255(h); see also id. § 2244(b)(3)(C).  Fields must make a 
                                              

1 In his motion, Fields refers also refers to an armed bank robbery conviction 
under 18 U.S.C. § 2113.  The government states that Fields was convicted of that offense 
in the Northern District of Illinois.  To the extent he wishes to file a § 2255 motion 
challenging a judgment entered in a district court outside of the Tenth Circuit, Fields 
must move for authorization in “the appropriate court of appeals.”  28 U.S.C. § 2255(h). 
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prima facie showing that he can satisfy one of these gate-keeping requirements.  

See In re Shines, 696 F.3d 1330, 1332 (10th Cir. 2012) (per curiam). 

Fields invokes the second prong of § 2255(h), pointing first to the Supreme 

Court’s holding in Johnson v. United States, __ U.S. __, 135 S. Ct. 2551 (2015).  Johnson 

voided, in part, the definition of a qualifying “violent felony” used for sentence 

enhancement under the Armed Career Criminal Act.  135 S. Ct. at 2563.  Johnson held 

that a “residual clause” in the definition—covering crimes “involv[ing] conduct that 

presents a serious potential risk of physical injury to another,” 18 U.S.C. 

§ 924(e)(2)(B)(ii)—violated the constitutional prohibition against vague criminal laws, 

and that an increased sentence based on that clause violates a defendant’s right to due 

process.  Johnson, 135 S. Ct. at 2557, 2563.  The Supreme Court made Johnson’s holding 

retroactive to cases on collateral review in Welch v. United States, __ U.S. __, 136 S. Ct. 

1257, 1265 (2016). 

Fields fails to demonstrate that he has a claim that is based on the new rule 

established in Johnson.  See In re Encinias, 821 F.3d 1224, 1225 n.2 (10th Cir. 2016).  

He was convicted for violating 18 U.S.C. §§ 1114 and 1111(a).  Neither of those statutes 

uses the residual clause language invalidated in Johnson.  Fields argues that Johnson 

invalidated a portion of the definition of “crime of violence” in 18 U.S.C. § 924(c)(3).  

He appears to make the same argument regarding the definition of “crime of violence” in 

18 U.S.C. § 16(b).  But he does not show that these sections had any relevance to or 

affect on his conviction or sentence under §§ 1114 and 1111(a).  Therefore, he presents 
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no prima facie basis to challenge the application of these statutes under the rule 

announced in Johnson. 

Fields also seeks authorization to file a § 2255 motion based on the Supreme 

Court’s holding in Mathis v. United States, ___ U.S. ___, 136 S. Ct. 2243 (2016).  Mathis 

addressed how courts determine whether a defendant’s prior conviction for burglary, 

arson, or extortion qualifies as a violent felony under the ACCA.  Id. at 2247-48.  The 

Court applied the longstanding rule “that the prior crime qualifies as an ACCA predicate 

if, but only if, its elements are the same as, or narrower than, those of the generic 

offense.”  Id. at 2247.  In doing so, it rejected an exception to that rule in cases where the 

statute of conviction “lists multiple, alternative means of satisfying one (or more) of its 

elements.”  Id. at 2248.  Fields cannot bring a second or successive § 2255 motion based 

on the holding in Mathis because that case did not announce a new rule of law.  See id. at 

2251 (referring to “longstanding principles” and noting the case was resolved based on 

prior precedent announced “more than a quarter century ago”).  And in any event, the 

Supreme Court has not made the rule in Mathis retroactive to cases on collateral review. 

The motion for authorization is denied.  This denial of authorization “shall not be 

appealable and shall not be the subject of a petition for rehearing or for a writ of 

certiorari.”  28 U.S.C. § 2244(b)(3)(E). 

Entered for the Court 

 
ELISABETH A. SHUMAKER, Clerk 
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