
 
 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
 

FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT 
_________________________________ 

In re:  STEPHEN VINCENT HUNT,  
 
         Movant. 

 
No. 17-1214 

(D.C. Nos. 1:16-CV-01620-DME, 
1:14-CV-00365-DME & 
1:06-CR-00155-DME-1) 

(D. Colo.) 
_________________________________ 

ORDER 
_________________________________ 

Before HARTZ, McHUGH, and MORITZ, Circuit Judges. 
_________________________________ 

Stephen Vincent Hunt, a federal prisoner appearing pro se, moves for the fifth 

time for authorization to file a second or successive 28 U.S.C. § 2255 motion to vacate, 

set aside, or correct his sentence.  Hunt was convicted after a jury trial of six counts of 

bank robbery in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 2113(a), (d) and an accompanying six counts 

of firearms possession in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 924(c).  In this, his most recent motion, 

he argues that his convictions for bank robbery “cannot stand” under the Supreme 

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

Mot. at 2.1 

Relevant here, to obtain authorization, Hunt must show there is “a new rule of 

constitutional law, made retroactive to cases on collateral review by the Supreme Court, 
                                              

1  The federal public defender filed Hunt’s fourth motion for authorization to 
challenge his 18 U.S.C. § 924(c) convictions as unconstitutionally vague under Johnson 
v. United States, ___U.S.___, 135 S. Ct. 2551 (2105).  That matter, In re Hunt, 
No. 16-1198, is currently abated pending further order of this court.    
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that was previously unavailable.”  28 U.S.C. § 2255(h)(2).  But Mathis did not announce 

a new rule of constitutional law, nor has it been made retroactive to cases on collateral 

review by the Supreme Court.  As such, it does not satisfy § 2255(h)(2).  Holt v. United 

States, 843 F.3d 720, 722 (7th Cir. 2016); In re Lott, 838 F.3d 522, 523 (5th Cir. 2016).        

We deny Hunt’s authorization to file a second or successive § 2255 motion.  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 
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