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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF
PENNSYLVANIA
Appellee

RAHMIL FIELDS,

Appellant No. 2887 EDA 2014

Appeal from the PCRA Order entered September 23, 2014,
in the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County,
Criminal Division, at No(s): CP-51-CR-0003495-2007

BEFORE: GANTMAN, P.J., ALLEN, and MUSMANNO, 1J.
MEMORANDUM BY ALLEN, J.: FILED APRIL 13, 2015

Rahmil Fields (“"Appellant”) appeals from the order denying his petition
filed pursuant to the Post Conviction Relief Act ("PCRA”). 42 Pa. C.S.A. §§
9541-9546. We affirm.

The PCRA court summarized the pertinent facts and procedural history

as follows:

On October 26, 2006, [Appellant, who was then sixteen
years old,] shot and killed Mr. Antonio Johnson on Cantrell
Street in Philadelphia. [Appellant] was subsequently
charged with murder, generally, and other offenses, and
went to trial thereon in October of 2008. On October 14,
2008, a jury convicted [Appellant] of first-degree murder
following a trial before this Court. After the jury rendered
its decision and the verdict was recorded, this Court
imposed the mandatory sentence of life imprisonment on
[Appellant]. [Appellant] filed a direct appeal to the
Superior Court; however, it was dismissed on February 4,
2010, because counsel failed to file a brief. (3194 EDA
2008).
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On September 13, 2011, [Appellant] sent a letter to the
Pennsylvania Attorney Discipline Board, which informed
[Appellant] by letter dated September 29, 2011, that his
appeal had been dismissed. [Appellant], who was a
juvenile at the time the crime herein occurred, took no
action in his case until August 2, 2012, when he mailed a
pro se pleading requesting the appointment of counsel for
purposes of seeking relief pursuant to the decision
rendered by the United States Supreme Court in Miller v.
Alabama, [132 S.Ct. 2455 (2012)], wherein the Supreme
Court held that “mandatory life without parole for those
under the age of 18 at the time of their crimes violates the
Eighth Amendment’s prohibition against ‘cruel and unusual
punishments.”” On October 10, 2012, [Appellant] filed a
pro se [PCRA petition,] and counsel was appointed to
represent him. Counsel thereafter filed an amended
petition and an amended petition seeking habeas corpus
relief.

After conducting an extensive and exhaustive review of
these filings, the record and applicable case law, this Court
found that [Appellant’s PCRA petition] was untimely filed.
Consequently, on September 23, 2014, after having served
[Appellant] notice of this Court’s intent to dismiss his
petition without a hearing pursuant to Pa.R.Crim.P. 907,
this Court issued an Order denying [Appellant] PCRA relief.

PCRA Court Opinion, 11/4/14, at 1-2. This timely appeal followed. Both
Appellant and the PCRA court have complied with Pa.R.A.P. 1925.

Appellant raises the following issues:

I. Is [A]lppellant, a juvenile at the time of the shooting
that resulted in his conviction, entitled to be resentenced
since his life sentence is illegal under the United States
Constitution and the Pennsylvania Constitution and in
accordance with Miller v. Alabama, [supra]?

II. Is [Appellant] entitled to post conviction relief in the
form of the grant of leave to file a notice of appeal nunc
pro tunc to the Superior Court or a remand for an
evidentiary hearing since trial counsel rendered ineffective
assistance of counsel when he failed to protect
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[Alppellant’s appellate rights by complying with the
Superior Court’s briefing order resulting in the dismissal of
the appeal?

Appellant’s Brief at 4.

After careful review, we conclude that the Honorable Jeffrey P.
Minehart has prepared a thorough and well-reasoned opinion that correctly
refers to the timeliness restrictions of the PCRA, and explains why
Appellant’s argument of an exception based on Miller v. Alabama, supra,
is unavailing. See PCRA Court Opinion, 11/4/14, at 3-5 (citing
Commonwealth v. Seskey, 86 A.3d 237 (Pa. Super. 2014);
Commonwealth v. Cunningham, 81 A.3d 1 (Pa. 2013). In addition, Judge
Minehart correctly held that Appellant’s request for habeas corpus relief is
subsumed within the PCRA. Id. at 6-7 (citing Commonwealth v.
Peterkin, 722 A.2d 638 (Pa. Super. 1998); Seskey, supra). Thus, we
adopt Judge Minehart’'s November 4, 2014 opinion as our own in determining
that Appellant’s PCRA petition is untimely.

With regard to Appellant’s second issue, our review of the certified
record supports Judge Minehart’s conclusion that this issue is also time
barred. See PCRA Court Opinion, 11/4/14, at 7-8.

In sum, we affirm the PCRA court’s order denying post-conviction relief
on the basis of the PCRA Court’s November 4, 2014 opinion.

Order affirmed.
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Judgment Entered.

Joseph D. Seletyn, Esq
Prothonotary

Date: 4/13/2015
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