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Fifth Division 

IN THE 
APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS  

FIRST DISTRICT 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, ) Appeal from the 
) Circuit Court of 

Plaintiff-Appellee, ) Cook County.  
) V. ) No. 92 CR 4453 
) JONATHAN JUDKINS, ) Honorable 
) Luciano Panici, Defendant-Appellant. ) Judge, presiding. 

JUSTICE LAMPK1N delivered the judgment of the court. Presiding Justice Reyes and Justice Hall concurred in the judgment. 

SUMMARY ORDER 

¶ 1 Following a bench trial, defendant Jonathan Judkins was convicted of murder, aggravated 
kidnapping, and armed robbery and sentenced to consecutive terms of natural life, 30 years', and 
15 years' imprisonment. We affirmed on direct appeal. People v. Judldns, Nos. 1-94-3868 (July 
26, 1996) (unpublished order under Supreme Court Rule 23). We also affirmed the dismissal of• 
his initial pro se postconviction petition. People v. Jud/dns, 1-97-1384 (October 17, 1997) 
(unpublished order under Supreme Court Rule 23). Defendant subsequently filed a successive 
postconviction petition, which was consolidated with his initial postconviction petition iii another 
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case (No. 92 CR 4451), and dismissed by the trial court.' We affirmed the dismissals on appeal. People v. Judkins, No. 1-07-3453 (March 28, 2011) (unpublished order under Supreme Court Rule 23).2 

2 On April 1, 2015, defendant filed another motion for leave to file a successive postconviction petition. On April 14, 2015, the trial court denied, the motion, as well as defendant's similar motion filed in his other case, reasoning that this court previously decided the issues raised in People v. Judkins, No. 1-07-3453 (March 28, 2011) (unpublished order. under Supreme Court Rule 23). Defendant appeals the denial of his motion for leave to file a successivepetition in the instant case (No.  92 CR 4453).. 
13 Defendant's private appointed counsel, citing Pennsylvania v. Finley, 481 U.S. 551 (1987), has filed a motion for leave to withdraw as appellate counsel, stating that he has researched the relevant law and concluded that an appeal in this case would be without arguable merit. Copies of the motion were sent to defendant, who was advised that he may submit any points in support of his appeal. He has responded that his claims are sufficient to enable him to file a successive postconviction petition because they are different than the claims advanced in his earlier postconviction petitions. 

11 4 Counsel has not submitted a brief in support of his motion; however, Finley does not mandate that counsel attach a supporting brief in collateral challenges to convictions. See Finley, 'Defendant had also been convicted of murder in a subsequent, unrelated case (No. 92 CR 4451), 
which we affirmed on direct appeal. See People v. Judkins, No. 1-98-0412 (faivary 21, 2000) (unpublished order under Supreme Court Rule 23). The murder in the later case occurred several weeks 
after the murder in the instant case and prior to defendant's arrest in the instant case. Defendant was 
arrested shortly after the second murder, and was identified by witnesses in both cases during one physical lineup. Because the identifications for each case were conducted during a single lineup, defendant's postconviction challenges to the reliability of the lineup were similar in each case. 

2  Defendant currently has a related appeal pending from the trial court's denial of his subsequently filed pro se section 2-1401 petition for relief from judgment (735 ILCS 5/2-1401 (West 
2016)). PeOple v. Jzidkins, No, l-162255. 
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481 U.S. at 554 (the procedures for withdrawal of appointed counsel outlined in Anders V. 
California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967) do not extend to procedures in postconviction proceedings). In 
this case, while we do not have the benefit of a supporting brief, we find that the record is 
sufficient to review the motion. Having carefully reviewed the record in light of counsel's 
motion and defendant's response, we agree with counsel's conclusion. Thus, counsel's motion 
for leave to withdraw as counsel is allowed and the judgment of the circuit court is affirmed. 
15 This order is entered in accordance wIth Supreme Court Rule 23(c)(4) (eff. July 1, 2011). 
16 Affirmed. 
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IN THE 
APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS 

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, ) 
15-1968 

Plaintiff-Appellee, ) 
) 

V. ) 
) 

JONATHAN JUDK1NS, - ) 
) 

Defendant-Appellant. ) 

This cause coming to be heard on Defendant-Appellant's Pro Se Petition for Rehearing, 
the Court being fully advised in the premises; 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Petition for Rehearing is DENIED. 
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JUSTICE 



Jonathan Judkins 
Reg. No. B-00481 
Menard Correctional Center 
P.O. Box 1000 
Menard IL 62259 

FIRST DISTRICT OFFICE 
160 North LaSalle Street, 20th Floor 
Chicago, IL 60601-3103 
(312) 793-1332 
TDD: (312) 793-6185 

TT Ia 

SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS 
SUPREME COURT BUILDING 

200 East Capitol Avenue 
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62701-1721 

(217) 782-2035 

September 26, 2018 

In re: People State of Illinois, respondent, v. Jonathan Judkins, 
petitioner. Leave to appeal, Appellate Court, First District. 
123666 

The Supreme Court today DENIED the Petition for Leave to Appeal in the above 
entitled cause. 

The mandate of this Court will issue to the Appellate Court on 10/31/2018. 

Very truly yours, 

Clerk of the Supreme Court 
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