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QUESTIONS FRESENIED

QUESTTON #1
'EXACTLY HOW, mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

RYAN 566 U.S. 1 (2012) AND TREVINO V. THALER 569 U.S. 413 (2013)?

QUESTION #2
DOES THE FACIS OF MY CASE QUALIFY FOR THE NEW EQUITARLE RULE OF MARTTNEZ V. RYAN, SUFRA AND

TREVINO V. THALER, SUPRA?



QUESTIONS PRESENIED
QESTION #1
EXACTLY HOW, WHEN AND WHERE ARE PRISONERS 10 USE THE NoW EQUITABLE RULE ANNOUNCED IN MARTINEZ V.

RYAN 566 U.S. 1 (2012) AND TREVINO V. THALER 569 U.S. 413 (2013)?

QUESTION #2

DOES THE FACTS OF MY CASE QUALIFY FOR THE NEW EQUITABLE RULE OF MARTINEZ V. RYAN. SUFRA AND

JREVING V. IHALER. SUPRA?
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In R Carlton West II, $17-7618 Surene court of the united states julgenent entered March 2‘5,'
2019 (Appendixﬂ/ )o' West IT v. Withraw, #1:98-cv-557 U.S. dzstmetoowl;westemdzstmctof
Michigm southern division mdgerent entered October 22, 2020 (Appendic B, ) |

In Re Carlton West IT #20-2078, U.S. court of aopeal 6th circuit judgement entered M, 17 zqéz_-
(hppenttiz A. ) | |
. Inke Cariton West II, #20—2078 U.S. court of appeals 6th cireuit Judgement entered July 7, 2021
ﬁ(AUpendwo@ ). N o
' In Re Carlton West IT #20-2078 US. court of appeals 6th cireuit judgement entered August 18
fzozz (Appendwg@ ). |
In Re Carlton West IT #20-2078 U.S. Cowrt of apeals 6th circuit judgnent enteredAugust 24 |
:3021 (Appendwa@ ) | o
In e Carlton West II, #20-2078 U.S. eourt of agpedl 6th cirewit judgement entered Octobez' 1
i20121 (Appendw@ ). -
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I5E SUPREME COURT OF IHE UNITED STATES
EETITION FOR A EXTRAORDINARY WRIT
Petitioner respectfully prays that a extraordinary writ issue to review the judgement belaw.
| OPINIGNS BELOW |
[ ] For cases fron federal courts: |
| ﬂwopmwnoftheUmtedSbateswwtofappealsatM_tothepetztwnmdw
Mrmaia 1o 2001 L5 pppinls daxis 29661
[]hasbemdeszgmcedfarmblwatponbubwmtyetremrted or
[ ] is unpublished.

The opirion of the United States district court appears ab appendix B to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ;ar
J?uswmdesmedforptblmwnbutwyetmm or

[ / unpublished

[ ] For cases from state cowrts:
ﬂwopinimofthehigheststdtewwtwmthevmtsmwamat@p@dix_wthe
petition and is
[ ]reportedat _____ ; or
[ ] has been designed for publication tut 1s yet reported; or
[ ] is unpublished '
The opinion of the _____ court aupears at agpendixz ___to the petition and is;
[]repartedat_____;ar"
[ ] has been designated for piblication bt is not yet reported; ar
{ ] is wnpbished

N



JURISDICTION

[/aasesﬁmfedaulaow-ts
mmthmmmmOf@pmwmmmumW/&%zf':-f-'
[]lbpetwwnfarreheammmmlyﬁledmnywse _ |
[d/mlypetztwnfwmhngwsdmnadbytheUmtedSz':atescowbofa;paalonthe
ﬂzm@dwqu/wmwpyofmmdmmmmmw@mm_@ g/{%/w@
[]mmtmoftmwﬂlethemmwnfwamofmmmsgmmdtomd i
incluting ___on__in Applicabion Rok_A__ ' 3
'mmecmmetkwm'cwmwmaemsc §125¢ (1).

Joge 42,



5th Amendment; mmshallbeheldwm&mfm-aaapmtalwothmwemfamusm,
"wzlessona;resenwmorudthofagrmzdm aweptmaasesmngmlmdarml
foraes az-mthemilztw,ahenmacmalsezmcemmqfwwwblwdmgw,norshallany
parsonbewbgeatforthesmeqﬁ‘encetobeﬁweﬂmyopaz@qfhfeorlwb norshallbe
'aarpeuedmmymmwasetobeamtnessmmmsdf,nm'bedemwedofufe, liberty
‘arpmparl:ymthwtzzwessqf&m narshaumwtepmparbybeta]@nfarpublwuse,mthaut
'ethmm Inallmmlmsewtwnﬂwacwseds?nllemaythenghttoaspeedymd
_puwamaz bymwmbialgwyofthestatemddzsmctmnthemshaumbeen
-aarmntted bhwhdwtzwtsmlhauebeenpmmouslyascertamedbylm wﬂtobemfomadqfthe
msemdmtweoftheacwsatwn f:obeaonﬂ'ontedmththemtnessesagamsthvn tohave
camzlsmy ;rocessforobtamag witnesses in his favor, and to have the asswtmceqfaowzsel_for
14th.4nsndmnt Secbwnl. Allpersonsbmmarmbwuhzadmthemtedstates andwb,yectto
mmmmf,mmtmqftmmmmofmmmmym
nostateshazzmwmwwmmzzmemmmmwmmmsof’
cntzzazsofﬂzewntedsi'ates nws?allam;statedepnvearypersoanufe, tharbyar.
zzoperty mthoutcbzeprocessqf‘lmvnordenqu;parsonmthmit'smsdwbwntheequal
'pmtemaanms |

ot 5.
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. Iheaarrpellmgreasons thatmstare thesbateofmcmgan confessing error in their "Peoples
qufonAppaaZ"dtpages 2-3, 1,.e., 'j

. "Defendant dzdnotregzstermobgectwnatwl#lpage 61...hedoesnatclavnthathemdecm
(Objection at aytime a’izrmg m‘wl...em 50...reversal is ot required simply because an opering
statement wjers to evidence (statemenfs fram a rolygroph tes*) which later pmves to be
inadmissib

Mwhzgan aonfesswg 1;0 error is both arbmozd?,nmy eircunstances and compelling reasons
’ sumc'/,ent erm@h for thw court to grant the petztwn This compelling reason impnses a duty. on
therevmnng comttomwatthaswneeoncluswnt?nt thie court arrived at in Buck v. Dm)_z,s
. The faatsofny éase present‘siissueé; koth of ineffective assistance of counsel wzder_‘
.S‘tmcklcmd and an ermtlanent to zvelwf wder Rule 60 (B)(6) thar, deserves encovragerent to |
pmceed ﬁmthaz-

These compelling reasans zuts remamg courts undzr obligation to seporate the obveatwely _

msonableuimtﬁanthecle@lywwonsntutwmlciwff henee ruZeonthementoofrryaase |
, "The Posneman Harwsf: Semmtmg wheat fram chaff" 86 Yale L.J. 974 at 988 (1977).

 FEASONS FOR GRANIING TEE FEITTION | |
The natuonal mportance of dem,dmg the questions are: just as this court qualified (,bZ'*mn e
mth w’s holdmg in mr*wez this court must na qualify Martinez so all clerks of the Zower

fedaml aoz.rts wn't be able to use this aom:s Bule 60 holdings (i.e., Gonzalez v. Crosby 545

U.S. 524 (2005) ) aZone to dismiss pmsonars motions, when those motions are mlng on &ar*tmez

ad Rile 60 (B) (6) of Buck v._Davis supra, 137 S.Ct at 780.

Deczdmg the questwns will eliminate amy/all conﬁxswn among the lower federal court as to the
course of action to take uhen presented vith the Marvines-Trevino issue, this establishing

v
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relief." .

However, neztherthedwtmctww%mrthewwtofa;peals&hmmtgwemwnymthe
beneﬁtwtheoppozﬁmztytoobtawfedzmlmmda'mzmnez, neztharthedwtrwtaowt
northeaowtofappeals &hmmtemmnmd@edthemtsofnyclamtoseezfmyelam
Fit within theﬁmm-ka:fdwuldmssthetestofmrtmez Ihedemswnofthe(ithcwcmtms
amaneousmrmgmzmgthatlwsmlymgmﬂtmezbzbmstwdreﬁwedhmmﬂnymsefw
ﬁa%herpmc_eadingsaonsistantwithb_ﬁztinez.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE FETLTION | |
The decison of the U.S. oot of appeals 6th cirauit is in conflict with both decisions of this
caurt, the U.S. court of appeals Sth cireuit and decisions from within it's am ciradt, i.e.,
hoever, to protest prismers with potentially legitinate inaffective assistance clains, it s
necessary to recognize a narrow exeption to the holdings of Colemmn...566 U.S. at 2...a fedéral
cowrt can establish couse to ewcuse the procedural defailt”...id at 10..."in the 20 years since
Colemm uas decided, ue have ot held Colemm applies in ciramstances like this ane..id at 15-
16" A D.P.A refers to attorney ertar in collateral proceedings, but it does mot spedk to the
questions presented in this case’...id at 17"..."In this case...Murtinez's grounds for relwf is
his ineffective assistance of trial coumsel clains, a clain wich A.D.P.A. coes not ar.
srtinez Telies on the ineffectiveness of Mis post comietion attarney to exuse His failure to
comply with Arizona's procedural rules, mot as an independent tusis far overturning his

conviction”..id at 17-18 (2012). |
"he supreme court changed the lao, therefore, the district court's demial of Martinez's
petition for hobeas corpus...is reversed and the motter is remwded for proceedings consistent

with the sugreme court opinion.” Martinez v. Ryan 680 F.3d 1160 (9th Cir.2012).

The 6th circuit has provided the follawing framawork to evaluate claims under Muwtinez...as to
these claims, the district court should determine... (1) whether state post comvietion counsel was -

ineffective and (2) whather petitioner's claims of ineffective assistance of counsel .wzre

/P



"substantial” within the meaning of Martinez, Sutton, and Trevino. Questions; (1) and (2)
determine uhether there is cause. The mext question is (3) whether petitiomer can demonstrate
mrejudice. Finally, the last step is (4) if the district court concludes that petitioner

establishes cause and prejudice as to any of his claims, the district court should evaluate such

claims on the merits’. Mitchell v. Rees, 2019 U.S. Dist. Lexus #104326 at 16. I was never given
this benefit!

CONCLUSION

The petition for an extraordinary writ should be granted.

FESPRCTFULLY SUBMITIED,
CARLTON WEST IT #6-237293

/s attth L0t T

Decenber 01,2021
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SUPREME COURT RULE 20 (1)
FETTTION FOR AN EXTRAORDINARY WRIT
Showing that the writ will be in aid of the courts appellate jurisdiction, i.e., this court in
Mxrtinez v. Ryan 566 U.S. 1; 132 5.Ct. 1309; 182 L.Bd.2d 272 (2012), said "the A.E.D.P.A. of 199
doesmtspwkwtheqwsbioandoestheﬂcbsofamsmﬁtuﬁhintﬁemw
exception to Colamn v. Thomas 501 U.S. 722 (1991) uhich, if so would entitle the prisomar to

hwethefedaulmwhwhis&bstmwidcmofimﬁwmassism#hialml
because the prisoners appellate counsel was ingffective in the prisoners very first appeal.”
This court futher said "a procedural defuilt does not bar a federal hobeas court from haaring
such substantial claims of inaffective assistance at trial, if, in the very first appeal, there
was no coumsel ar counsel in the very first appeal wns ineffective’ 566 U.S. at 17. .
This court in Buck v. Davis 137 S.Ct. 759; 197 L.Bd.2d 1; 2017 U.S. ILewis 1429 (201%?%?:3
district court abused it's diseretion in denying Bucks Rule 60 (B) (6) motion, which was Hrought

wnder the nules catchall category”. This court Purther said "Busk camnot obtain reliaf unless
Martinez and Trevino, not Colemm, would govern his case were it reopened, if they would not, his
claim would remin wweviewable, and Rule 60 (B)(6) relief would be inappropriate”. 137 S.Ct at

- 780 (2017).

This cowrt, in Davilla v. Davis 137 S.Ct. 2058 (2017), sxid, citing Martines, "equitable

discretion [which all lower federal cowrts possess and should use] was evercised in view of the
wrique impartance of protecting a defendamts trial rights, particularly the right to effective
assistance of trial counsel.”

This cowrt further said "of the 50 States, it's only 2 two which Martinez does not apply to,
and 1 one which Trevino does mot apply...ses, Leo v. Cosimi 777 F.3d. 46 ab 60-61 (2015)
(Martinez and Trevino does mot apply to Missachusetts); Hemmessy v. Bagley 766 F.3d 550 at 557
(2014) (Martinez does not apply to Ohio) id. at 2069.

Hence, Michigan is one of the 50 states to which Maxrtinez and Trevino does apply, however, the

Z.
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Rile 60 (B)(6) motion that I filed, relying on Mwtinez and Trevino, was without warning,

recharacterized by the U.S. District Cowrt Western District of the Southern Division, as a
application for leave to file a second or successive §2254 Habeas Corpus (Appendix B, ) and.
transferrved to the 6th Cireuit Court of Appeals (Apperdiz, B, ),dzdmsthweqftardeniedtzfow
times by the 6th Cirauit Cowrt of Appedls, i.e., Rule 60 (B)(6) denied (Appendix f§ ). My
request for a certificate of appealability denied (Appendix /), ). My request for a
Rehearing/Reheoring En Boine denied (Appendix J), ), then granted (Appendiz,{), ), then demied
agerin (AppendizdD), ).

Thus, gromting me an extroordinary writ, via answering the questions presented will be in aid

qfthis@wtsqpellateﬁn%dictiontothearbentofﬂw,uhen, where, and exactly how the

lover Federal Courts must entertain Rule 60 (B)(8) motions which rely on the holdings of Martinez
and Trevino.

SUPREMS COVET RUE 20 (1)
EETITION FOR AN BXTRACRDINARY WRIT
Showing that exceptional circumstances warrant the exarcise of this courts discretionary
powers, 1.6., this cowrt , in Buck v. Davis supra, said "the extraordinary nature of this case is

- confimed by what the state itself did in response, Tuwas confessed errvor, the states respomse,

the attornsy generals miblic stotement, the statement offiymed that it is inappropriate, the
state confessed error, these were remorkable steps, it's not everydoy that a state confesses
error...but then again, these were as the state itself put it at ardl argument here
"extroordinary coses". The exmress recognition by a Texas attorney general that the relevant
testimony was inappropriate, Buck has presented issues that 'deserve encouragement to procead
further!. (quoting, Miller-El 537 U.5. at 327); 137 S.Ct at 779.

Likewise, Michigon confessed error in my case, in response to my very first appeal. See,
Peoples Brief on Ampedl at page 2-5. | |

"Defendort did mot register an objecticn at vol.1 page 61, ha does not claim that he mede an
objection at anytime during trial...even so, reversal is not required simply because an opening

A,
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statement refers to evidence (statements defendamt made at a polygraph test) which later proves
inaimissible’.

This court further fourd that because of the ewtraordinary circumstances, Buck presented issues
that deserve encouragement to proceed further...and the issues worthy of review are Strickland v.
washington and Rule 60 (B)(8) type issues, 157 S.Ct at 780.

Likevise, my case presents issues that deserve emcouragement to proceed further, i.e., tridl
counsel. advised me to take @ polygrah test, laft me alone ab such test, then allosed Mickigan to
use statements from such test to comvict me. My appellate attarney never discovered ar raised
this issue in my very first appeal, hence all of this is ewceptional circumstances.

SUPREME COURT RULE 20 (1)
FETTTION FOR AN EXTRAQRDINARY WRIT

Swing that adequite relief camot be obtained in amy other form ar fram any othar court,
i.e.,Imisedthissamsissueanmrch14thZooamrﬁledaﬁs.soowtianformliefﬁm
Judgement in Michigon's trial court (arguing: Argument#d Ineffective assistance of appellate
counsel-Due Diligence) when I argued, my appellate counsel simply did mot Fulfil his ministerial
duties by not ordering all of my lowver court records, he was not able to raise the issue of my
trial counsel advising me to take a polygraph test, leaving me alone at such test, then allowing
mdzmw'westatavzentsﬁmsuch.testtoaamﬁctm. |

Bvidence of this exist in my police report and ny preliminary emamination tromseripts, however,
my appellate counsel only ardered my trial tramseripts. The trial court demied my Motion For
Relief from judgment March 19th 2008, saying "this court is not persuaded that defendant wns
denied effective assistance of counsel in trial or on appeal”. (Appendim/ ) Michigan court of
appeals and the Supreme court of Michigan both follawed suit with their denials — (Ampendizd,
ad 7). ), the U.S. District Court western district of Michigan southarn division refused to
entertain my Rule 60 (B)(6) motion (Appendiz B, ). The U.S. cowrt of appeals 6th cirauit refused
to entertain my Rule 60 (B)(6) motion (Appendixz A ). |



O
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Instead those federal courts recharacterized my Rule 60 (B)(6) motion without worning, into a
request far permission to file a second- successive habeas corpus, then derdied my Rules 60 (B)(6)
motion pursvant to the rules of §2254-A.E.D.P.A., instead of this court's holding in Martinez—

Trevino and Rile 60 (B)(6) (Appendiz A, anmd B, ) because those federal cowrts put my case in

the box of "$§2254-4.5.D.F.A." to demy it, even the clerk of this cowrt tried to tell me I
couldn't seek justice from this cowrt (Appendiz &, ).
Hence, cdequabemliefmwtbeobﬁaingdbeinwotharfmmwﬁmwyothwmt;m

else con I go aside from the cowrt that issued the miling which my case depends on, i.e.,
Martinez and Trevino, and their progemy. Furthemore, this court said "prisonars are not left
entirely without a forun for airing their constitutiomal claims. The A4.B.D.P.A. does not
Foreclose than from filing an original petition for habeas corpus with the Sumeme Court of the
U.S.", see, Felker v. Turpin 518 U.S. 651 at 654 (1996); see also, Supreme Cowrt Rule 20 (4)(a).

The supreme court can then choose whether to act on their petitions and gramt such relief as it

may find necessary, see, In Re Davis 557 U.S. 952 at 952 (2009).

SUPREME COURT RULE 20 (4)(a)
PETITICR FOR AN EXTRACRDINARY WRIT

In compliance with the requirenents of 28 U.S.C. §2241 POWER T0 GRANT WRIT. (&) Writs of hobeas

_éorpus my be gromted by the supreme court, any justice thereof...(B) the supreme cmtr'b, oy

Justice thereof, muy decline to entertoin on opplication for writ of habeas corpus and may
tronsfer the application for hearing and determination to the district court hawing jurisdiction
to entertain it. (C) Ihe writ of habeas corpus should extend to me beeause (3) I an in custody in
violation of the constitution of the United Statss i.e., the 5th dmendment mrivilege against self
inerimination; the 6th Amendment right to effective assistance of coumsel, and the 14th Amendment

right to due process implied therein, and (5) It is necessory to bring me into cowt to testify
and for trial.



- SUEFEMG COUFT RULE 20(4) (4)
| ._ mﬂmwmmmmmmm |

In aorrplwwe mth the requwmants of 28 U.5.C. §2242 APFLICATION. This agplwwtwn for a zm,t'
ofhabaasam'puswtyp@mtten smmdmﬂdbgm/s/ézzm&zfl This
application aZZ@gesﬁczcts conaezmngrrydetentm. The name of the person who has custody over me
is Warden Rristopher Tuskilla, by virtue of me having been fomd guilty of violating M.C.L
750.316(8) 1t degree muder and M.C.L. 750.227(5)(4) felory Fiream, and therveafeer being
sm:enced to' life without pawole plus 2 two years: LW.OP. in the Mickigan De_zmimquf

I reserve the right to amend or eupplement this application as provided in the rules of -
}zz'oeedwe applwable to cwzl actions. I mode application of this/the. issues herein to the |
district court of the district in uhich T an Leing held. i.e. Rile 60 (B)(S)rmz‘:wnrelymgon |
thezv.g supra. cmdﬂ'evmov. Thaler supra.
' 'wmmmmmmuammmpmrmm"

, Idtdnzzke@plmwntothedzstxwtcow'thwdtoshwtheU.S.mstzwtCmthastm .
iDz,sf;nct owahtgm&uthethmswnthattheﬂctsqfnyoaseﬂtmdmss thetestof"}_"
Mm-tmez ad ﬂwino (July 2020) that cowrt inmediately recharacterized my Rule 60 (B)(6) rrnf;wn

;moacpplwatwnfm'-Zeavetoﬂleaseeondarswcesszw§2254?ubazseozws, mthout_'

:Warmngmﬂrstbeﬂmswhmc}mactmzatwn, mdthemafbar :

;mtwn to the 6th C‘z:rmt Court: of Apeals (Cetobar 2020); (tppendiz B, ).
I then ﬁwd a "c‘lcm,ﬂaamon" 'mth that district court trying to show them that my Rule 60
,.:(B)(6) motwn ,imsents'a claim not previously raised that's sufficient to meet $§2254 (B)(2) ."n}w E

Tule" provision, Gonmles 545 U.S. 524 at 530 (2005) i.e., the facts of my case dbes fit the

narrow exeeption to C’olem:m v, Thomas 501 U.S. 722 (1991) as anmounced in the retroactive change
in U.S. Suprm Court aase_lwoofmnezandﬂevino, entitling me to have the district eout't:

to hear mysubstmmal claim of ineffective assistance of trial counsel because my appellate
counsel was ineffective in my very first appeal bty mot discovering and raising the fact that my

.



trial counsel advised me to take @ polygraph test, after which, my trial counsel left me alons
with the polygraph ewminer, then dllosed Michign to uss 'fabvicated staterents! frem such
polygraph test to comvict me (Octobar 2020); that district court issued an order instrucking the
clerk to 'reject the "clarification” and return such to me because my case is now closed’
(overber 2020); (4ppendiz . ). |

SUPREME COURT RULE 20 (4)(A)
EBTITION FOR AN EXTRACRDINARY WRIT

- Setting out specifically how and whare I exhausted available remedies in the state cowrts or

otherwise comes within the provision of 28 D.S.C. §2254(B), 4.6, Mareh 14th 2008. 1, pursumt ¢
M.C.B. 6.500 et seq. filed a Motion for relief from judgement in Michiga's tridl. caurt aising
fthe issues of - "Azgzmt#z, Ineffective Assistance of Counsel—Failure to adversarily test ..
aonﬂwt of interest.. Argzment#s! Ineffeamve assistance of appellate counsel—Due dzlzgence’ |
-rmsmgthesameaz:qzmentthatlmzmszngnw March 19th 2008 Michigem's trial cowrt denied

Eﬂnsaour'twmtm&nd@dt?utdqf%msdenwdeﬁ’eatweasswmceofmlinml
ar on appedl,, deferdamt has mode mo showing that counsels performmees were wnreasonably

deficient as required by Strickland v, Washington 46 U.S. 668 (1984) and People v. Resd 409 Mich

375 (1995), thus, defendant fas ot sutisfied the court that is trial ond appeliate comsels
?mdeﬁcwntmfadmgtozmsethe chzn&msetfmhmdaferﬂmwsmntmtwn"
:(Appendw : _ '

C Mk 101;h2009, IpmsmtoM.C.R. 3.304 et seq, ﬁledainbaasaamxstobmngmfwanerto "
:testtfy arformsewi:wnﬁtwhzgms trial cowrt. March 19th 2009 Michigon's trial aom'tdenwd

itmsmotwn because: :

"wegazdzessofﬂzew e attached to it by dafendant, it nust be treated as if it was Filed under
M.C.R. 6501 this court determines that theaarentmtmzssuccesmvemderrﬂ’,ﬁ 8.502 (G)
andthatanmtwl eonszdamtwnzmdermc.l?. 6.504(B) will not be done by this cowrt."” :

: vSynchmnw_aZZy, M:zmh_ZOth 2009, I filed an application for leave to appeal in the Michigan
‘eourt of appedls. June ZSid 2009, Mickigm's cort of appeals denied this motion because: |

"Deferdont. Pas foiled to meet the burden of establishing entitlenent to relief under M.C.R



6.508(D)". (Appendizd.. ).
Me251d2009 IﬂladaMotwnforReconmdemtwnmtheMwhzgmaow'b of appeals. July
let 2009, Mw?ngcm court of appeals retwrned such motion as being 'filed wztmly August 20th

2009, I ﬁled a Applwatwn Jor leave to Appeal in the Michigan Supreme court. Jarmz'y 29th 2010
Mwhzgcm s sumreme court demed this motion because "defendant Fas failed to mest the burdgn of

establishing antitlenent to relief wder M.C.R. 6.508(D)". (Agpendiz 71}, ).

Tus, the Zast court to deal wz,th the merits of the issues now being raiszd (Michigan's Zmal
Court) resultedmadeemmthatwsbothmnbrwytamdmwmombleqoplmtwaf
.S‘tmcklmd Ve mshmgton sira., cZearZy established federal law as was deterrrmzed by this court.

‘al.

Fw'tharmr-e Mwhzgan’s practice of 'rubber stamping derials' (Appendix Lo and )], ) renders /,ts

States carrective process absent and ineffective to protect my rights under 28 U.S. 0u§2254(B) et



