NO.

In THe

Svepeme CovQT ofF TWL VNI 120 SRy

Jovanren Cveent Bewlsod  pgnnaviea
4

Y¢.

Geoekt Soromon B8 PundT

/

O PN Fo weal ofF C4RMbaes T M V.S, Covat CF APPLILS 4—”&\6;@&/3]’

(No» 30-1037)

MoTion Faa AN ZKTENSION YF TIME

penno-;.rmff Ooiatan < Bv,«Mw; pro ST, HELIgY RESPETRVUY MOVES TWis HONDRpALS

Cover For An TXTENSION OF TImE To FilE PENTIgn Forz WEIT gf CARNORART PyvaSvanT TV

SupRemi CovitT Ruits 0 anp 3 (5)‘ A Timel! PLONoN Egr psiHtARiNG WAS Dsnitp

Bt ™K ¥.S, CovaT oF APPEMS ALPRONXIMATELY WwiTHid THE PAST 30 DavsS, IN SvVPpynt oF

TS Mohed, PEnnensl SHows THE FollodiNg,

ON 4-1G-32  PLandnNGe T SFEeped intD MAVL] Conldscnodd INSTITVIION  Noond CARQLIND

AT WHICH TME THE PEGAWVING OFFILER pnp WARDEN CoNHSCATED my LLEAL bOLumEnTT

AND FiLES  INCVDING THE DECis1oNS OF THE v. S, COVRT 0F APPinisS SouaHt TV Bt

RiVIEWZp BT THIS COURT, (N RESPONSE N 4-3T-32 PETINENL Filip A GRIEVAN LS

AND MADE NUMELLGyS WRITTEA REQVEST 10 AUESS THRSE POCUMENTS, BuT To No AVAIL,

(D



Pennod<a Hps ALSDO REQUESTED REPLAGLMENT COPILS Faum THE U, 5 COvAaT oF APPLAS,

PEnnonis WAS NoT RelenNty ANY oNg R&SPUNSE AS oOF THE DATR 07 TS MuNiow,

RLSFECTRVUY UMD THis 1% 13t pny of May 3033,

|

L —

5&@-\« £ Baunsud
.Y

MOULY Conescosad I8 ShNMon

2508 Mopple ROuSL RoAp

Hooidiptoy, Nyand Canount 28536 .

Decpnan oA

T, TewaTWAN £ BeaunSond  DiCunes npLL Penaird OF Peasued T T Fopiéoing
5 14

MONeN Fo A ELTRNS 104 OF TIMEL i TRWE AND (oRilecl. T LEiRo onN May [ A0AN,

|- % B—

M‘ww £ BuaNSed




NO.

iN_ e

SupRami LovaT 0F TG YN SvAes

- JuvADI €VEINL BaVASON  pgnngait
F

VS,

Geurk€ Soiupmod RESppdpedt
J

PloopT oF SZavie

‘T',* Jovantan £, Biivsud po DECLMeh THAME 0N 5-12-32 af Riduiatn 87 Sifugmi
7 4

Covnf Rite 24 T Movg SerNe T Enc\oge monod Fen an IXTRS il 0F Nime Vpod

THe Foliowing B4 PLACING N (0P op THE SAME IN THT (NITSD SMTES MAL posmés
I

Potpaid , AND BopLisSer pg FOLLUW S 7

g N. (. DIPT, ¢F JUStli P ¢ Box 624
[ [4
Riteibw N € 3T66y~0b39,

T bEcLaat yNpia Pivntty o PLUVRY T T Fone toide 1S vy ANO CodaecT .

EXLLTIN o §-13-23

( {"}c:(

\
QAW % . BpunSod

Mijasf CORECNO KL )NSN D oA

256¢ Mbone RovsSE Roap

Hoosatow, N.Co 39539




Nomcs oF ADpetSS CHaNGE

NZwW Appiess - MAVOY ConniCtieadl (W SPHNNA

258 Moo Rouse Kosn

Mooiseton, Noard ChHRouiNgy 3$638

\iété\

Jdd#ﬁh\hl 2 BaVNSON




USCA4 Appeal: 21-7300 Doc: 11 Filed: 04/05/2022 Pg: 1 of 1

FILED: April 5, 2022

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 21-7300
(5:14-hc-02009-FL)

JONATHAN EUGENE BRUNSON
Petitioner - Appellant

\Z

GEORGE SOLOMON

Respondent - Appellee

ORDER

The court denies the petition for rehearing and rehearing en banc. No judge
requested a poll under Fed. R. App. P. 35 on the petition for rehearing en banc.
Entered at the direction of the panel: Judge Agee, Judge Rushing, and Senior
Judge Shedd.
For the Court

/s/ Patricia S. Connor, Clerk
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UNPUBLISHED

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 21-7300

JONATHAN EUGENE BRUNSON,
Petitioner - Appellant,
V.
GEORGE SOLOMON,

Respondent - Appellee.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina, at
Raleigh. Louise W. Flanagan, District Judge. (5:14-hc-02009-FL)

Submitted: February 17,2022 Decided: February 23, 2022

Before AGEE and RUSHING, Circuit Judges, and SHEDD, Senior Circuit Judge.

Dismissed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Jonathan Eugene Brunson, Appellant Pro Se. Jonathan Porter Babb, Sr., Special Deputy
Attorney General, NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, Raleigh, North
Carolina, for Appellee.

Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
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PER CURIAM:

Jonathan Eugene Brunson seeks to appeal the district court’s orders denying his Fed.
R. Civ. P. 60(b) motions for relief from the district court’s prior order denying relief on his
28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition. The orders are not appealable unless a circuit justice or judge
issues a certificate of appealability. 28 U.S.C. § 2253(c)(1)(A). See generally United
States v. McRae, 793 F.3d 392, 400 & n.7 (4th Cir. 2015). A certificate of appealability
will not issue absent “a substantial showing of the denial of a constitutional right.”
28 U.S.C. §2253(c)(2). When the district court denies relief on the merits, a prisoner
satisfies this standard by demonstrating that reasonable jurists could find the district court’s
assessment of the constitutional claims debatable or wrong. See Buck v. Davis, 137 S. Ct.
759, 773-74 (2017). When the district court denies relief on procedural grounds, the
prisoner must demonstrate both that the dispositive procedural ruling is debatable and that
the petition states a debatable claim of the denial of a constitutional right. Gonzalez v.
Thaler, 565 U.S. 134, 140-41 (2012) (citing Slack v. McDaniel, 529 U.S. 473, 484 (2000)).

We have independently reviewed the record and conclude that Brunson has not
made the requisite showing. Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and
dismiss the appeal. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before this court and argument would not aid the

decisional process.

DISMISSED



