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C ON $TUVTU —TiIONAL AND  $TTATUTORY PROVISION 3 INVAVED

THIE DU PROCESS CLAUSE PRONIDES ~THAT "KO PaizsON SHALL .. .

BE DEPRNED OF UFIE, iR, OR iﬁizoprsz.-ﬂ-i, WITTHOUT DU
i
PRLGESS OF LAWL., ... U. 5. CONST. AMIEBMID. V.

TTHE PRAVILEGE O, THIE \WRIT OF HABEAS £ORPUS SHALLWL
NOT B SUSPENDED,.... ART. T, Sis¢. G,

fEDE24L STATUTE
28 vics § 2284 B & (Vi)

28 USCS § 2241(a)

9 USC § 2254C1)







JURISDICTION

$#<] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _SEPT. 01, 2022 .

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my ecase.

[X] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: SEPT 28, 2022 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on __(date)
in Application No. A . '

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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STATEMENT OF THE CcASE

ON MAM 55,2008, PETiTIoNER  DOUGLA € J/-\'acsou, IN PRO Sz, Rl

A PETTIOoN FUR WRIT OF HABIEAS corpus (E2E No. i), AN MoTION

(i=¢F No. 2) o S1a9 AND ARBSHANUE OF HABEAS PiRocEEDINS  TO

PER MIT HIM TO RASTURN TO “THEE S7ATE COURTS O PlRIEESENT ADDIMIONA

SLAMS TTHATT HANEE NOT R EXHAVSTED WITH THISE STAT= CONRTTE
AND  TTHAT \WeEReE NOT INALUDED N “THAT HAREAS Pi-TTIoN .,

TTHE WUNITED S7TATTES DISTIACT CoviRT EASTE2N DisTRICT oF

MICHIGAN (DETRNT) GRANTED “THIE MOTON "T0 STAY AND ARBRENANGE OF

HABEAS PROCEEESING. (=CF No.3) JACKSON v DAvInS, No. 2V te22 Gy ge

JACKSEN FILED HIS MOTION FOR REUERS FZODM JUDEMENT ON  JuiM (b, 20i5,

PEOPLE v JACKSON , No. 02-0037170 ~Oi (WauNE £TNY. CIR. &1 Jul.ib, 2CIT)

THE MOTION WAS REETURNED "TO JACKSON 34 CRrdER DATE  JAanwaRM 2i, 204

R SUBMIT "THEE MO TION Ab-—TiSe REDACTING 41S ISSUES AND  ARGU MERITS

BEAVSE 1T &XOSEDED THE PAGE LIMIT, JACKSON WAS ENCOURAGED —T0
TTO A MORE MANAGE ABLE.  LaAIGTH,

|

|

JACKSON RESORMIFTTED ~THEE MOTION ON MAY 24,20le. "THIS MOTION

FOR Re=uEr oM JudsMENT WAS DendieEn 34 “THiE TRIAL JUDGE ON

NOVEMZER 21, 201 IN AN ORDER ~THATT CHARACTHEIRIZED ~THE MOTION

AS SUCCESSWNE AND DiENED RELEF UNDER MicH. €T R 6502(c),

JACKSON TTIMELY F1ueED A MOTION FoR  RECCNISIDEI2A-TION ON
BecemBeEr 9,201k, PEDPLE v JACKSON, No. G- 00 3770-01 ( wauNe

CTNY. CIR. €T DEC. G, 2016 ), \WHICH HAS NEVER @iy RULED ON.







ON JUNE 15, 20i8, —THi= U.S. DISTRICT <CouRT | SSue> AN
Cacr No. 31) OPINION AMND ORDER DIREZTING “THE Clislek TO

ReEopid THi= cAsE, ON SEPTEMBER 10, 2019, "THIE MICHIGAN
SURIZEME. couiRT REMENDED "THE CASE oF PEOPLE v JACICSON,
SUPRA, “TO "THIEE STATE “TRIAL COURT FOR (REECON SIDERATION OF
W HETHER JACKSON'S MAY 24, 20i MOTION FOR REILIEF Fi_RoM
JUDGMENFT s gucciEssiNE MOTION, AS TME TIAL JUDGE STA-TI=S (N
‘-fma NONEMIREIR 21, 2016 ORDERe DENMING REUES Fi20M JUDGMENT

PURSUANT TO MICH. €7. R (.SO2L (&), PEOPLEE V. JACKSON, No.

i‘sqq3(o(Mic14. SEPT. 0, 2019).

ON SEPTEMBER 20 2019, THE U.5. DISTRICT COURT
ISSVED AN (EECF No. B8Y) OPINION AMD ORDER, SUA SPONTE,

HOWING 1IN ARSAANCE JACK SON'S PETITION FolRk \WRIT OF (4ABI=AS

CORPUS AND ADMINISTRATIUELM CLOSED “THE CASE.

ON DECENMBER il 2008 (12¢F No.4S), "THE U.s DISTRICT
COURT ENJOINS JACKION FROM FILNG AN FURTHEZ MOTIONS
OR PLEADINGS iN HIS HABIEAS CASEE WITHOUT ACCOMPANING SUCH
WITH(L) AN APPLICATION FoR PiElRMISSICN “To Witde —THe PUEARING
AND (2) AN AFFIDAVIT DEMONSTRATING ~THAT HIS AlLEcATION S

HANE MERT AND “THAT “THEM Al NOT A REPETITION OF WIS






PREVIOUS PLEADINGS OR MOTION S,

ON JULM 29,2020, JACKSON SUBMIMTTED A MOTION ~TO &IFT STAY -
MOTICN ~T0 RESTARZT, AMD SWORN PETITION Roi2 WRIT OF HABSEAS <ORPLS,

o TTHEE ULS, DISTRICT COuRT [FOR FILING . —THE CLb32Kk NEMNS2 Siles  —Tues
DOCOMENTS, SEIE PRISONER EXPEDTED LAl Malie Forms (csi~- 3i8) Ao

USRS ~TRAUCING, ATTACHED AS EXHIBIT 4 ) “THER=FORE, ON SEPTeEMmBER 2,
2020, JACKSON SLUBMITTED WIS MOTION ~T6 WP T S7Ad ; SWORN AMENDED

HAREAS cdoRrPUS ReEt-tion ) MOTION Foi2 PaupaR STATUS | PINANCIAL

AFFIDAWT, AND CERTIRICATE OF PRISONER AJCOUN-T Ac.—r:uv-rq/ “To TTHE

UNITED ST7A1E S Coviz—T OF APPEALS FOR “THE SivTH <CiRcwiT FOR
FILING,

ON S=PTevBiz 25, 2020, U S. COURT OF APPEALS ML
JACKSON NOTICE CONSTRUING HIS DLERDINGS AS A MOTION For

PERMISSION "TO FiILEE A SECOND OR SUKCESSIUE  HAREAS Appum'rwru
PURSUANT ~To 28 USC § 2244, (Se= Qlasf2o NoTas, ATTAGRE> A
EXHIBIT 2) ON OCOBER Y, 2020, ThiE F$TATE "N2AL CouRT FOOND
“THAT TTHE STATEE CoLiRT O(ZDE?' ENTEzeE ON NOVEMIZER 24, 200k
ERRON E0USLY FOUND “THAT JACKSON'S MAY 24, 20i. MOTION wWas A

SuccEsSSNE MOTION FOR RELIEE  FrRoM JUDGMENT, SEOPLEE v. JACKSON

No. 094- 00 3170~ 01 ( WANE. CTNY. CIR &1 OCT N, 2020 ).

JACKSON'S POST- CONVHECTION PROCEEDINGS REMAIN 1IN “THiE S T1AT I

'\-3'.‘






“TRWAL CouRT,

O OCTOBER 13 2020, “THIE L. §. COURT OF APPEALS Sl

JACKSON'S MOTION FOR CORREZTION OF ~THE RECORD. N RE JAUG

No. 20-1932 (U.s. €T APP. OCT. i3,2020), On APRIL S, 2024, JACKSON

FiLss A PeEnlion Fo2 \WRIT oF. MANDARMUS o COMPEL . 8. coui-T oF

APPALS T cAgts MANAGER “TO PROPERILY IDENTIFY JACKSON'S HABEAS

CORPUS P=TTION AS SUCH, IN R Jackson, suekd, (U5, €T APR 0CT. 12,2021 )
TTHE  COURT OF APPEALS RESPONDED N A LisrTe2 DATED APRIL 26,2021,

(SE.E i (TR LETTER, A17ACHED AS EXNIRBIT :i?)

OnN  SePTEMBER 01, 2021, "THE U, S, covizT OF APPEALS iSSuED

AN ORDEIR SUMMARILY DIiSMISSING JACKSON'S PETTION FOR Reu
HABEAS CORALS PURSUANT 710 28 USC § 2254, AND HIS IMOTION ROR Leanis

MO PROCERED (N FORMA PAVPEI2IS AND ALL (1S G2 MOUON S A4

DENIED As MOOT. JACKSON'S PETITION FOI2 REHEARING WAS DeEniED  ON
SePTemMamR 28 20202, (S G2 Ans Qf28(22 ORDERS, ATTIAUND A4S ERWEBT

M),

TTHIS PRO SE PETTITION Fok \WNIRIT OF CEzTICRAI2A FOLLWOWS |,






TTHE ReEeASON FOoR CAaNTING “THE PE"TIrmMoN

L, CONSIDERING A PRISONER'S BIGHT 0 BE FREE FROM
W RONGEUL RESTRAINTS URLCN “Tuew t.nz,az’rwi Do=Es

26 us¢g§ 2241 PROVIDE "THE FEDSERAL Lowi™T OF APPEALS

QU STITTUTEE  JUiZISDIC TION UNDER "THE DUE PROE=ESS JiAVsE,

THE ISSUE 18 OF |MPORTANCE “TO “Tuwe Feeded2AL
JUBICIAL SUSTEM AND “TO “THIE NA-TION., THIEE [SSUE INVOLNES

TTHE FPEDERAL CONSTFTUTION AND STATUTLURM LAW,

DiscuUusSIioN

PRIONERS i “THS COUNTR™M WHO ARE (N CUS TODY UNDER A STA1E
COURT JUDGMENT MAM Sk , 1IN PRO SEE, A DETE2MINA-TION F2oM
TTHEE  SUPREME CouRT, A JUSTILE “THEREOF, A SRCUIT JUDGE, OR

A DisT2aCT LOURT "TUHATT “THE ZUSTIODM VIOLA-TES “THeE CONSTITUTIOA

LAW S, OR THAEATIES OF ~THEE UNITED STATIES. 28 Uscs & 2254 1),

INDINIDUAL CIREUIT JVDGES ALSC HAVE AUTHERITY ~7T6 GRANT A

WRIT OF HABESAS coRfpud UNDSIZ 28 USCS § 22gila)

TTHE WHOLEE PURPOSE F FeEDERAL HABREAS REMEW 1§ ~—0o






=N SURE "THAT INDINIDUALS ARE NOT IMPRISONED [N VIOLATION 0T THE

UNITED ¢7ATEES CONSTITUTICN., SEE  HERRERA V. LOLLINS, 50k US 390

(1a93); BAREMOT V. EsTeus, Yed US 880 (14p3), ~THIE WRIT IS SUPPOSE
~To BE A BUL WARK AGAINST CONUWCTIONS ~THAT VICLATE ¥ FUMDA MEN-TAL

FAIRMESS.” SiEE WAINWRIGHT V. SHKES, 433 US 12,97 (1477),

. AR-r_'cus. T, Secmion . OF THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION
$T7ATE,” THIE PRIMIEGE OF “TTHE  wepr OF HAREAS CORPUS SHALL NOT 3=

SUSPENDED, UNUSESS WHEN IN CASIES OF REBELLION OR INVASION “THE pudiic

SAFETY MAY Rz Quiks IT. ART I sec.q. IN ACKORD, —Tu= puiz pRocess

CLAVSE S7ATeS IN PART Y NO PERSON SHAWL , .. 8E DEPRIVED OF UIFE,

LiBem2T, oR Hzope:irrq, WITHOUT DUEE PROCESS OF LAW A 2w U. 5.

 ——

CONST. AMEND .V, INVPORTANT HERS 1§ “THIE (SOuiTeaau—TH AMENOMEN-T

TTOo THE UNITED S7ATES CONSTITUTION , \WHICH STATES (N PART?

"NER SHALL ANMY STATE DepiE ANY PERSCN OF LIRE , L18@2TY,

OR PORZZTY, WITHOUT Duiz PROCESS OF LAW. TD. Avsud. XIV.

EQuALY TMPO2TANTT IS CONCReESS’ INTTIEN"T "T0 PROMHIBIT A
L 3
""TO’TAL EEX HAV STION RULEE REQUIRING DISTRICT COURRTS TO OiSMISS by

HBBEAS CORPUS PETITION “THAT LONTAINS BOTH EXUAUSTEDD AND UN HAVS TiED

CLAIMS, FOR YAMPLE, —THE $TTATUTORM LANGUAGE FoR § 2254

IN PART PROVIDEES? AN APPLICA-TION FOR A WRIT oF WABEAS <OoRS N

BEHAUT OF A BRgON N CUSTODM PURSUVANIT ~TC THEE JUDGMENT Ciz “THE

STATNE (‘;fb?&%“z":‘,—*?};ffgSHA\.L NOT BE GRANTED VNIIESS ano THERE (S 0., THE

-~
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SX IS TENCE OF JiXUMSTANCGE S REMNDERING QUCH PROCIESS (N EFFECTWIE
L . 3 BY( i
~O PROTECT —ME RIGHTS OF ~THis PRUISCNEIR . 2pyse g 2251 (o)) (BCi)

THIEE  INCRDINATE DEWLM 1IN ADJUDICATING STATE JOUIRT JLAMS
CAN = SUH A CIRCUMSTANCE., $iEs WORKMAN V. "TATEE, Qs 2D 1339,

i3y (Ca"’H iR, {q9L), JAKKSON =iED WIS MOTION FOR i ET SR20MN

JUDGMENT o JULY ik, 20\S. TTHUES, JACILSSN'S  PETTFION FOR  POST-
CONNICTION RELIEF HAS LANGUISHIED AN THi &A= TRIAL JOoURT

FoR ONER SeENEN MEARS, THIE ST7TATEE HAS NBIER BN REQUIRED —T0

JUSTEY T RROTRACTED OElA .,

""muaz\_-:mzr.—’-_'l SEEKING "TO &2ND WIS UNCONSTHFTUTIONAL RESTIRAINT

UPON HIS LiBaRTH , oN JULM 2%,2020 HE FILUED A MOTION 7To LFET
STA4 AND A HABENS CorpLS PETITION RAISING OMLY  PIROPERLY  EXHAUSTED
(SSUEES, FOR UNKNOWN REASONS ~THEE il DiD NOT Fius T PARRS.

THUS, SERKING A FeEDdiAL JVDicAL ForuMm "TO RAISEE WIS CeDEAL

CONSTITIONAL  CLAIMS FOR RELEF FROM HIS WRNG FUL R STRAINT ; OM

SRR 21, 2020, JACKSON, IN P20 SiE, SUBMITTED WIS COMPLEETEEM

EXHAUSTED FuDeeAl CLAIMS 0 “THEE (.S, CouRT OF APPIERALS CouRT FoR
r 4
THE SiytH  CIRWIT, BECAUSE "ﬂ-l\:‘-.‘ee.-r'nae AND PREFERRIED PRACTICE

ForR HABEAS PETTIONS "TO BE PRESENTED INVTIALM 10 ~TUiEE DiSTI0CT

CoRT 1S PRIESETLY CONTINUING "TO EXACERBATE TTHE INORDINATE

DiEtad IN AD JUDICATTING  JACKSON'S  eXHALSTED FPeEDwEizat Ca1MS -

INDEED, Jackson's Remmond FOR WABEAS CORPLS Rilaee HAS

~1-




LANGUISHED IN —THiE FeEbDaRAL DISTRICT <ovRT Sinas ‘20is, ¢ TTHe

U 'S DISTRCT COURT CAN POINT OMLY ~To “THE “TOTAL EXHMAVSTION

Auus (EECF Nos, gy, PAGEID. 0929 - 43128k, PAGEID. A4 88, PACEID,
NOT PRoVIDED B4 £ovRT ) G§ PAaziD. 7024, 100, PAGEID. 1040, "1064),
AS Tz REASONS FOR “TUE (NORDINATE DELAY, NENERTHIELESS,

AS 1IN WORKMAN, AST F2D AT (343, WHEN ~THE STATE ANSWERED

JAGCEON  HARBEAS PETrTION, 1T DID NOT INFOZM —THE  U.S. DISTIRACT ceviT
TTHAT JACKCSON HAD NOT EEHAUSTEED HI1S STATE  RIEVIEDIES; RATHEIR, THE
STATE GoUHT TO CHALLENGE JACKSON's PeTimon ON 178 M $, (iEdE

No. b, PAGEID. ©SI3, 6526 ~bbio)

CLEMRAM, THIEE PROTRACTIED $TAY OF HARBEAS PROGEEDING S
HAS RISiEN TTO A DUE PROCGESS \HOLATION, HaNGE, 1T BSZoMEDS AMPTRTANT
7O
FOR "THIE FeDiERAL JudDItiAL SHUSTEM AND "THIE NATION  ~TUuaT ~Tuis
COURT DETEZMANE ) UNDEIR CiRWMSTANGES SHOWAN HE2E, ~Tus

COMBINED EFFIELT OF 28UsC § 2241(e) AND 28usc § 2254 (),

D THE FeEDERAL CON STHTUTION  GRANTS CIRCUIT JUDGIES ~Tuis
AUTHOAT™ "TO GRANT A WI2IT OF HARERS JoRrpUS PETTIFTION  CONTIAINING

ONLHA EXRAUSTED FEDE2AL JLAIMS WHEN A CEpeszAl DIST26T Coui™T
REFUSIES TO Fiu= SucH. SEE PICARD V. CONNOR, HOH US 210, 215\ 1)

FOR GUIDANCIE

IN JACKSON CASE, ~THeE U.5. DISTRICT CouRT HAS SHOWA



“THA-T 17T 1S NOT iINTERESTEED iN “THE HISTORICAL CoRiE OF THE
WiRIT oF HABEAS CORPUS AND 1TSS MEANS OF REVIEEWING Tu  LECALITY
OF WROMGFUL RESTRAINTS UPCN  PRO SiE PRSCNERS - LB T™,

AS ReECENTTLY AS MARCH 18, 2022 ) "THIE U.5. DISTIR2CT COURT CoNTINUEES

TO REFUSE TO LFET TS UNCONSTFUToNAL §TAY, ( EZF Ne, i22,

PAceID, 1235-T7236C.)

RELIEF

FOR ALL OF “THE FUREGOING REASONS, “THIS couRT SiHOULD
REVIEW AND DECIDED “THIS [MPOITTANT P20 SIE FeEDaAal. QUESTION

BEAUSE OTERWISIE FEERAL DiSTI2ICT COURTS WILL Beban STAUING
HIEB=nS  PROCEEDING UNTTIL. Pi21 SONER PETTITIONERS  complesTes “Thha e
STATE  fouT UNCOMSTTUTIONAL  SesNTENCLS ; OR THIS COURT SHOULD
APCOINT  JACKKSON  CoUNSEL WHOM AN EEXPLAIN TTHE  (MPu1aN"T

QUESTIONL 1IN A MORE UNDERSTANDABUE MANNER .

RE SPZTRULLA  SUBMITTED,

DATED: O TORER .2___5_; 2022 ‘:BI DOVGA S LORNEELL. Ak SON
N PRO SE
'&"DDQ% A
FONIA CORRECTIONAL FACIUTY

IS 76 W, BLuawnAT=ER HighwWAM
LONIA; ML Y884 L
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