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QUESTION S PRESENTED

. WHETHER A DI TRICT LouRT's SUA SPON T 7AY OF

HABEAS LORPUS PETITION PENDING REIOLUTION OF

POSTCONNICTION PROCEEDRING (N £T7ATE LouRT 19
APPEAL ARLE AF TR FINE Ys=ARS.
U 1"
- - PETTIONER  ANSWERS, MES.

RESFONOIENT  HAS NOT ANSWERED.

L1sT OF PARTIES

ALL PARTIES APPEAR IN "THE ZARTION OF "THE cAsE

ON "THE COUER PAGE .

BELATED  CASES

DOUGLAS JACKSEON v, NATHAN HOFFEMAN], U.S: COA No. %3“20(0‘5;

DOUGLAS JACKEON v, LES PARISH No. 2I1S-c¢v- e 22 (E.D. Mic),



STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION

PETTONER JACKION SEexs Qe.\m-:-_w o.(: fm\v:-: UNVTED
STATES cbwz*r OoF ApDEALg' For T é\krﬂ CARCUVT FEBQUAQH
\,'QOZL\; AND MARALH 25, 202\{, ORDERSY AND dUDGAI;E\!’T_ —TH g
couRT WAS JUQIéDiUﬂbQ PUéSUPfN'( o RuLE 1O, AND UNITED

STATES CONSTITUTION ,

L ON STIITTUTIONAL  AND STATUTORM PROVISIONS INVOLUED

< ONGREESS SHALL MAKEE NO LAW . .. ARBRIDGING ... “THE R6HT OR
THIE PEOPUS , ., TTO PETITION "THE GOUERNMENT Vo REDRESS

OF GRIEVANCEES. U.S. CONST. AMi=nD. T

NO PiEREON SHALL ... BE DEPRIVED OF LIFE, LIBERTH, OR PROPIRTY

WITHOUT DUE PROGESS OF LAW . an. UrS. CONST, AMEND, \,

NMOR SHALL ANY STATE DEPRIVE ANY PERSCN OF LIFE, LIBERTY, OR

PROPERTU , \WHTHOUT DUE PROCESS OF LAW ., U.S. CONST. AMeEND. XV,

- ©
,ll..



AN APPLICATTION FOR A WRIT OF HA BEAS CORPUS , » . SHALL NOT BE
GRANTED UNLESS ,, . THERE 1S STHEe AN ABRSENCGE OF AVAILARLE

wTATiE CORRECTIUE PROCESS OR “THE EXISTENCE OF ;.nzctms"rm\!a—:s
RENbaawé. BUCH PROCESS (MEFFEC‘TNEN To PROTECT THE RIGHTS OF

TTHE PRISCNER, 28 USC 2254(b).

“ b @
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STATEMENT OF TUE <CASE

FOLLOWING A JURM ~TRIAL PETIIONEZ DOUGLAS JALK 50N,

WAS FOUND  GUILTY ON OcT0RER 28, 200G, N WAUNE couN-TY

CIRCIT COURT OF FINE FELONIES, "THE JURY BEuT@esED (78 VERD T
UND=R 09 -00 3170 -0O1-F¢, THE PEORLE OF THe STATE OR

MICHHGAN NeERsSUS DOVGLAS CORNIELL JACKSON .

ON APRIL 2), 2011, FOLLOWING JACKSON'S APPEAL OF RIGHT

IN CASE OG- 0031770 ~0i~- F¢ "THE MILHIGAN couRT OF APREALS

E NTEREDS JUDEMENT  AFFIRMING HIS CONNICTION , BUT REMANDED

For RESENTENCING , AND FOR CORRECTION OFf THE JUDGMENT OF
SENTENCE AND REGISTER OF ACTIONS IN CASE OG-00FTT0-01~R .
PECPUE V. JACKSON, No. 2011 Midl, APP. LEXIS 133 CMic €T APP, 2011),
FOLLOWING RESENTENCING | JACKSON'S SENTENCE WAS AFFIRMED

ON APPEAL. PEOPLE V. JACKSON, No. 2013 WL Y4159 (MicH. CT. APP,

SEPT. 3 2013).

ON MAY 8§, 2015, AFTER PMULTIPLE JOURNEYS uP, AND DoWN,

4-



TTHE STATE APPELLATE LADDER, JACKSON' FIED A PETION
FOR WRIT OF UHABEEAS CORPUS UNDER 28 USe 8 225%/ WHICH \WAS
HELD IN ABRSMANCE 70 PERMIT WM “T0 RE-TURN 10 "THE S$T7ATE

COURTS "TO EXHAUST ADDITIONAL CLAIMS WHICH HAD NOT QET Bos=d

PRESENTED 710 "THe $TATE couRkTSs,

pE—nmouée JACKSON FiueEd HIS FIRIT MOTION FOR Rawake FROM
JUDGMENT ON JULY b, 2015, W ORDER DATED JANUARY 21, 201L, JubdGs

UONDA R. EEVANS, RETURNIED “THEE MOTION BECAUSE 1T EX(SEDED TTHE

PAGIE LIMIT. JUDGE EVANS ENCOURAGED JACKION ~T0 RESLURMIT ~THE

MO—TION AFTER REDACTING HS 1SSUES AND ARGUMENTS o A MORE

MANAGEARLE LENGTH, PEOPUE V. JACKSON, No. 09-00 3170 -0t ( WAUANE

CNTY. CIR, CT. JANL. 21, 20ib ).

WHEN JACKSON REISURMITTED “THE MOTUON POR RELIEE FROM

JUBEMENT ON MAY 24,201k, JUDGE EVANS DENUED 1T ON NOUEMRER 21,
2010, IN AN ORDER "THAT JHARACTEQIZED “THE MOTION AS SUGESIVE

UNDIER MICH. £T. R, .302(6)., PEOPLE v. JACKION, SUPRA ( WAUNIE

CNTY, CIR. €T, NOV, 24, 2010 ).



TTHEREFORE, ON DEGEMBER 9, 201, JACKSON ~“TIMELY Flusy

A MOTION FOR RIEECONSIDERATION . PedbLE V. JALKEON, SUPRA,
(W/NME CNTY, CIR. LT DEC. G, 200, ), WHEN JUDGE VONDA EVANS
ASFUSED TO ADJUDICATIE HIS DECEMBER G, 201 MOTICN FOR

RECONSIDERATION JACKSON FiLED AN AppucA"‘HOM FOR LEAVUE 1O
APPIEAL  JUDGE EVANS' NOVEMBER 21, 201 ORDER , WHICK WA
ﬁiSM\SSEIb ON MARCH 29,2018 BECAVSE JAGION EALED “TC FPUUE ks
APPLCATION WITTHIN “TUHE  “TIME RERICD  RiIEQUIIAED B4 MICH, ¢T. R,

1,208 6N 3). PEOoPLE V. JAUEON, Np. 3H20TS (MicH. JAN.24,20i8 ),

Nt;—‘.x'r, JALKION FILED AN APPLICATICN TOR LEAIE “TO APREAL

JURGE EvANS’ NOUEMRER 24, 20ib ORDER \N "THE MICHIGAN SUPREME

COURT. PEOPLE V. JACKSON, No. 1ST83S ((Micy., NON. 24, 20i)s "THAT

COURT STATED, \N AN ORDER, THAT 1T WOULD ONLY ADDRESS AN (S8US
CF WHETHER “THE L0URT OF APPEALS EIRED 1N DisMISSING  JACKSON'S
APDLICATION FOR LEAUE "T6 APPEAL ON- JURISDICTICN AL GROUNDS,

s

RECAVSE HE FAILED “TC FILE T WITHIN THE ~TIME ParioD

REQUIRED RY MICH.CT R, T.205(6)Y(3), RESCONIIDERATION \NAS
DiEunes ON JUNE 22, 2016 . PECPLE V. JACKSON, No. 1ST835S ( M,

JUNL.i, Ao 22 2018 ),

- :73.—



MEANWHILE, O JUNE IS, 2018, THE UNITED STATES DISTRACT

COURT, SUA BFONTTE, RIEOPENED PETITION FOR \WRIT OF WABEAS CORPUS,
AND SET DEADUNE FOR RESFOMDENT 10 ANSWER PeTiTioN AND FILE
BULE S MATERIALS. JACKSON V. PARISH, No. 211S ~w- 1122 (&.D.

MICH, JUNL. 1S, 2018 ). JAZKSON'S AMENDED PETIMoN  WAS RiLEd ond

DEPTENBRR S, 2018, =CF No. 34,

O OCToORRER 2, 2018, "THhE MICHIGAN SURPREME LOURT VACATED “THE
MARCH 249, 2018 ORDIER OF "THE COLRT OF APPEALS AND REMANDED "THE
CASE T THE COURT OF APPEALS . PEDPLE V. JACKSON, No. i5T7835 (Micd,

OcCT. 2, 2018).

O MARCH 172, '20‘?/ TTHE JOURT OF APSEALS SENTERED AN OROER
DISMISSING JACKEON'S APPUCATION ROR LEAUE ~TO APPEAL  JUDGIE
E\mm’ NOVEMBER 21, 20l ORDER ON ~THE GROUNDS “THAT HE ms
FAILED *fro DEMON STRATE ~THE SNTITLEMENT TO AN APPLIAA-TION
OF ANY OF THE IEXCESTIONS 70 THE GENERAL RULE ~TUAT A
MOVANT MAY NOT APRDEAL “THE DENIAL OF A QUCESSIVNE MOTION

FOR RELIEFR FROM JUDGMENT. PEcPLE v. JAQKSON, No. DH2Z0TS (MIcH,

CT. APP. MaR. 12, 2018).

Li;.



O JUNE 17T, 2019, RESPONDENT FILED 1T$ RULE S MATERIALS

Awb RESPONSE 710 JACKSON's HA%EA»S» PE"TTION __9/\6.1180)\\ 3
(>m>.|si4, SURRA, (EECF Nos. O,bl. ). As:'n—;ewmzoé, ON LEPTEMBRER 10,
2019, “THIE MICHIGAN SUPREME COURT REMANDED “TwE ASIE OF
PEOCPLIE V. JAKSON No. O4-00 FTT0-0I-FC | "To TTHE \NAUNE ZIRCOIT
COURT ROR RECONSIDERATION OF WHETHER JACIKSON'S MAY 24, 2016
MOTION FoR RELEF FROM JUDGMENT 1S A SUCLESSINE MOTION, AS
JUDGE VONDA R, BEUANS STATED 1IN HER NOUEMBER 2\ 20l oRDER

DENMING RELIEES FROM  JUDGMENT UNDER MICH, CT. R, 1.502(4),

PEOPLE V. JACKEN, No. {59 Y36 ( M. SepT. 10, 2019).

ON  OCTORER 14,2020, WAUNE CIRWIT COURT, DETERMINED
THAT  JUDGE VONDA R, EVANS  NOVEMBER 21, 20ic ORDER ~THAT
CHARACTERIZED JACKSON'S MMM 24,201 MOTION FOR RELIEF  FROM
JUDGMENT AS S UESSINE WAS ERRONEOVS, AND "THAT 1T WOoULD
ADDRESS  JACKSON'S DECEMRER G, 26ik MOTION ForR RECONSIDERATICN,
A PPOINT POS_TC:NQV\L'TIOM CAUN Sl 7TO QEPRE_&EN»T, G NS ‘ bHIA
AND  HIS NEWLY APPOINTED JOUNSEL. AN OPPORTUNITY  To

%UPPLEMENT, CORRELT, OR RESUBMIT JACKSON'S FwWiINGSs, PECPLE vV



JACKION, No. OQ - 003110 -01 ( WAUNE ENTY. CiR. €T, OCT. 14,2020,

NEVER THE LIESS, ON JUNE 2, 2023, WAUNE LRiT cOLRT ENTRED
JUBGMENT DENUING JACKRON'S SUPPLEMENTIED MOTION FOR REluaz FROM

JUDGMINT UNDETR  MICH. ¢, R, 6.S02(6), AND MICH. ¢T R, 6. S08 (D).

PIEOPLE V. JACKEON, SUPRA (( WAUNE CNTH, CIR. ¢T. JUN. b, 2023,

On  AUGUST 22, 2023, \WHILE <ONFINED 1IN MARQUETTE  8RANCY
PRIRON JACKSON PROPERLN REQUEITED PRAIKN ARRPI\AMN.S "TO PROVIDE

HiM WHTH A CERTIFIED 12 MONTH INMATE ACCOUNT ACTINTY

STATEMENT, AND WAS DENED,

ON  AUGUST 30, 2023, THE MIGHGAN COURT OR APPEALS RiLked

JACkN'S  PRe PER APPLICATION FOR. LEAWE "TO APRPEAL WAUNE

CIRCVUIT COURT'S JUNE 2, 2023 JUDGMENT, PEORLE V. JALKSON, No.

LT SL2 ((MicH. CT. APP, Avg, 30, 2023 ).

On OCTORER 31,2023, “THIE COURT OF APPEALS DENNED

JAcrgon's MoTioNn o WAINE szr—;s RECAVSE .\+\—":‘_ WAS UNARUE -TO

FORGE FRISON OFFICIALS —to PROVIDE WIM WITH A cElT\FIED 12 MONTH.

INMATE  ACCOUNT ACTINTY STATEMENT. PEOPLE V. JAKSON, SUPRA( MICH.

-l -



&1, APP. OCT. 31, 2023).

On DECEMBER 12,2023 JACKSON'S NOTIGE OF APPEA.  THE

UNIED € Taies DISTRICT CooRT'S NONEMBER 2, 2023, ORDER

DIENMING  HIS JUNE 22, 2023, MOTION 7O LIFT STAY, JACKSON V. HOFFMAN,

No. 23~ 2065 ( Bs. CT. APP. GTH CIR, DEL. i2,20273),

O DECEMRER 13,2023, “THIE MIGHIGAN COURT OF APPEALS THRwms
JUDGE. PANEL GRANTED JACKSON'S MOTION 0 WAUE FiEEs, VACATED
WAYNE CIRCVIT CovRT's JUNE 2, 2023 ORDER [N 1Ts BENTIRRETY, AND

REMANDED <CASEE 0]- 003 710-0i~-FC BALK "T0 ~Tie “TRIAL couR—T.

PEoPUE V. JACKEON, No. BTS2 ( MIcy, T APP, DEC- 3, 20237,

ON FEBRUARM |, 2024, “Tie UNITED STATES COURT OF APPELS
DISMISSED JACKEON'S APPEAL  FOR LACK OF JURAIIDICTION . JACKSON v,

HOFFMAN, No. 23-206S (U.5. €T APP. (TH CI1a, ABR. 1, 2021 ), REHEARNG

WAS DENIED ON MARCH 25,2024,

OW APRIL 5, 202Y, ~THE MICHIGAN QURREME CoURT DENIED

JACKON'S APPLICA-TION FOR LEAVE <10 APPEAL WAUNE CIRWIT CooRT'S

_7-



JUNE 2, 2023 ORDER RKAVSE 1T WAS NOT PESRSUADED “THAT THE
QUESTIONS  "THAT JACKSON PRESENTED gHOULD RE REVEWED
BM 1T, PECAPE V. JACKSON, No. tbbyaqq (MICH. APR. 5, 2024 ),

TS PETTTION FOR \NRIT OF CeRTiORAR| FOLLOWS,

ARGUME N T

xI. A DIST2ICT LOLRT'S QA SPONTE S7A4 OF HARSAS
CORRERUS PETTION PENDING RESOLUTION OF POSTONIICTION]

PRDCEEDING IN STATE COURT 1S APPEAL ABLE AP TER

FINE NeEARS,

S TANDARD OF RENIEW

REVIEW ON A \WRIT OF JERTIORAR] IS GONERNED RY

RULE 1O OF TUE SUPREME cOURT OF "THE UNITED STATES.

IS cuU S0 N



A BERSON IN CUSTODM UNDER A STATE ~ COURT JUDGMENT WHO

SEEKS A DETERMINA-TION “THAT “THE CUSTODM VIOLATIES “THIE <ONSTITUTION

LANS oOr "TREATIES OF THE UNITED S7ATES MAY ATTALK T

L 26ALITY OF “THAT LUSTODYH, PREISER V, RODRIGUEZ, WUl US L('TS,\KB‘-(

(‘q—lg)} 28 USC § 2254H. A PRISONER's PRINCIPAL INTEREST 15 1IN

O RTAINING SPREDY FEDERAL REUEF ON HIS OR HER CLAIMS. ROSE V.

LUNDBM, 4SS US 509, 520(1982),

IN LANDIS v hLAM, €0 239 US 248, 256 (1836 ), THe

o —

QUPREME COURT HELD “THAT ~THE TE2MS OF A STAY MUST 13

MODERATIE IN EXTENT AND UNOPPRESSIVE | EREECT. ID. A ST

1S IMMODEIATE AND HIENGE UNLANRUL UNLEESS SO0 ERAMED 1IN 1T1S

INCEPTION “THAT TS FORCE WILL BE SPENT WITIHN  REASON MRS

LIMITS, €0 FAR AT LEBAST AS THEY ARE SUSCEPTIRLE OR PREWSION

AND DESCRAIPTION. ID. AT 2577,

A DISTRCT CourRT MUST ACT REASONABLY WHIEN Decining

WHETHER T €AY A CASE

IN FPAUOR OF A PROCEEDING \N ANOTHER

JURASOICTION , —TAKING  INTO ACCcounT e PAR-TIES’ LOMPETING

\N’TE\ZE.S’T, TTHE  CON SEQUENGES OF A &STaAY —T0 HE PARTIES , ANQ

-G -



OTHER RELEVANT CONSIDERATION S, SEE LANDIS, 249 US AT 254 -
358.

'ﬁrus OTHER RIZLEVANT coms:ua_z/-\_—né:\ss INcLonE (oMIITL(.a.
STATE <CoURTS, LIKE FEDERAL COURTS, ARE ORLIGED To ENFORCE
FEDERAL LAW. ComMimty  ~THUS DICTATES  TTHAT '\MHE:.N A PRISONER
ALl E6GEs ’TH_A'T 418 c‘om'-nNuED CONEINEMENT FOR A S37ATE .couéﬁ
convicTIed NIsiATES  PEdERAL. LAW, "THE STATE JOURTS $s4agt.b
HAVE “THE FIRST OPPORTUNITY ~To RENIEW TTHIS Jiam AN PROVIDE

ANM NMECESSARY RELSET, Luubw/. Yyss vs AT S\S-‘Su,_,; t‘bAQE‘v‘ BURFORD,

339 USs 200, 204 (1580).

WNDzeD, "THE PRINCIPLE "THAT PEDERAL JOLRTs SHOULD

DEFSR 70 STATE covRTs IN THE INTERISST OF <OMITY AsSUMES

CCLAIMG &F  NIGLA™TICN OR <ONSTITUTICNAL RIGHT S.

\NORKMAN V. “TATES
QST F2D 1339, 134y ( bTH CIR 14A2 ) (Q1TING  WEST V. STATE OF

LOVISIANA, 418 F2D 1026, L03Y (s TH a;v;, 1913), “THUS, \ueN STATE
REMEDIES AVAILABLE TC A S$TATE PRISUINER REOME |NESEECTIVE

[ 1]
R \NADEQUA"!E, TUHE FOUNDA-TION CGF THE EXHAUS TION  REE00IREMENT

-\D -



"

1S UNDERCUT AND FEDERAL COURTS MAY TAGE ACTION. WNORKMAN,

QST F2D AT 1344,

REMMING ON 28 USC § 22SL{CL\)C.‘D(B}} TTHAZ \NORIeMAN <OVRT
RULED "THAT INORDINATE DEAUY 1IN ADJUDICATING STATE COURT JLAIMS
RAIRED 1AM THE  HAREARY PETITIONER AN s-\-:aaug TO EBXCUSE A PETTICNEDR'S
FAILLRE 7O BEXHAUS T, ID. THE couRrT DETERMINED "THAT INORDINATE
DELAY (N ADJUDICATTING $ST7ATE OURT CLAING, ARE LIRCWMSTANCES
RENDERZING  $TATIE REMEDRES INEFFECTIVE 70 PROTECT THE  A64TS
OF THE PRISONER ; = SDEQAUM WHERE e STATE \s RESPONSIBLE

A} i
INORDINATE DELAY, “THE

Fokk e DELAM . (D, AS 10 \NHAT 1S AN
COURT FOUND “THAT WORKMAN'S PETITICN COR PoST~ ONNICTICN ReElisF
WAD AN GUISHED IN i STATE  Z0URTS o2 MORE  "THAN  ~THREE Epes

WIrTHOUT TTHE. LouT OF COMMON PLERR MAKING “THE REQUIRED RINDINGS

OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. 1D .

“THERE EORE , 1T INOULD SEEM T0 RBE APPROPRAATE To JudeE

APPELLATE DELM B "THE DSAME THRES WSk STANDARD “THAT  \NORKMAN

USED ~T0 IEXCWSE EXHAUSTION, S&E, E.6, DOGEETT V. UNMTED STATES,

505 US LM S - bS2 Q1aa2 )" HELDING “THAT ¥ AN ACCUSED tUST ALLECE

- ‘l!—



TTHAT TS INTERVAL BETWEESN AZCUSATION AND “TRIAL HAS CROSSED ~THIE

"
THRES HOLD DIViDING ORDINARY  FROM PiRIZ SUMPTIVNE LM PREJUDICAL. DeElnH )-

ON  NOVEMBER 21, 201k, WAMME COUNTY THRD AR CoURT
JUDGE JONDA R. Eyang” DEMIED PETITIONER  JACKION'S  POST - CONVICTION
MOTION FPOR RELIEE EROM JUDGMEENT AS QUCCE SSINE UNDER

MicY, €T R &.502 €G)( 1), PEOPLE v. JACKIEA No. 0Q-00FTI0 ~O1 (L WAINE

ENTH, ciR, <T. NOV. 21, 2016 .

PRIOR 10 MY |, 2021, MICH, €T. R, 6.S02 (G)(1) PROWDED, IN

ReLevanT PaRT: " A DEFRESNDANT MAY NOT APPSAL “THE DeEMNIAL OR
1}
RE JECTION OR A SUCLESIINE MOTICN . PECPLE w WML, 2023 My

LEas 1493 F 2, N 4. (2023) ) HANEY V. JACKSON, 2016 U.s. DIsT. Lews

T368,F T M2 (MG WD, JAn. 22,2016 Y, MICH. €T R, €.S02 (4)(1).

ON NOUEMBER 21, 201 RULE .308(6) WAS A FIRMIY ESTARLISHED
PROCIEDURAL FOR PURPOSES OR JACKEN'S ACTION . SEE, E.6, ROGERS v.
HoWeEs 14y F3D 9490, 444 6TY. IR, 19G8 ), TTHEREFORE, ON NOVEMRER

21, 201 JACKEN'S CLAMS WERE SXHAVSTED. S&E E£.6, RUST v. ZENT T

€ 3D IS5, 16O (LTH cR. 1994

~i2~



MORENER, JACKION'S ATTEMPRTS TTO APPEAL JUDGE VONDA

Evans’ Nm\EMBEE'Zi, 20ile DENIAL OF HIS POSTCONUICTION MOTION FoR

RELIEF meom JUDGMENT WERiE —Tamgelnss IMPRobEay Siusy AS TTHE

APPIELLATE STATE coun—Ts LACKED JURISDICTION OF SUCH AN ApPPEAL - ID.

SEE ALO, ARTUZ V. BENNETT, S31 V5 Y, 8 ( 2000)( AN APPLICATION
1 ' .
13 “PQODEQU( FILED WHEN (TS DELWERM AND ACCEPTANGE ARE 1N

) ]
COMPUIANGE WIFH THE APPLICARLE LANS AND RULES GOVERNING FIUNGS. ),
. . N u
AU APDUICATION £OR POST ~LONNICTION REUIEFR RMusT BE PRODERLHY tZH..Eb."

28 USC § 2244 (d )(2).

THERERORE, JALKEON TTHIMELY FILED A DECEMBER g, 2016
7/

MOTION FOR RECON SIDERATION OF JUDGE SVANS S NOIEMRER 21, 201

CRDER, PECPLE V. JALK SOM, Noe ©0Q-003 770 ~Cl (WAUNE CNTH, <R, CT,

DEC. q,201). JUDGE UONDA EVANS REFUSED 1O ADJUDICATE ."‘Tl-.hi
MOTION FOoR QECOM%»bEQA’NDM, ~THERE FORE.  JACKION S0UEHT RELIER
FROM TN CHier JUDGE ' ROBERT J. COLOMBO, IR, \WHOM = ON JUL\«' 3,
20 ie; Afb\ltsab i "THAT WIS DEcEMRER 9, 201 MOTICN FOR
RECONSIDERATICN 15 MOOT AND "THAT "THERE 1S NO NeEEd 10 RULE

ON 1T, (s2E T{3i{i1g <OLOMBO LETTER, ATTACHED AS SEx T L),

-3 -



RUT “THE EYHAUSTION INQUIRY FOCUSES BN TiREWM ON "THiE
AVAILABILITY OF S7ATE PROCEDURES AT THiE "TIME WHEN "THE FeEDaRAL

COURT 1S AskiEd 0 &EN"TERTAN A HABEAS PETUTION, S&E MOORE .

DEMPSEY, 261 VS Bl (1923). (N HOWDING TTHAT "THE FEDERAL DISTRICT

LOURT SHOLLD HANE S NTERTANED “THE CLAIM  “THAT COURT ORNIOUSLM
FOUND "THATT THE STATE <CovRT's RERUSAL T HEAR "THE JLAM ON

PROCEDIRAL GROUNDS DID NOT MEAN "THAT “THE AWM HAD NOT REEN

EXHAUSTED, SEE A0 LOLEMAN v, THOMPsON, SOU US 122,732 (\a41),

T HEREFORE, ON gaﬁgmee& 5, 2018, WHEN JACKSON'S AMEwDED
PE.’fl;('lolq FOR WIZIT OF HARIEAS CORPIS WAR RILIED 1IN Twhs U8 DA TRICT
ZO0RT "TiE EXWHAUSTION boc.'-nzwé POsSED NO BRAR TO Paétzm. ENIEN
SEE ENGLE V. ISAAC, USL US 107,125, N.2&8(\4 82). JACKSON'S  MCTTION

FOR RECON SIDERATION LANGUISHED IN- "HE WALKIE CIRCUIT L40URT

FOR MoRE “THAN THREE MIBARS WITHOUT "THAT COURT MAKING “THE

REQUIRED FINDINGS OF FACT AND CZONCLUSIONS OF LA,

MOQEO\]ER, TTHE STATE HAS FAILED TO ASSERT “THE NON -

ERHAUSTION DEFENSE WHEN 1T INFTIALLY ANSWERED —THE  HABRSEAS

- \4-



PETTION , AS REQUIRED @4 RULE S OF ~THE AUUES GONERN ING § 2254
CASES iN “THE UNITED STATES DISTRIWCT COuRT S, GRANRBERRY V, Gtz.Eggl

Het us 129, 134 (1ag),

wn '
A HAREAS PETTIONER. WHO MAKIEES  FREQUENT BUT UNAVAILING

REQUESTS "TO HANE IS APPEAL pﬁOCES&ED‘ IN THE STATE couRT 1S NOT
REQUIRED "T0 "TAKE FURTHER PUTILE STEPS IN STATE COURT 1IN ORDER
O RE HEARD IN FPEDERAL. <outrr: BEVEN IF THe <S7ATE <OouRT

QUBRIERLVENTIY DEcipEs MY OR HER ADPEAL: “TYRNER V. BAGLEM, YOl F3D

T8, 726 (™ iR 2005 )(QUOTING SIMMONS V. REMMODS 898 F2D 86S,

BloT- L8 (28D CiR \F90)( £1TING LUCAS V. MICHIGAN, Y20 P2 256, 262 (ot CIR.

ia0)).

ON  MARH 18, 20272 ; SEPMEMBER 22,2022 ; AND NOEMRER 2,
5.023, “mL-: UiS. DigrtiieT co'u:zfr DENIED  JACKSON'S  MOTION 1o ur:'f
VTS S7Ad. JACKSON . PARISH, No. 2:1S -c¢v- ”(02_2<:,M;(_.‘H.E-b, ECF NOS.
iiz, \%i,is-'s,), OnN NOUEMBRER (7, 2023, "THE STATE  APROINTED

A TTORNEM HABALAMBOS DIMITRIOS MIHAS (PLHiT), AS  JACKSON'S

POST -~ CONVICTION LAWMER |,  NEVER THELESS, MR, MIHAS HAS CAILED



)

i

“To CONTACT, MEET, AND FILE ANY PLEADINGS OR MOTIONS ON

JACKION'S REHALR,

THEREFORE,  JACKSON BROUGHT MR. MIHAS T FAILLRES <O —THE
ATTENTION OF MICHIGAN APPELLATE ASSIGNIED COUN SEL US TEM
CMAACS)/ WHOM  ALERTED  ATToRANEN MIHAS “To  JACKSON'S CONCERNS, AND
ALSO FORWARDED MR, MIHAS A COPM OF TS DEriEMBER S,2023, LETIER

A DORESSEDS T JACK N

WHEN -~ JACKSON DID NCT HiZAR FROM MR, MIHAS HE ADUVIED

WARNEE  4iRCOIT JUDGE PATRICIA PRESARD, ON DECEMBER 26, 2023,
REGARDING ATToRNEM MiHAS. RERUSAL “T0 CONTTACT AND [OR MEET \WITH

JACKSON., ON JANUARM 24 2013; JACKRCN) INFoRMED JUDGE RRADLEN L.
O BB', “THAT ™MB. MIHAS HAS N&ENER SPOKEN OR  dONTACTHED JA(.\L&OIQ.
(S'E—.E Hi23 ORLDER tzee\AazuiN_Ca APPOINTMENT OF APPELLA-TE dOUNSEL
AND TTRANSCRIPT 5 12{o5{23 MAACY LETHEER; (2]26(23 LETTER

ADDRIE SSED "TO. JUDGE FRESARD 5 \[26(24 LETTER ADDRESSED ~T0

JUDGE  COBB, ATTACHED AS SXHBT 2 ),

AFTER APPROXIMATELM NINE MEARS DIWT: <OURT HAS NOT

SEEM BT e PLACE ANM LIMITS ON TTHE  STATE cOuRTS., TTHUS "THE

6 -



DISTRICT CcourT'S STAM SERVES TO0 PROLONG “THE DECISION ~

MAKING PROCESS FOR MEARS WITHOUT ADREQUATELY PROTECTING
OR ADVANCING JACKSON'S INTERIEST IN RECENING A PROMPT

DECISION. SEE, .6, MILLER V. MISEUD, Te2 F2D YS, Y6 (&8 <R 148S)

ON ~THIE FACTS OF ~THIS CASE ~THE URNITED $TIATES JoURT

OF APREALS HAS JURISDICTION OVER JACKIHON'S DeceEmBper 12, 20273

NOTICE OF APPEAL | NCTWITH STANDING VTS QELIANCE ON SWANSCN

v. DESANTTIS, O F3D 829, 834 (LH <R, 2010).,

JOMSON V. Texas, g1e F20 404,906 (&TH CIR. 198<) ; cHRIsTH V.

HORN , 115 F3D 20\, 20l ( 3D CIR. I497T) 5 AND CLARMICHASL V. WUITE, (L3
F 3D 1049, 104S(8TH CIR 1G98), AGREED 0 HIEAR APPEALS ZUWALLENGING
DoL T

TTANS OF UNEXLHAKTED HAREAS PETTIONS UNDER TTHE  COLULATERAL., ORDER

N=E, "THlS 2OURT HAS REPEATEDWM ReEFERRED 70 TME COLLATERAL

ORDER DO TRINE AS A NARROW SEXAEPRTION TO TS EBINAL JUD&GMEN—T

[ules, SEE, .4, RICHARDION — MERRELL INC. V. KOLLER 4712 US 2y,

H30 (19a83).

O GQUARD AGAINST "THE TEMP TATION “TO &XPAND TuHeE QoCTane's

<\ -



REACH, ~THIS ¢oua4r HAS INSTRUCTIED —THAT . "THE QUESTION OF WHETHER

OR NOT AN ORNER {$ IMMEDIATEIM APPEALABLE SHOULO B&E Dedida

FOR TS ENTIRE CATEGCORM ~T0 WHIW TS ORDER N QUISSUON

BELONGS, DigiTAL EQUIP. CORP. V. DEICTOP DWRELT INC ., Sil US 863,

B6S (1a9Y).

(k] MOSES W. CONE MEM'L. HOSP. V. MERWRM cONSTRUCTION

CO?P.’, WO US Y, 28-(qq83)/‘ THIS cOURT HELD "THAT A DISTRICT courT..

ORDER GRANTING A T7AY WAS EXPEcTEDd 10 BE THE FINAL WORD

ON  "THE QUAKSCT AND “THUS SATISFIED “THE ZONAUSINE NESS PRONG

= — ¥ § - n an g - — - . 7 2 o~ / 3 »
of | COHEN. SEE JoUNSON, &8 F20.,905; Ul ssﬂ\,‘ Hs rap AT 2@5,

CARMILHAEBL. , |3 F3D AT 1045,

O 3SSPTEMRER 20, 2019, THE OISTRICT COLRT JFTAYED THE

HARSEAR ZORPUS PRCCEEDING AND ADMINISTRA TMUELY  JLOSED  THE CASE .,

JACKION v. PARISH, Nio. 21iS~¢cu~ 1ig22 (MicH, £.D. &PT 20, 2019 ).

RE CON SIDERATION \WAS DiEneEd ON NOUEMBER S, 2016 . ©CE No. 88.

N

ON MARCH 18, 2022, JALKSON'S MOTION 10 LIFT STAY WAS DeneDd . g 7 ¢

No. 122, RECONSIDERATION \WAS DENED ON  SEPFTEMRER 22, 207_zf =R

“
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No. I3, AS WAS JAWKSON'S JULH T, 2022, MOTION —TC LIFT S7AY,

IS JUNE 22 2023, MOTION IO LIFT $7AM \WAS DeNiEd NOWEMBER

2, 2023 . ECF NoS. i85,15b.  “THUS, "THE DISTRICT cOURT RECORD REMEALS

THAT 1S ePTEMRER 20,2019 STAY WAS =X PEcTEn 10 B TTHE

FINAL  \WORD ON THE  SURJIECT,

TTHE  IMPORTANGE / DISTNCTNESS PROUNG OF cOHEN <coNTEMPLATES
OR DERS "THAT ARE |MPORTANT IN A JURISPRUDENTIAL SENSE ,

dEE

CHRISTY (IS F3D AT 205 ( ciiNGg PRAXIS PROPERTIES V. LOLONIAL SAN.

BANK SLA, 94T F2D 49, 56 (3D iR 1991), TS INSTANT <ouRT HAS
i
INSTRUCTED “THAT TUHE I\MRCRTANCGE OF ~THE RIGHT ASSSERTED HAS

ALWMS BiZiEN A SIGNIRIOINT PART OF “THE ZOULATER AL JRDER Downzma:‘

L AVRO LINES S-R.L. V. £HASSER 40 Us 49S, soy (\qea)).

TTHE. QUESTION WHETHER A DISTRICT couRT MAY LoNTIMUE  ~TO

HOLD AN UNEARAUSTED HAREAS PETMTION 1IN ABRSMANCE \NHERE
THE  $TAY 1S IMMODERATE AND "TOO INDERINITE 1IN SCOPE PENDING

RESOLUTION IN STATE LOURT OF N EKCUSARLE  INORDINATE DEIAMED

COMPETENT ADJIUDICATION OF  POST- CONUICTION MOTION S |, Ay AT TORNEY -

ASASTANCGE  REMAING  UN SETLE

19—



GWEN "THE \MPORTANT NATTORE OF HABEAS CASES ( “A PROMPT
AND EFEICA CI0US REmMiEdy FOR \NHATEWER [OAUE"TH DEEMY TO R
INTOL ERABLE RESTRAINTS. ) "TiHS APPEAL PRESENTS ArM 1SSOE  TTHAT
(§S)

IMPORTANT ENOVGH 1IN A JURISPRUDENTIAL SENSE 70 REQUIRE AN

IMMEDIATE INTERLOITIORM APPEAL .

(1Y 1
THE DISTTINCTNESS REQULIREMENT DERMES EROM ~Tues RO

AGAINST PISCEMEAL APPEALS, CONE, 4O US AT 12 N, (3, THE  NONEMBER

2, 2023 DISTRICT CCVURT ORDER APPSEALED Eo0OM D_Q NOT INVOWE &

W
CON SiDERATTIONS “THAT ARE ENMESHED IN "THE FACTUAL AND LEGAL

t
ISWES COMPRISING TTHE PETMTIONER'S LAUSE OF ACTION. LOOPERS

AND LMBRAND V. LIMESAY, 43T US Y63, Yeq (19118). "TPHE ORDER

A PPEALED FROM AND "THE PRECSE LEGAL {SSUE 1T PREISNTS \NILL

NOT "THRUST "THE UNITED S7ATES JOURT OF APRPDERLS INTO ~Tihs

MERITS OF “THE UNDERLYING HABEAS PETITION .,

"THE COURT OF APPEALS WAS ASKED ONWM "TO DETERMINIE THE
PROPRIETY OF A DISTRACT ZOvRT ORDER WHICH KEEPS AN UNEXHAVUSTED
HAREAS PETITION IN AREYANGE

WHERE “TiE ST/ e £OURTS AR

REELPONSIBLE FOR AN INORDINATE DEUM, SEE WORKMAN, 45T F2D

’20‘



AT 1344 5. 3EE ALSO BARKER V. WINGD, HOT US SIV, 3| C\G\"rz_)(“-ms.

ULTIMATE RESFONSIBLEITY FOR SUCH CIRCOMSTANCGES o an MUST REST

u'
WHTH TTHIE GONERNMEYT RATHER "THAN \WITH  "THE DEFRSNOANT. )

QUK A DETERMINATION 48 SUPFICIENTLY AN CILLARM 1O '-rm-z
UNDERLMING ACTION - “THAT Tihs C@uiz—r O APPEALS NEED NOT RecoMme
ENMESHED 1N TTHE MERITS OF _f'mé_ DISPUTEE . HENCE ~THE ORMER
AFPEAL@ FiROM SATISTIES TTHE DIS TINCT NEESS PiRONG OF “Tl-iE CbuLA‘(ER.A’L

oRDER DOCTRINE,

FINALLM, O BE APPEALABLE UNDER “THE COLLATERAL ORDER.
DocTRINE, AN ORDER MUST BE SUG “THAT Reviasw POSTPONED Wil

ULTIMATELY BE REVEW DENIED. AN ORDER 19 EFFECTIMENM  UNIRE v ABLE

W

IF THHE ORDER INVOLNES AN ASSERTED RIGHT THE LEGAL AND PRACTI CAL

VMALUE OF WHICH WOULD BE DESTRONED F 1T WERE NOT INDIKATED

.\ . . ,
BiE FORE "TRIAL, LAURO LINES, W40 US AT Yag,

SALKSON ARGUES THAT R4 PERMITTING HIM ~TO R —ToRN "TO

STATE JOURT AND EXHAUST PARTICULAR iSSUES/ TTHE DISTTRICT ouRT's

NOVEMBER 2, 2023 ORDER EFFECTIVELM DESTROYS ANY APPELLATE

- 21 -



RE VIEW OF 1TSS APPROPRIATE NESS, PETITIONERSY WILL R TURN . 7O

DTATE COURT AND EXHAUST “THEIR JLAIMS, THEAERY PRESENTTING
TTHEE DISTRICT <OURT WITH AN EXHAUSTED WHAREAS DE—TrTion AND RN OERANG
TTHE APPROPRIATE NEESS OF "THIE DISTRICT COURTS <A AND AREYANCE

RUUING  UNRIEWWE \NARLES | cARMicHAEL, (L3 F3D AT ICHS ( QUETING cURIST,

LIS P3D AT 20k. “TUSREFOAS, “THIS COURT SHOULD GRANT SEIFTIORARA

MOREZONER, ~THE NATURE OF “THE DISTACT COVRT'S SEPTSMAER -
20, 20194 ORDER TS béﬁ\iwatie o, 201G, ORDER ENJOINING JACKSON
FROM  FILING FPLURSTHER MOTIONS OR PLEADINGS WITHOUT LEME FROM "THE
<ovRT (ECE NOS. 84,9S), ANG TS NUMEROS CRDIERS DENMING WIS
REQUEST FoiR THE COURT IO LART THE STAY, SEFECTINELH OPERATES

A AN INJUNCTION, WHICH SIMULTANESLVSLY O PERATES ~TO sTAH

JACKSON'S NINE. HiIEAR  DEWAMED STATE  DOSTONMCTION Re&EMEDM

SEE CARSON V. AIN. BRANDS, INC., WSO Us T4, 84 (1981)( HOWING

“THAT AN INTTERLOWLTIONRY ORDER 1S IMMEDIATELY APPEALARLE  WHEN

i
APPELLANT CAN SHOW “THAT “TiE ORDER - MIGHT HWANE A SERIOVS, PERUAPS

IRREPARARUE  CON SERUENKE, AND "THAT TTHE ORDER AN BE ECREECTUMINM

. %) )
CHALLIENGED OMM BY IMMEDIATE APDEAL ) 5 BALTIMORE CONTIRACTIORS,

INC. V. BODINGER 348 US 1Tk, 181 (1a5S).

-22~



HERE , JACKSON MAY SUFRFER IRREPARARLE 1NJURM RY "THE CONTINUED

ITAY OF AN \NDEF INITE PERIOD OF NME . HE WAS CONUWICTED W 2005
Vd
FOR ALEGED OFFENSES |N 2008, HS FEDERAL WAREAS <ORVUS \WAS

CiILeED AN 201S. HiIg INITAL STATE MOTION FOR  ReELEE  FkOM JubdamNT

WAS FILED "THAT SAME MEAR, 9 MEARS LATER AND PR0ST ~ CONVUICTION

PROCEEDINGS REMAIN IN "THiE STATE <OURT.

DRREJUDICE MAY RESULT FROM IMPAIRMENT OF A DEFENDANT'S DEFENSES
N "THE SVeENT OF A RETAMAL AS A IQ=0UT OF "THE  INDSEFINITE s—mqi
BECAVSE ~THE INARIUTY OF A DEFENOANT ADEQUATELM ~TO PREPARIE HIS <ASE
S\ét-&ws TTHE PAIRNESS OF "THE ENTIRE SHSTEM. 1IF WITNESSES DIE oR
DiSAPPEAR DURING A DELAY, "THE PREJUDICE 1S OBNIOVS. “THERE 1S ALSO

P RE JUDICE (F DEFRENSE WITNESSES ARE . UNABLE “TO (ReEECALL AcCURATEM

SVENTS OF “THE DISTANT PAST. RAaRkER , Qo7 US AT S32.

IMPARMENT OF ONE's GROUNDS FOR DEFENSE IN —THE BEVENT OF A

RETRIAL 1S THE MOST DIFFICULT FORM OR au. PREJUDICE ~To PROVE RECAUSE

TTIME'S EROSION OF EEXCOLPATORY EVIDENCE AND “TESTIMONM CAN RARELY
BE SHOWN. ID. AN EXCESSNE $7AY PRESUMPTIVELM LOMPROMISES THE

REUIABIUWTY OF A “TRIAL IN \WNAYS "THAT NEFTHER PARTY CAN Pi2O\E oQ,

-23~-



FOR "THAT MATTER, IDENTIFY, DOGGETT v. UNITER STATES, SOS

usS AT LSk, AND TTHE LIKEUWHCOOD OFR INJUWRY INCREASES \NI-TH T

LENGTH OF “THE S7a4Y . ID.  “THE MORE RROTRACTED ~THE STAM, THE

MoRE PREJUWDICE MAY BE PRESUMED FiROM ~THiE STAY, L, t-:-_.C../ LANDIS ’

299 US AT 25b-ST.

NOTWITHSTANDING ~THiE U.S. <OURT OF APPEALS FERRUARM |, 2024

[ [T}

ORDER "THAT VT LAAKED JURISDICTION ONER JACKSON'S NOTE OF APdail . .

JACKSONY  SuRMITS “THAT £ED. R. v, O. (b)) i3S NOT JURISDICTIONAL . ==

BOWLES V. BUsSELL, S5 US 206, 7.12(200‘7)( ému THOSKE RULES GROUNDED
IN STATUTES ARE JURISDICTICNAL ). £OuRT OF APPEALS AcQUIRES

JUIZSDICTIONI OF APPEAL O UPON FIUNG OF "TIMEM NIOTIUE OF APPEAL ,

AND "THIS REQUIREMENT 1S MANDA-TOM AND JURISOICTIONAL . GOOLH v. SiKiEuy

OO0, 443 F2D 36k (10T CIRIGTY), COMPLIANGE WWTY TTHE STATUTORM

DEADUNE IN 28USC & 210T7(a) IS A MANDATORM JURISDICTIONAL
PREREQUISITE ~THAT TTHIS JOURT fMAY NCT WANE, §HAE\4‘ER V. HOLOWAY,

2024 WS, APP. Lex1S LHUL(eH iR, 2024) crring  HAMER V. NisiGHBoRHCOD

HOUS. SERNS. OF <di- 'S83 US \T, 14 ((2017); BOWLES V. RUSSELL, A ).

~2M -



256 Usc § 12932 (a)(1) PROVIDE APPEMLATE JURISDICTION OUER

ORMERY ~THAT HAVE ~THE PRACTICAL SFRiscT OF GRANTING INJUNCTIONS  AND

HANE  SERIOVS PERHAPS 11RREPARABLEE , CONSEQUENUS, CAIRSON V. AMERI <AN

BRANDS, INC, YSO US AT &Y, A STAY, UNLESS APPROPRIATE LY

CONDITIONED, <OULD PERMIT A STATE —To "TAKE AN UNDUE  AMOUNT

OF "TIME "TO PURSVE STATE JOURT POST- CONUIWTION PROCEENING ,

s DISTRICT coURT INITIALLY . STAYED HABEAS ON MAY 12, 2015,
JACKSON V. PARISH, Nlo. 2:15-av- 1122 (E¢F No.S. ), B 4E=ARY HAD PASSED
WHIEEN "THE DISTRICT 0LRT DELIDED “T0 WFT TTS STAY ON Jvm’s‘.
1S, 2018. E¢F No. 31. ON SEPTEMBER 20,2019, AF%az THE  STATE
ANSWERED  JACKSON'S HABEAS PETIMION ~THiE OisTRICT CIRT  AGAIN
STAYED TinE HAREAS PROCEENING . ECF H;. ey . SINGE THEN “THE ST7AM HAS

ZONTINUED FO2 NEARW FNE ADDITTIONALLY EARS .,

2BUSC §2254(¢) REQUIRES ONLY “THAT STATE  PRISONERY

GIE STATE COURTS A FAIR OPPORTUNITY —TO ACT ON ~THEIR <LAimg§.

SEE CASTILLE V. PEOPLES, 489 US 346, 3S| (\qaq); PicAi2D V. LONNOR,

yod VS 270, 2‘75»2’7(,(%{'”). THE LAINMS “THAT JACKION DeESIRES 71O
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O HAVE REVIENED RY "THE CEDS2AL /00T HAVE BEEN  FMRM

PRESENTED ~TO MICHIEAN'S “TWD - TERED APPELLATE PROGESS. $TATHE
cooRTS | LIKE FEDSRAL COURTS, ARE OBLIGED 71O ENFORCGE FEDERAL

LAW. O SULLIVAN V. BOERCKEL, S26 US 835, aguu 1999). MheRe=roRE,

COMYTY 1S NOT \NARRANTED,

HE WAL CIRCOIT COURT'S INTERNENING  juNE 2, 2023 ORDER
AND  “THE MICHIGAN COURT OF APPEALS' DECEMBRER 13,2022 oRDER

SHOULD NOT  CHANGE "THEE *CIKUMSTANCGES BECAUSE 7 1) ~THE DI\STRICT

COURT'S &7AY WAS RASED ON THE FACT THAT “THE MICHIGAN sumzmg
ON SePTEMRER 10, 201G "TO ADDIRESS' JACKION'S | OeEcEMmgERr 9, 2016 Mcrnou

FOR RSCONSINEIRATIONS .

THE MICHIGAN SUPREME <COURT'S DECISION ORLBERED \WAUNE

CARCUNT <OURT ~TO DE-TERMINE WHETHE: JAWKSON'S CAMENDED MOTION FOR
RELIER FROM JUDGMENT RESUBMITTED ON ™MAY 24, 20i CONSUTUTED A

QUCCESRIVE MOTION FoR RELEE FROM JUDGMENT OUNOER MicH. £T R,

lo.S02¢¢Y AS DETEEMINED B4 JUDGE VONDA R. ENANS’ NONEMBER 2, 2016

JVDG MeENT,

-2~



IE WALNE CIRCUIT coulT DETERMINED “THAT YT \WNAS NGCT A

QUCCESSINE MOTION, 1T WAS DIRECTED “T0 DEUDE “THE MOTION UNDER

TTHE  STANDARD FOUND 1IN MIcY, ¢T. R, &b.S08., iR TTHE couiRT DETERMINED

TTHAT TTHE MOTION 18 SUCCESSIME , 1T COULD DENM REUERE PURSVANT —TO
Micl, ¢ R, 0:502(gY. ~THE <COURT WAS ORDERED "TO [SSUE AN OPINICN

SETTING FORT TS ANALYSIS. PECPLE v. JACKSON, No. 154436 (Mich. serT.io

2019),

ON OCTORER (M, 2020  \WAUNE CIRCUIT £OURT CONLLUDED "THAT "THE
MAY 24,20i  NOTION \NAS, IN FACT, JAKSON'S FIRST MOTION FOR ReEveEm
FRrom JUDGMENT, ~TuE courT "THEN APPOINTED c.o;Jl\isaL , AND AL\_O\MES
COPPLEMENTAL. BRISFING . MET IN 1TS JUNE 2,2023 ORDER \NAUKIE CIRCOIT
COURT DEEMED JACKSON'S SUPPLEMENTAL MOTION AS HIS “THIRD MOTION
FOR RELIEE FROM JUDGMENT UNDER MICH. TR, (. S02(6) APTER REFUSING

TO AKNOWLEDGE  THE PROGEDURAL HISTORY OF CASE O - 00371 70-0O1
. 2

IN CLUDING “THE  MICHIGAN SUPREMIE COURT'S SEPTEMBE 16, 2019 ORDER  AND

TUE

“

TTHE WAUNE CiRVIT COURT'S OWN OCTORER |4, 2020 ORDER | HENCE

RECORD ESTABUSHES “THAT WAYUNE CIRCUIT COURT INTENTIONALLM REFUSED
TTO REVIEW JAUCSON'S <LAIMS, NOT TTHAT HE DID NOT FAIRM PRESENT WIS

FEDER2AL <LAIMg "T0 THAT LoURT,

-2~



;2) “THE MICHGAN COURT OF APPEALS WAS ALSO FAIRLM PRESENTED
WITH  JACKEON'S FEDERAL CLAIMS AFTER WAMNE SIRCOIT CouRT DIsoBMED
THIE  QUPREMIE COURT'S COMMAYID ~T0 DEGDE THE MOTION UNDER ~THE
STANAS SET FoeTH IN MICH. ¢T. R, 6.508 (D). INSTEAD OF RUUING ON THOSE
MER i TORIOUS FEDERAL CLAIMS, 1T  iNTTENTIONALLY EXACER BATED ~TME

PREUDIGE STEMMING FROM ~THE ISXCESSKIE. AND UNWSTIFIED DELAY RESITING

FROM JUDGEE VONDA EuANS’ NOVEMRER 24 201 ORDER , AND “THIE COMBINED

EfFmie-T OF THE DISTRICT <ooRT'S  IMMODERATE INDEFINITE ST7TA{  ORpERS .

2023 ORDER MEREIM M RESTARTS " TTHE JULY k) 20iS  PEST~ CONNICTION

PizocEEDNé. QEE  ZARVELA V. ARTUZ, 254 F3D 34, B2 2ND IR, 2001)

(A HARBEAS PETNTONER ... 1S ENTITUED 10 AMEND HS PETITION .., AND AN

1] 1

AMENOMEIT WL RELATE RAck ~TO "THME DATE OF HIS ORIGINAL PETITON 1=

. (U )
THE ADDED CLAIM ARCSE OUT OF THE CONDXT, “TRANSACTION , O OCCURREN CE

sisT PO QRIGNALM.)), SEE - ALSO M. ¢T. R 2.118( D).

Y

O DEED, WHILE  PRIEPARING ~THIS DOWMENT, JALKSON \WAS ADVISED
TTHAT  POST- CONNICTION A-TToRNEY HARALAMROS Dsmi-ﬂéms MIHA S  HASg
ONLY jusT RECENTLY , AS OF MAY |, 2024, FiusD HIS APPEARANCE IN

TTHE STATE TTRIAL COURT AND CONTACTED JACKSON FOR ~THIE FiRg—T

—2 8B -



ON  MAY 13, 2024 , ONWY AFTER BEEING CONTACTED RBY JUDGE
FRESARD, (S&£ TI31(23 ORBER dRANTING ATIORNEN ROBERT TOMAK'S

MOTION TO WITHDRAW AS JAUKSN'S POST- CONUILTION APDELLATEE cOUNSEL
AND  APFOINT NEW COUNSEL ; u{11(23 MAALS ORDER No. 21NTS ASSIGNMEaNT

CONFEIRMATION ADDREISED 710 MRI. HARALAMBOS D. MiHAS ; Sjic|24 LeETTER
FROM e OFFItIE OF  JUDGE FRESARD 5 Sh3)2w LeTre: FROM MR MIHAS

AND S|if24 NOTICE oRr APPEARMCE , ATTACHED AS ExligiT 3.0,

FENCGE, "THE RELORD SHOWS "THAT ATTORNEM - MIHAS WArTEDS A
HALE OF A YEAR "T0 CONTACT JACKSNNS AND PiLE WIS APDEGIZAM(.E,'
UET MIiHAS HAS NOT MET O SROGEN “TO JACKSON NOR PREDARED A0
FILED AN MOTIONS OR OUEANINGS ON  JACKEON'S BEHALR. "THUS, JAUKEON
MUST S SUBSTITUTE  COUNSEL RECAUSE HE HAS NO CONFEIDENCE
IN ATTG2NEY MIHAS, NENERTHELESS, THE DELAY |3 ATTRIBUTABLE o

THE STATE OF MICHIGAN. COE v, TTHURMAN, 422 F2D S28, 53¢ a1 ci2. 1490)

CF. BARKER, YOT US AT S3.

M PORTANT e 1§ TTHIE SIKTH CIRCUIT'S LONELICT WITH

JOUNSCA v. "T=xas, SUPRR (STY Cin) ; CHRISTY V. HORN, SOPRA ((3D. &) AnD

TCARMICHAEL. V. WHITE, SUPRA((BTH CiR. ), TS COURT SHOULD RIESOLNE
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TTHE Qi1 CiRCLIT!IS DISAGREEMELT WITH “TUOSKE CouRTS. T SiXTd

CIRWIT'S MDIEECISION (N JACKSON'S CASE 1§ ERRONEDLS AND UNREASONARLE
AS CuLEARCY DEMONSTRATED ABNIE BELAUSE THE REAGON FoR Tihs DISTRCT

COURT'S STAY  CONFLICTS WITH LAMDIS V. N.AM. £ 0., SURPRA, AND

WORKMAN V. TATE, SUPRA. sEE UNITED $TATIES V. LANIER, 201 F3D 842,

. LU
BuL( ETH C1R. 2000)( " CANNOT OVERTURN A DEcisioN OF ANOTHSR  PANKEL. . J.

L ONCLWUSION

WHEREFOIRZE, “THIS CcOURT SHOULD GRANT “THE PeTmioN FOR

A Wi2rv OoF CExzfnotzAQi) oka ORDER STATE  POST- CONVICTION PROCEEDINGS
IN “THIS MATTER “TC BE cONCLLDED WITHN GO DAMYS OF T s

COURTIY DENIAL OF oA,

RE SPECTRFULY  SOBMITTED,

DATED: MAM JSHEVAT _7;61_/ 2024 /Y pseys cooEzL  THck son
_ | IN PO S

MDOC 3¢ T1UBTIST
RAIRAGCA CoRRZTIONAL FACIUTY

13424 \NADAGA ROAD

3ARACA, Ml YGG08
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