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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether Edwards has a clear and indisputable entitlement to the issuance of a
WRIT OF MANDAMUS DECLARING THAT SINCE THE DISTRICT COURT FAILED TO ADJUDICATE 
THE MERITS OF HIS SEVENTH INEFFECTIVE-ASSISTANCE CLAIM,* IN THE INTEREST OF 
SECURING CONFORMITY WITH THE RULES OF FINALITY, THE SIXTH CIRCUIT'S ORDERS IN
Edwards v. Nagy and In re Edwards are both VOIDED for lack of jurisdiction?
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REFERENCE TO OPINIONS BELOW
The February 2L 2025 and March 14/ 2025 decision of the United States Court 

of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit are memorialized as Court of Appeals Docket #23- 
2064/ Entry No. 21 and Entry No. 27/ In re Edwards, Appendix #42

The August 6/ 2025 United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit order 
is unreported as In re Edwards/ 2024 U.S. App. LEXIS 19726.

The December 06/ 2023 decision of the United States District Court for the 
Eastern District of Michigan is unreported as Edwards v. Winn/ 2:19-cv~lQ5/b

The October 16/ 2023 order of the United States Supreme Court is reported as 
Edwards v. CargoR/ 2023 U.S. LEXIS 4201.

The March 15/ 2023 and May 3L 2023/ United States Court of Appeals for the 
Sixth Circuit orders are unreported as Edwards v. Nagy/ 2023 U.S. App. LtXlS oill, 
and Edwards v. Nagy/ 2023 U.S. App. LEXIS 13433.

The March 31 202? and June 24/ 2022 orders of the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of Michigan are unreported as Edwards v. Winn/ 2022 
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 61234 and Edwards v. Nagy/ 2023 U.S. DisT/ LEXIS.

The January 4/ 2022/ Michigan Supreme Court order is unreported as People v. 
Edwards/ 967 N.W.2d 606 (Mich. 2022).

The May 26/ 2021 opinion of the Michigan Court of Appeals is unreported as 
People v. Edwards/ 2021 Mich. App. LEXIS 3310.

The July 27, 2020 order of the Genesee County (Michigan) Circuit Court and 
ns December 3/ 2020 order denying reconsideration is unreported as People v. 
Edwards/ Case No. 08-023861-FC.

The December ?L 2018 Michigan Supreme Court order is unreported as People v. 
Edwards/ 920 N.W.2d 59? (Mich. 2018).

The May 1L 2018 opinion of the Michigan Court of Appeals is unreported as 
People v. Edwards/ 2018 Mich. Apr. LEXIS 2229.

The August 14/ 2017 order of the Genesee County (Michigan) Circuit Court 
order and its October 3/ 2017 order denying reconsideration is unreported as 
People v. Edwards/ Case No. 08-023861-FC.

The November 1, 201? order of the Michigan Supreme Court is reported as 
People v. Edwards/ 821 N.W.2d 885 (Mich. 2012).

The June 21/ 2011 opinion of the Michigan Court of Appeals is unreported as 
People v. Edwards/ 2011 Mich. App. LEXIS 1094.

The March 15/ 2023/ March 14/ 2025/ February 2L 2025 and August 6/ 2024 
unreported decisions of the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit; 
and THE March 3L 2022 unreported NON-FINAL ORDER of the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of Michigan are all reproduced in the appendix to 
this extraordinary writ of mandamus.
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IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

EXTRAORDINARY WRIT OF MANDAMUS

Petitioner respectfully prays that an extraordinary writ of mandamus issue to
REVIEW THE DECISION BELOW,

OPINION BELOW

The MArch 1A, 2025 decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the 
Sixth Circuit appears at Appendix A2 to the writ and is an unpublished letter 
memorialized as Court of Appeals Docket #23-2069/ Entry No. 27.

IMPORTANT: This pro se emergency writ of mandamus "is to be liberally construed/'
AND "HOWEVER INARTFULLY PLEADED/ MUST BE HELD TO LESS STRINGENT 
STANDARDS THAN FORMAL PLEADINGS DRAFTED BY A LAWYER." ERICKSON V.
Pardus, 551 !!,$. S9, Q9 (2007).

1,



JURISDICTION

On March 19, 2025, the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit 

closed Edwards's case without ruling on his motion to void the Sixth Circuit's

PRIOR JUDGMENTS—WHICH RAISED THE ISSUE OF JURISDICTION. (COURT OF APPEALS DOCKET

#23-2069, Entry No. 25). A copy of the letter explaining the Sixth Circuit's

DECISION APPEARS AT APPENDIX if1]?,.

This Court can void a decision of the Court of Appeals, where (3) the Court 

of Appeals decided the merits of an immediate appeal from a Federal District 

Court's order, but (2) the District Court's order was not immediately appealable. 
Stringfellow v. Concerned Neighbors in Action, 980 U.S. 370 (1987). See Wisconsin 

Dept, of Corrections v. Schacht, 529 U.S. 381, 389 (1998)("No party can waive [a 

jurisdictional] defect or consent to jurisdiction").
The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U.S.C. § 1651(a).

2.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

U.S.C.S. Const. Amend. 6: In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy 

the right to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the United 

States and the district uiherein the crime shall have been committed, which 

district shall have been previously ascertained by law, and to be informed of

the nature and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses

against him; ta have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor,

and to have the Assistance of Counsel for his defence.

U.S.C.S. Const. Amend. 14: All persona born or naturalized in the United States,

and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and

of the States wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which 

shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; 

shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty

nor

or property, without due

process of law; nor deny any parson within its jurisdiction the equal

protections of the laws.

\
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FACTS NECESSARY TO UNDERSTAND ISSUE PRESENTED
In 2009, Edwards was CONVICTED OF SECOND-DEGREE MURDER; POSSESSION OF A

FIREARM AS A FELON; AND FELONY FIREARM. HE WAS SENTENCED AS A FOURTH-HABITUAL 

OFFENDER TO 50 TO 75 YEARS OF IMPRISONMENT FOR THE MURDER CONVICTION; 5 TO 15 

YEARS FOR THE FELON-IN-POSSESSION CONVICTION; AND A CONSECUTIVE TERM OF 2 YEARS 

FOR THE FELONY-FIREARM CONVICTION. AFTER HIS CONVICTIONS WERE AFFIRMED ON DIRECT
APPEAL AND HIS STATE MOTIONS FOR RELIEF FROM JUDGMENT WERE UNSUCCESSFUL; 
TO VACATE HIS SENTENCE UNDER 28 U.S.C. S 2754,

HIS TRIAL COUNSEL VIOLATED HIS SIXTH AMENDMENT RIGHT

HE MOVED
CLAIMING; IN PERTINENT PART; THAT

TO THE EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE
of counsel. On March 3L 2022; the United States District Court for the Eastern 

District of Michigan("District Court") denied his habeas petition. The issues and

PERTINENT FACTS IN THE 2009 MURDER TRIAL ARE COVERED IN THE DISTRICT COURT'S

order. Edwards v. Wimw; Case No. 2:l9-cv-10375, 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 61234; at 

*1-7; (Appendix #1-10).
In April 2022; Edwards first alerted the District Court that it overlooked 

HIS SEVENTH INEFFECTIVE-ASSISTANCE CLAIM IN a RECONSIDERATION MOTION; CECF No. 44; 
PG. 2); (APPX. #11); WHICH THE DISTRICT COURT CONSTRUED AS A RULE 59(e)

BEFORE FINDING THAT EDWARDS "MERELY RESTATES THE SAME CLAIMS AND ARGUMENTS 

RULED UPON BY THE COURT." (ECF No. 49, PAGEID.3827); (APPX. #12). THEREAFTER; IN 

in Edwards's petition for Certificate of Appealability("C0A"); he

motion

ALREADY

August 2022;
informed the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit("Sixth Circuit") 

that '[t]he District Court overlooked [his seventh ineffective-assistance] claim 

completely". See (Court of Appeals Docket #22-1701; Entry No. 8; pgs. 36-37);
(APPX. #13-14). HOWEVER; THE SIXTH CIRCUIT'S EDWARDS V. NAGY PANEL("PRIOR PANEL")

FOUND THAT 'THE DISTRICT COURT DENIED EACH OF EDWARDS'S CLAIMS ON THE MERITS."

Edwards v. Nagy; No. 22-170L 2023 U.S. App. LEXIS 6222; at *2; (Appx. #15-18). 
Edwards was subsequently denied REHEARING AND A WRIT OF CERTIORARI.

4.



In October 2Q23, for a second time, Edwards alerted the District Court that

IT OVERLOOKED HIS SEVENTH INEFFECTIVE-ASSISTANCE CLAIM, THIS TIME IN A RULE 60(b) 

MOTION, WHICH THE DISTRICT COURT SIMPLY TRANSFERRED TO THE SIXTH CIRCUIT. On

August 06, 2024, the Sixth Circuit's In re Edwards panel("recent panel") issued an

ORDER NOT ONLY DENYING AUTHORIZATION TO FILE A SECOND OR SUCCESSIVE § 2254 

PETITION, BUT ALSO "DECLINE[ED] TO RETURN EDWARDS'S MOTION TO THE DISTRICT COURT 

FOR A RULING ON THE MERITS," RULING THAT "IaIlTHOUGH THE DISTRICT COURT OVERLOOKED

Edwards's seventh ineffective-assistance claim 

that Edwards was not entitled to a COA on that claim." In re Edwards, No. 23- 

2064, 2024 U.S. App. LEXIS 19726, at *5-6; (Appx, #19-21).
On September 02, 2029, Edwards petitioned for rehearing. The clerk returned

THIS COURT HAS ALREADY DETERMINED• • •

HIS REHEARING PETITION TO HIM UNFILED ALONG WITH A LETTER INFORMING HIM THAT HE 

WAS NOT PERMITTED TO FILE A PETITION FOR REHEARING. SEE (ApPX. #22, ENTRY No. 16). 

Undeterred, Edwards resubmitted his rehearing petition and submitted a motion for

RELIEF FROM THE En RaNC COORDINATOR'S REFUSAL TO FILE HIS REHEARING PETITION.

(Appx. #22, Entry No. 17-18). Edwards first raised the issue of jurisdiction in a

MOTION TO RECALL MANDATE, THEN IN A MOTION TO VOID THE SIXTH CIRCUIT'S ORDERS, 

BOTH WERE RETURNED TO HIM UNFILED. (APPX. #22, ENTRY No. 19, 20).

On February 21, 2025, after further review of Edwards's rehearing petition, 
THE CLERK WAS ORDERED TO FILE "iT ON THE DOCKET." HOWEVER, THE CLERK WOULD NOT 

SUBMIT HIS REHEARING PETITION FOR CONSIDERATION UNTIL AFTER HE FILED A MOTION TO 

EXTEND TIME TO FILE HIS REHEARING PETITION. (APPX. #22, ENTRY NO. 21). EDWARDS 

FILED THE MOTION TO EXTEND TIME TO FILE HIS REHEARING PETITION AND RAISED THE 

ISSUE OF JURISDICTION A THIRD TIME IN A MOTION TO VOID THE SlXTH CIRCUIT'S

judgments. (Appx. #23, Entry No. 29, 25). Ultimately, his motion to extend time to 

FILE HIS REHEARING PETITION WAS DENIED. (APPX. #23, ENTRY No. 26).

The DOCKET STATES THAT A LETTER WAS SENT TO EDWARDS, (APPX. #23, ENTRY No.

5.



27), WHICH WAS NOT RECEIVED BY EDWARDS UNTIL MARCH 31, 2025, THIS LETTER STATES 

that Edwards's emergency motion to void the Sixth Circuit's prior decisions, which

RAISED THE ISSUE OF JURISDICTION, WAS TENDERED PENDING REVIEW OF HIS MOTION TO 

EXTEND TIME TO FILE HIS REHEARING PETITION. (APPX. 42). SINCE HIS MOTION TO EXTEND

TIME TO FILE HIS REHEARING PETITION WAS DENIED, HIS CASE WAS CLOSED WITH NO ACTION 

TAKEN ON HIS MOTIl!fN TO VOID THE SIXTH CIRCUIT'S PRIOR DECISIONS,' AND HE WAS 

INFORMED THAT "FURTHER FILINGS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED." (Id.).

Meanwhile, Edwards filed a Rule 54(b) reconsideration motion in the District 

Court seeking reconsideration of the District Court's March 31, 2022 NON-FINAL 

ORDER. As such, to ensure that he obtains a full and fair hearing in the District 

Court conforming to the rules of finality, he seeks mandmus relief declaring the 

Sixth Circuit's orders in Edwards v. Nagy, 2023 U.S. App. LEXIS 5222 and In re 

Edwards, 2024 U.S. App. LEXIS 19726 VOIDED for lack of jurisdiction.

REASONS FOR GRANTING WRIT OF MANDAMUS
1. EDWARDS HAS A CLEAR AND INDISPUTABLE ENTITLEMENT TO THE ISSUANCE OF A WRIT 

OF MANDAMUS DECLARING THAT SINCE THE DISTRICT COURT FAILED TO ADJUDICATE 
THE MERITS OF HIS SEVENTH INEFFECTIVE-ASSISTANCE CLAIM, IN THE INTEREST OF 
SECURING CONFORMITY WITH THE RULES OF FINALITY, THE SIXTH CIRCUIT'S ORDERS

Edwards v. Nagy AND In re Edwards ARE ROTH VOIDED FOR LACK OF JUK1SDICTION.
Primarily, Edwards argues that "exceptional circumstances amounting 

TO...JUDICIAL 'USURPTION OF POWER'...JUST!FY THE INVOCATION OF THIS EXTRAORDINARY
remedy", Will v. United States, 3S9 U.S. 90, 95 (1967), where, as shown below, the

Sixth Circuit wrongfully extended ITS POWER BY CLOSING HIS CASE WITHOUT RULING ON 

THE MERITS OF HIS MOTION TO VOID ITS PRIOR DECISIONS FOR LACK OF JURISDICTION.

Once the Sixth Circuit determined that the District Court's March 31, 2022 order

HAD NOT RULE ON ALL THE CLAIMS PRESENTED, THE SIXTH CIRCUIT WAS OBLIGATED TO SUA 

SPONTE INVALIDATE EDWARDS V. NAGY FOR LACK OF JURISDICTION. SEE COLLINS V. MlLLER,
252 U.S. 364, 365-366 (1920). Next, Edwards ARGUES THAT, AS SHOWN BELOW, ALLOWING

6.



THESE MANIFESTLY ERRONEOUS AND JURISDICTIGNALLY INVALID ORDERS TO STAND WOULD 

SUBSTANTIALLY INFRINGE THE DISTRICT COURT'S DUTY TO BRING ITS MARCH 31, 2022 NON- 

FINAL ORDER IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE RULES OF FINALITY. FEDERAL RULES OF APPFIIATF 

Procedure Rule 54(b). Overall, Edwards argues that he carries his burden of

DEMONSTRATING THAT A WRIT OF MANDAMUS SHOULD BE ISSUED BY ESTABLISHING THAT (1) 

"NO OTHER ADEQUATE MEANS [EXISTSJ TO ATTAIN THE RELIEF HE DESIRES," (2) HIS 

"RIGHTS TO ISSUANCE OF THE WRIT IS CLEAR AND INDISPUTABLE," AND (3) "THE WRIT IS 

APPROPRIATE UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES." Ex PARTE UNITED STATES, 287 U.S. 241, 248“ 

249 (1932)J Supreme Court Rule 20. This Court clearly has the power to GRANT this 

WRIT PURSUANT TO THE ALL WRITS STATUTE. 28 U.S.C. § 1651(a),

1. No Other Adequate Means Exists to Attain the Relief Edwards Desires:
It was not until August 06, 2024 that the Sixth Circuit affirmed that the 

District Court had not adjudicated the merits of Edwards's seventh ineffective- 

assistance CLAIM—WHICH ASSERTED THAT COUNSEL HAD "MISREPRESENTED FACTS IN 

evidence". In re Edwards, Id. at *5-6. In effect, making it clear and indisputable 

that the District Court's March 31, 2022 "order...not ruling on ALL the claims,
DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A FINAL ORDER FOR PURPOSE OF AN APPEAL," CATL1N V. UNITED

States, 324 U.S. 229, 233 (1945)(emphasis added), thereby falling under Rule 54(b) 
jurisprudence, Fed. R. Civ. Proc. Rule 54(b), thereby meaning the Sixth Circuit 

NEVER had jurisdiction over his case. Collins, supra; Catlin, supra.
Prior to seeking mandamus relief in this Court, Edwards raised the issue of 

jurisdiction in the Sixth Circuit on three separate occasions. (Appx. #22, Entry 

No. 19, 20, 25). Rut, his case was closed with no action taken on his motion to 

void the Sixth Circuit's prior decisions and he was informed that "further filings 

will not be accepted." (Appx. #23, Entry No. 27). As such, the Sixth Circuit has 

precluded Edwards from obtaining the relief desired.
Here, Edwards argues that regardless of the fact that his motion to extend

7.



TIME TO FILE HIS REHEARING PETITION WAS DENIED. HIS MOTION TO VOID THE SlXTH

Circuit's prior decisions raised the issue of jurisdiction and should have been 

ALLOWED TO MOVE FORWARD PURSUANT TO FED, R. APP. PrQC. RULE 27. AFTER ALL. THE

TO POLICE [THEIR] OWNSixth Circuit is "under an independent obligation 

jurisdiction." Bonner v. Perry. 564 F.3d 424. 426 (6th Cir. 2009). This Court

ITSELF HAS DECIDED THAT THE VALUE OF CORRECTNESS IN THE JURISDICTIONAL CONTEXT

OVERRIDES AT LEAST SOME OF THE PROCEDURAL BARS IN PLACE TO PROTECT THE VALUES OF
Wisconsin Dfpt. of CORRECTIONS V.FINALITY AND JUDICIAL ECONOMY. SEE. E.G

Schacht. 524 U.S. 381. 389 (1998>("No party can waive (a jurisdictional) defect or 

consent to jurisdiction"); also see Farmer v. HcDaniEL. 98 F.3d 1548. 1553 (9th

* J

Cir. 1996)("An order is either final or not final, without regard to which party 

asks the court of appeals to review it").' Swanson v. DeSantis. 606 F.3d 829. 832 

(6th Cir. 2010)("It takes just one jurisdictional defect to deprive a court of 

authority to hear a case").
Additionally. Edwards's Rule 54(b) reconsideration motion seeks to have the 

District Court modify its March 31. 2022 NON-FINAL ORDER, in conformance with the 

rules of finality, to finally include a true merits analysis of. (i) his seventh
ineffective-assistance claims narrowedineffective-assistance claim; (ii) his 

specifically to the defense of accident UNDER M- f.RIM. JI 7.2 jury instructions;

AND (ill) His ARGUMENTS CONCERNING THE COMBINED IMPACT THAT HIS ADMISSION OF 

INTENTIONALLY FIRING THE GUN AND THE "USE OF A DEADLY WEAPON" JURY INSTRUCTIONS

HAD ON HIS SECOND-DEGREE MURDER CONVICTION IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE REASONABLE
JURY BEEN INSTRUCTED UNDER M.CrIM, JI 

IF ALLOWED TO STAND. THE SlXTH CIRCUIT'S
PROBABILITY OF A DIFFERENT OUTCOME HAD HIS 

7.2 JURY INSTRUCTIONS. HOWEVER.
JURISDICTIONALLY INVALID AND MANIFESTLY ERRONEOUS ORDERS WOULD SUBSTANTIALLY 

INFRINGE THE DISTRICT COURT'S AUTHORITY TO GRANT RELIEF. $EE IN RE EDWARDS. Id. AT

*6. After all. it is ordinarily beyond the scope of the review afforded to a

8.



District Court to correct errors of a Court of Appeals. See Moody v. Mi chiran 

Gaming Control Bd. 871 F.3d 420, 425 (6th Cir. 2017)(holding that law of the case 

doctrine is primarily "intended to enforce a District Court's adherence to an

appellate court's judgment"). As such, Rule 54(b) related proceedings in the 

District Court does not offer an adequate mean to obtain the relief Edwards

DESIRES.

To put it different, although Edwards can challenge the District Court's 

ruling on his Rule 54(b) reconsideration motion if it applies the law-of-the-case

DOCTRINE TO THE SlXTH CIRCUIT'S JURISDICTIONALLY INVALID AND MANIFESTLY ERRONEOUS 

ORDERS, HE "WOULD BE PREJUDICED BY HAVING TO WAIT FOR SUCH AN APPEAL, AND 

THEREFORE SUCH AN APPEAL IS AN INADEQUATE REMEDY." In RF BeNDECTIN PRODUCTS

Liability Litigation, 749 F.2d 300, 302 (6th Cir. 1984). Surely, staying in prison

WHEN ONE MIGHT HAVE BEEN RELEASED CONSTITUTES PRF.IUDICF. HARVEST V. CASTRO, 531

F.3d 737, 747 (9th Cir. 2008). Edwards clearly would be prejudiced by having to

WAIT FOR SUCH AN APPEAL BY HAVING TO EXPEND TIME AND RESOURCES CONTESTING THE

District Court's application of the law-of-the-case doctrine to the Sixth 

Circuit's manisfestly erroneous and jurisdictionally invalid orders, which has

ALREADY DELAYED HIS DAY IN COURT WHERE THE FULL WEIGHT OF CONSIDERATION IS GIVEN 

TO THE MERITS OF HIS OVERLOOKED CLAIMS AND ARGUMENTS.

Here, Edwards argues that this Court has the authority to correct the Sixth 

Circuit's prior rulings because the prior holdings are "clearly erroneous and

WOULD WORK A MANIFEST INJUSTICE" IF ALLOWED TO STAND. ARIZONA V. CALIFORNIA, 460 

U.S. 605, 618 n.8 (1983). This Court most certainly can agree that since the 

District Court's March 31, 2022 order did not amount to a final order under 1 

1291, "none of it [was] ripe for review." Collins, 252 U.S. at 371. In fact, since 

Edwards has no other adequate legal means to attain relief from the Sixth 

Circuit's jurisdictionally invalid orders, this Court has the power to issue a
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MANDAMUS ORDER DECLARING THAT SINCE THE DISTRICT COURT DID NOT RULE ON ALL 

Edwards's claims, the Sixth Circuit's orders in Edwards v. Nagy and In re Edwards 

are both VOIDED for lack of jurisdiction. See Bayard v. United States, 127 U.S. 
246 (1888); In re Morrison, 147 U.S. 14 (1892). Also see Labuv v. Howes, 352 U.S. 
249 (1957)(holding that the Court of Appeals had authority to issue a writ of 

mandamus vacating petitioner judge's order).

2. Edwards Entitlement to Issuance of the Writ is Clear and Indisputable:
The Sixth Circuit made it clear that, during the initial habeas proceedings, 

the District Court overlooked Edwards's seventh ineffective-assistance claim. 
(Appx. #20, at *5-6). As such, it is indisputable that the District Court's NON- 
FINAL ORDER falls under Rule 54(b) jurisprudence. See Fed. R. Civ. Proc. Rule 

54(b), stating, in pertinent part, that "any order or decision...THAT adjudicates 

fewer than ALL the claims...does not end the action as TO ANY OF THE CLAIMS... 

Rule 54. (emphasis added). After all, it has long been established that the rule

that in general only final orders are reviewable applies to habeas corpus 

proceedings. Bermudez v. Smith, 797 F.2d 108 (2nd Cir. 1986); 28 U.S.C. § 2253, 
(1982)("the final order shall be subject to review").

Here, Edwards argues that his entitlement to issuance of the writ is clear 

AND INDISPUTABLE UNDER STRINGFFLLOW, WHICH ALLOWS THIS COURT TO VACATE THE PRIOR 

decisions of the Sixth Circuit, where (1) the Sixth Circuit decided the merits of 

AN IMMEDIATE APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT'S ORDER, BUT (?) THE DISTRICT COURT'S 

order was NEVER immediately appealable. Stringfellow v. Concerned Neighbor in 

Action, 480 U.S. 370 (1987); Insurance Company v. Comstock, 83 U.S. 258, 270 

(1872)("where a case is within the appellate jurisdiction of the higher court a

WRIT OF MANDAMUS MAY ISSUE IN AID OF THE APPELLATE JURISDICTION WHICH MIGHT 

OTHERWISE BE DEFEATED BY THE UNAUTHORIZED ACTION OF THE COURT BELOW"). In SHORT,
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JT IS CLEAR AND INDISPUTABLE THAT EDWARDS IS ENTITLED TO ISSUANCE OF THE WRIT.

A. THIS COURT HAS THE AUTHORITY TO VOID Edwards v. Nagy;
In this section, Edwards attacks the Sixth Circuit's Edwards v. Nagy order as 

being void. In support, he points out that despite his failure to previously raise

THE ISSUE OF finality, HE CLEARLY ALERTED THE DISTRICT COURT OF ITS FAILURE TO

RULE ON HIS SEVENTH INEFFECTIVE-ASSISTANCE CLAIM IN A RECONSIDERATION MOTION, 

(APPX, #11), AND CLEARLY INFORMED THE SIXTH CIRCUIT THAT "ItIhE DISTRICT COURT 

OVERLOOKED THIS CLAIM COMPLETELY." SEE (APPX. #13“1A).

FIRST: Edwards argues that the order of the Edwards v. Nagy panel("prior

PANEL") IS VOID BECAUSE THE ORDER WAS REACHED, IN PART, ON THE MANIFESTLY 

ERRONEOUS CONCLUSION THAT "THE DISTRICT COURT DENIED EACH OF EDWARDS'S CLAIMS ON 

THE MERITS." EDWARDS V. NAGY, Id. AT *?. BEING THAT THE DISTRICT COURT CLEARLY 

"OVERLOOKED EDWARDS'S SEVENTH INEFFECTIVE-ASSISTANCE CLAIM", In RE EDWARDS, Id. AT 

*5, IT IS CLEAR AND INDISPUTABLE THAT THE PRIOR PANEL EXCEEDED ITS JURISDICTION

when it reviewed Edwards's COA petition. See Collins, 253 U.S. at 355-366; Farmer,
475 F.2d 1220 (6th Cir.supra; also see Oak Cqnstr. Co. v. Huron Cement Co.

1973). Accordingly, Edwards points out that since the prior panel reviewed this

INEFFECTIVE-ASSISTANCE CLAIM DURING A COA INQUIRY, NOT ONLY WAS THIS CLAIM NOT 

FULLY BRIEFED NOR SQUARELY DECIDED IN AN EARLIER APPEAL, HILLER~El V. COCKRELL,

537 U.S. 322, 337 (2003), but it is well established that the prior panel's COA 

INQUIRY IS "NOT COEXTENSIVE WITH A MERITS ANALYSIS." RUCK V. DAVIS, 580 U.S. 100, 

115 (2017). Therefore, Edwards is still entitled to a merit analysis on this 

claim. Rule 59(b).
Notably, without the district court's assessment of this claim, Edwards was 

effectively precluded from satisfying the controlling standard for obtaining a COA
WHICH REQUIRED HIM TO DEMONSTRATE "THAT REASONABLE JURISTS WOULD FIND THE DISTRICT

COURT'S assessment of thIisI constitutional claim!] debatable or wrong." Slack v.
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McDaniel. 529 U.S. 973. 989 (2000)(emphasis added); Miller-El. 537 U.S. at 327. 
Simply put. the prior panel had no jurisdiction to review Edwards's COA petition. 
Swanson, supra.

SECOND: Edwards argues that Edwards v. Nagy is void because the prior panel

acted inconsistent with due process, when, albeit forbidden by statute, the prior 

panel exceeded its authority by going beyond a COA inquiry, without jurisdiction 

of an appeal or a fully briefed claim. Miller-El. Id. at 336-337. to not only find 

that "Edwards failed to show that the outcome of his trial would have been 

different but for counsel's purported misrepresentation", but also inappropriately 

took on the role of the jury by crediting the State's view of the trial evidence 

as "other evidence of his guilt." Id., at *10. even though Edwards's trial turned 

ON A CREDIBILITY CONTEST BETWEEN HE AND THE STATE. (ECF NO. 19~19. TRIAL Tr 

221); (Appx. #29).
Notably, the prior panel overlooked the evidence that Edwards presented at

TRIAL showing THAT EDWARDS VOLUNTARILY GAVE A STATEMENT EXPLAINING WHAT OCCURRED 

AND COOPERATED WITH THE POLICE BY NOT ONLY TELLING THEM WHERE HE PLACED HIS 

CLOTHING AND THE GUN. BUT SHOWED THE POLICE EXACTLY WHERE HE LEFT THE GUN. (ECF

No. 19-16. Trial Tr. pgs. 789, 799); (ECF No. 19-17, pg, 907); (Appx. #25, #28, 
#31). And, the prior panel overlooked Edwards's testimony showing that he did not 

know Mr. Tyrell Lee was shot when he left the scene, (ECF No. 39-16, Trial Tr. pg. 
789); (Appx. #25), he threw Lee's gun in the field at the corner of North and York 

so it could be returned to Lee, (Id. 802); (Appx. #29), and that he left his 

clothes behind his mother's couch. (Id. 803); (Appx. #30). Furthermore, while it 

is true that he didn't turn himself in and didn't want to go to jail, it is clear 

that the prior panel overlooked the fact that the jury was instructed that, "A 

person may run and hide for innocent reasons," (ECF No. 19-17, Trial Tr. pgs. 932- 
933); (Appx. #32-33), and overlooked the fact that Edwards testified that he was

pg.• j
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NOT RUNNING FROM THE POLICEj HE WAS STAYING AWAY FROM THE AREA WHERE Lee's 

BROTHERS AND COUSINS CAN COME SHOOT HIM; (ECF NO. 1A“16; TRIAL TR 

788); (Appx. #26-27). As such, the prior panel clearly overlooked evidence showing

THAT ABSENT COUNSEL'S MISREPRESENTATIONS; THERE IS A REASONABLE PROBABILITY THAT 

THE JURY WOULD HAVE DECIDED THAT EDWARDS'S ACTIONS WERE COMMITTED WITH AN INNOCENT 

STATE OF MIND; NOT A CONSCIOUSNESS Of GUILT; MlLLER-EL; Id. AT 336~337; AFTER 

FINDING THAT tl] HE UNDERSTANDABLY LEFT THE LOCATION TO GET AWAY FROM LEE WHOM HAD 

JUST ATTACKED HIM AND HE DID NOT KNOW HAD BEEN ACCIDENTALLY SHOT; [23 IT WAS 

REASONABLE TO LEAVE LEE'S GUN IN THE FIELD INSTEAD OF KEEPING LEE'S GUN; [33 IT 

WAS LOGICAL FOR EDWARDS TO PLACE HIS CLOTHES BEHIND HIS MOTHER'S COUCH INSTEAD OF 

ON THE COUCH; AND C^43 JUST BECAUSE THE GUN WAS NO LONGER IN THE FIELD AFTER A WEEK

pgs. 787-• J

AND HIS SWEATSHIRT WAS NO LONGER WITH HIS OTHER CLOTHES; THAT DOES NOT MEAN THAT 

HE DID NOT LEAVE THOSE ITEMS WHERE HE SAID. ABOVE ALL; THE PRIOR PANEL OBVIOUSLY 

OVERLOOKED THE FACT THAT HAD COUNSEL APPEALED TO THE JURY'S COMMON SENSE INSTEAD 

OF MISREPRESENTING TO THE JURY THAT SERGEANT RROWN POINTED TO AN INJURY EDWARDS 

SUSTAINED FROM THE ATTACK; THE JURY COULD HAVE REASONABLY CONCLUDED THAT THE MINOR

injuries Edwards sustained obviously healed within a weeks time.
Beyond this; within Edwards's original habeas filings; he sufficiently showed

THAT SINCE THIS CASE WAS A CREDIBILITY CONTEST; "[tIhERE IS A REASONABLE 

PROBABILITY THAT; ABSENT COUNSEL'S DEFICIENT PERFORMANCE; AT LEAST ONE MEMBER OF 

THE JURY WOULD HAVE HAD A REASONABLE DOUBT RESPECTING (HISJ GUILT AND HE WOULD NOT 

HAVE BEEN CONVICTED." $EE (ECF No. 2; PG. 126);* (APPX. #3A“A1).

CONCLUSION: Edwards emphasizes the fact that the jurisdictional defect caused 

by the District Court's failure to rule on his seventh ineffective-assistance

CLAIM RENDERED THE SlXTH CIRCUIT'S JURISDICTION TO REVIEW HIS COA PETITION; NULL 

AND VOID. COLLINS; 252 U.S. AT 371. AS SUCH; LaBUY GIVES THIS COURT AUTHORITY TO 

VOID Edwards v. Nagy.
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B. THIS COURT HAS THE AUTHORITY TO VOID In re Edwards:
In this section, Edwards attacks the Sixth Circuit's In re Edwards order as

BEING VOID BECAUSE, AFTER FINDING THAT ALL THE CLAIMS BEFORE THE DISTRICT COURT 

WERE NOT RULED ON, THE SIXTH CIRCUIT'S In RE EDWARDS PANEL("RECENT PANEL") CLEARLY 

AND INDISPUTABLY VIOLATED ITS DUTY TO "LIBERALLY CONSTRUE" EDWARDS'S PLEADINGS

under Rule 54(b) jurisprudence, Bullwinksi v. United States DOE, 899 F.Supp.2d 

712, 732 (6th Cir, 2013); Erickson v. Pardus, 551 It.S. 89, 94 (2007); violated its 

duty to conclude sua sponte that it never had jurisdiction to hear Edwards's case, 
see Collins, supra; Oak Constr. Co 

District Court to bring Edwards's case in conformance with finality in order that 

the Sixth Circuit may exercise jurisdiction of review given by law. 28 U.S.C. § 

2253. Accordingly, Edwards argues that all aspects of the Sixth Circuit's In re 

Edwards order, beyond its findings that the District Court overlooked his seventh 

ineffective-assistance claim, is void for the FOLLOWING REASONS:

FIRST: Edwards argues that the recent panel clearly and indisputably violated 

its duty to "liberally construe" his filings as a Rule 54(b) motion, even though 

it is well established that pro se filings "is to be liberally construed." 

Erickson, supra. That is "[bIecause no final [order] has been entered, [Edwards's] 
motion was to be properly considered under Ffdfral Rule of Civil Procedure'54(b) 
rather than under Rule 60(b)," Bullwinkel, supra.

SECOND: Edwards argues that the recent panel violated its duty to dismiss his 

case for lack of jurisdiction. Here, Edwards puts important emphasis on the fact 

that, since not all the claims before the District Court were decided, per Rule 

54(b) and Collins, the District Court's March 31, 2022 order is a NON-FINAL ORDER. 
Therefore, the Sixth Circuit NEVER had jurisdiction to review his case. Col_l.ins, 
Id. at 371; Rule 54. As noted, the Supreme Court itself ruled that "[n]o party can

WAIVE [a JURISDICTIONAL] DEFECT OR CONSENT TO JURISDICTION." WISCONSIN DEPT. OF

SUPRA; AND VIOLATED ITS DUTY TO REQUIRE THE• *
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Corrections v. Scbacht, supra. In short, the recent panel had a duty to sua sponte 

dismiss Edwards case for lack of jurisdiction based upon such a jurisdictional 

defect. See Collins, ?53 U.S. at 365-366; Farmer, supra.
THIRD: Edwards argues that the recent panel exceeded it jurisdiction with its 

application of the law-of-the-case doctrine to the prior panel's denial of a COA 

on this claim while ruling that "IgIranting relief on this claim would 

the law-of-the-case doctrine," In re Edwards, Id. at *6. After all, there is no 

exception to Rule 54(b) where the Court of Appeal' denial of a COA on a claim that 

THE DISTRICT COURT HAS NEVER RULED ON, HAS BEEN ALLOWED TO END THE LITIGATION ON 

THE MERITS. In FACT, THE PRIOR PANEL'S COA INQUIRY IS "NOT COEXTENSIVE WITH A 

MERITS ANALYSIS, BUCK, SUPRA.

Frankly, after finding that the District Court overlooked this claim, the

VIOLATE* • •

RECENT PANEL SHOULD HAVE BEEN LEFT WITH A DEFINITE AND FIRM CONVICTION THAT THE

PRIOR PANEL CLEARLY ERRED IN DECIDING EDWARDS'S COA PETITION WITHOUT JURISDICTION.

Moses v. Business Card Express, Inc 929 F.2d 1131, 1137 (6th Cir.).
At the same time, application of the law-of-the-case DOCTRINE IS "limited 10 

THOSE QUESTIONS NECESSARILY DECIDED IN AN EARLIER APPEAL." HANOVER Ins. Co. V. Am. 

Eng'g Co., 105 F.3d 306, 312 (6th Cir. 1997). Given the fact that "the phrase

'NECESSARILY DECIDED'...DESCRIBES ALL ISSUES THAT WERE 'FULLY BRIEFED AND SQUARELY 

DECIDED' IN AN EARLIER APPEAL," BOEGH V. FnFRGYSoLUTIQNS, INC

1071 (6th Cir. 2019), along with the fact that this claim was NOT presented fully

BRIEFED, AND, MOST IMPORTANTLY, THE FACT THAT THE PRIOR PANEL'S COA INQUIRY IS 

"NOT COEXTENSIVE WITH A MERITS ANALYSIS, RUCK, SUPRA; IT IS OBVIOUS THAT THE LAW- 

OF-THE-CASE DOCTRINE DOES NOT BAR RELIEF AFTER A TRUE MERITS ANALYSIS OF THIS

claim. See CNF Constructors, Inc, v. Donohue Const. Co., 57 F * 3d 395, 397 n.1 (9 th 

Cir. 1995)(concluding that law of the case doctrine did not prevent an appellate 

court from revisiting a prior ruling of a motions panel on the court's

• J

117 F.3d 1056,
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JURISDICTION BECAUSE (1) LAW OF THE CASE IS DISCRETIONARY, NOT MANDATORY, (2) 

MOTIONS PANELS ARE OFTEN NOT PRESENTED WITH FULL BRIEFING AND ARGUMENT, AND (3) A 

COURT MUST DISMISS AN APPEAL WHEN IT LACKS JURISDICTION).

CONCLUSION: Edwards emphasizes the fact that the District Court's failure to

RULE ON ALL OF HIS CLAIMS RENDERED THE RECENT PANEL'S JURISDICTION TO REVIEW HIS 

CASE, NULL AND VOID. COLLINS, 252 U.S. AT 371. HENCE, THE RECENT PANEL WAS

MANIFESTLY ERRONEOUS WHEN IT FAILED TO PROTECT THE VALUES OF FINALITY AND JUDICIAL 

ECONOMY. AS SUCH, LABUY GIVES THIS COURT AUTHORITY TO VOID In RE EDWARDS.

3. The Writ is Appropriate Under the Circumstance of this Case:
In THIS SECTION, EDWARDS POINTS TO FOUR(A) CIRCUMSTANCES ESTABLISHING THAT 

THE REFUSAL TO GRANT THIS WRIT WOULD OFFEND JUSTICE, UNDERMINE PUBLIC CONFIDENCE 

IN THE JUDICIAL PROCESS AND CREATE AN INJUSTICE TO HIM.

FIRST: Edwards points out that he is sentenced to spend a minimum of 52years

IN PRISON, BUT HAS BEEN UNCONSTITUTIONALLY DEPRIVED OF A FULL AND FAIR MERITS 

ANALYSIS ON (i) HIS SEVENTH INEFFECTIVE-ASSISTANCE CLAIM,’ (11) HIS INEFFECTIVE- 

ASSISTANCE CLAIMS NARROWED SPECIFICALLY TO THE DEFENSE OF ACCIDENT UNDER M. CRIM. 

JI 7.2 JURY INSTRUCTIONS,’ AND (ill) HIS ARGUMENTS CONCERNING THE COMBINED IMPACT 

THAT HIS ADMISSION OF INTENTIONALLY FIRING THE GUN AND THE "USE OF A DEADLY 

WEAPON" JURY INSTRUCTIONS HAD ON HIS SECOND-DEGREE MURDER CONVICTION IN

CONJUNCTION WITH THE REASONABLE PROBABILITY OF A DIFFERENT OUTCOME HAD HIS JURY 

BEEN INSTRUCTED UNDER M. CRIM. JT 7.2 JURY INSTRUCTIONS.

SECOND: Edwards points out the fact that the In re Edwards panel's reliance 

on the Edwards v. Nagy order as the law-of-the-case to prevent a true merits

ANALYSIS FROM EVER HAPPENING HAS DEPRIVED HIM OF HIS LIBERTY INTEREST SECURED BY

the Equal Protection Clause and the Due Process Clause of the IPth Amendment to 

the United States Constitution, thereby making enforcement of either of these 

orders "manifestly unconscionable", Hazel-Atias Giass Co. v. Hartford-Empire Co • J
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322 U.S. 238, 244 (1944), 
U.S. 140, 155 (1985). And

AND AGAINST FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS. THOMAS V. ARNS, 474 

VET, "FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS IS THE HALLMARK OF THE 

PROCEDURAL PROTECTIONS AFFORDED BY THE DUE PROCESS CLAUSE." LASSITER V. DEPARTMENT

Q.E-Social Service of Durham County, 452 U.S. 24, 25 (1981). Surely, Edwards is

ENTITLED TO ONE FAIR OPPORTUNITY TO HAVE THE MERITS OF HIS CLAIMS FULLY

considered. Sanders v. United States, 373 U.S. 1, 8 (1963). He has not had that. 
THIRD: Edwards points OUT THE FACT THAT WHILE HIS CASE PRESENTS A VERY

SPECIAL SITUATION WHERE EVEN THOUGH THE LAW~OF-THE_CASE DOCTRINE DOES NOT PROHIBIT
the District Court FROM DEPARTING FROM THE MANIFESTLY ERRONEOUS AND
JURISDICTIONALLY INVALID ORDERS OF THE SIXTH CIRCUIT, ARIZONA, SUPRA, FROM THE 

FACT THAT THE DISTRICT COURT HAS TWICE REFUSED TO EXERCISE ITS DUTY TO CORRECT ITS 

OWN ERRORS, THERE IS A REASONABLE LIKELIHOOD THAT, WITHOUT THIS COURT DECLARING 

the Sixth Circuit's prior orders void for lack of jurisdiction, the District Court

WILL VIOLATE its DUTY TO ADJUDICATE THE MERITS OF EDWARDS'S OVERLOOKED CLAIMS AND 

ARGUMENTS AGAIN,

FOURTH: As previously pointed out, although Edwards can appeal the District 

Court's ruling on his .Rule 54(b) reconsideration motion if it relies on the Sixth 

Circuit's jurisdictionally invalid orders as the law-of-the-case, he "would be

PREJUDICED BY HAVING TO WAIT FOR SUCH AN APPEAL, AND THEREFORE SUCH AN APPEAL IS

AN INADEQUATE REMEDY." In RE BeNDECTIN, 749 F.2D AT 303. REING THAT AN ORDER OF

the District Court will be subject to review ey the Sixth Circuit,
OPPORTUNITY FOR FURTHER REVIEW IN THIS COURT ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI, Far EAST

Conference v. United States, 342 U.S. 570 (1952), this Court has the power to

ISSUE A MANDAMUS, IN THE EXERCISE OF ITS APPELLATE JURISDICTION, AND DIRECT THE

District Court to PROPERLY bring Edwards's case in conformance with finality. 
Insurance Company v. Comstock, supra. After all, it is in the interest of fair and 

prompt administration of justice to bring Edwards's case in conformance with

with
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'TFINALITY.

CONCLUSION: Edwards argues that, as shown above, the Sixth Circuit's Edwards 

V...Nagy and In re Edwards orders are not only manifestly erroneous, but also

JURISDICTIONALLY INVALID: And IF ALLOWED TO STAND, WOULD MOST CERTAINLY OFFEND
UNDERMINE PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN THE JUDICIAL PROCESS AND CREATE ANJUSTICE,

INJUSTICE TO HIM BY NOT ONLY INFRINGING HIS PlJE PROCESS AND EQUAL ProTFOTTOM 

RIGHTS OF THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT BUT ALSO INFRINGE THE DISTRICT COURT'S DUTY TO
modify its March 31, 2022 NON-FINAL ORDER IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE RULES OF
FINALITY, AS REQUIRED BY RULE 5A(b),’ COLLINS, SUPRA,’ GATLIN, 
Fourteenth Amendment. Indeed,

supra and the 

"ItJhe ultimate responsibility of the federal
COURT...is TO REACH THE CORRECT JUDGMENT UNDER THE LAW," Am. CANOE Ass'n V. MlIRPHV
Fa.rms^.,1nc., 326 F.3d 505, 516 (i\th Cir. 2003),
TO simply void the Sixth Circuit's

WHICH, IN A CASE SUCH AS THIS, IS

JURISDICTIONALLY INVALID AND MANIFESTLY 

ERRONEOUS ORDERS TO PROTECT EDWARDS FROM ANY FURTHER RELIANCE ON THESE ORDERS IN A
PROPER JURISDICTIONAL FORUM WHERE THE DISTRICT COURT CAN FREELY MODIFY ITS MARCH
31, 2022 NON-FINAL ORDER
OVERLOOKED CLAIMS AND ARGUMENTS.

Simply put "the writ is appropriate under the circumstances." Ex_parteJJnited 

States, supra.

to finally include a merits analysis of Edwards's

CONCLUSION and RELIEF REQUESTED
On the whole, Edwards

:

POINTS OUT THAT THE CASELAW CITED ABOVE, CLEARLY AND 

INDISPUTABLY, SUPPORTS HIS ABILITY TO HAVE THIS COURT GRANT A WRIT OF MANDAMUS 

DECLARING THAT SINCE ALL THE CLAIMS BEFORE THE DISTRICT COURT HAS NOT BEEN

ADJUDICATED ON THE MERITS, THE SIXTH CIRCUIT'S ORDERS IN EDWARDS V. NAGY AND In RE
Edwards are VOIDED for lack of JURISDICTION IN ORDER TO PROTECT THE VALUES OF 

ECONOMY WHILE ENSURING THAT EDWARDS'S RULE 54(b) 
RECONSIDERATION MOTION 1$ CONSIDERED IN A FAIR HEARING THAT ADDRESSES THE FULL

FINALITY AND JUDICIAL
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MERITS OF (l) HIS SEVENTH INEFFECTIVE-ASSISTANCE CLAIM; (11) HfS INEFFECTIVE- 
ASSISTANCE CLAIMS NARROWED SPECIFICALLY TO THE DEFENSE OF ACCIDENT UNDER fl CrIM. 

7-? JURY INSTRUCTIONS; AND (Ml) HIS ARGUMENTS CONCERNING THE COMBINED IMPACT
THAT HIS ADMISSION OF INTENTIONALLY FIRING THE GUN AND THE "USE OF A DEADLY 

WEAPON" JURY INSTRUCTIONS HAD ON HIS SECOND-DEGREE MURDER CONVICTION IN 

CONJUNCTION WITH THE REASONABLE PROBABILITY OF A DIFFERENT OUTCOME HAD HIS JURY 

BEEN INSTRUCTED UNDER M. CRIM, J? 7.2 JURY INSTRUCTIONS.

According to the Tenth Circuit, the "law of the case doctrine has no bearing

ON THE REVISITING OF [NON-FINAL] ORDERS." RlMBERT V. EL I L ILI.Y ft Co., 647 F.3d

1247, 1252 (IflTH ClR. 2011)(ciTATION OMITTED). THEREFORE, THE DISTRICT COURT

SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO FREELY MODIFY ITS PRIOR DECISION TO ANALYZE THE EXACT 

THAT THE MOTION TO RECONSIDER CHALLENGES, UNOBSTRUCTED BY THE SIXTH CIRCUIT'S 

MANIFESTLY ERRONEOUS AND JURISDICTIONALLY INVALID ORDERS.
" n i f /

POINTS

AT THE END OF THE DAY AND CASE, A JURISDICTIONAL DEFECT REMAINS

UNCURED, THE JUDGMENT MUST BE VACATED." CaTERPILLER INC. V. LEWIS, 519 U.S. 61, 77 

(1996); Stringffiiow. supra. That is, BECAUSE THE SIXTH CIRCUIT NEVER HAD 

JURISDICTION OVER EDWARDS'S CASE, THE JURISDICTIONALLY INVALID ORDERS OF THE SIXTH
Circuit must be voided.
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FOR THESE REASONS, Edwards humbly requests that this Court issues a writ of

MANDAMUS DECLARING THAT SINCE ALL THE CLAIMS BEFORE THE DISTRICT COURT WERE NOT

decided, the Sixth Circuits orders in Edwards V. Nagy, 2023 U.S. App. LEXIS 6222 

AND In re Edwards, 2024 U.S. App. LEXIS 19726 are VOIDED for lack of jurisdiction.

Respectfully^submitted on this irti day of April, 2025 by;

Andre Edwards #256304
In Pro Se
6. Robert Cotton Correctional Facility 
3500 North Elm Road 
Jackson, Michigan 49201

DECLARATION
Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746. I, Andre Monteek Edwards, 

penalty of perjury,
KNOWLEDGE, INFORMATION AND BELIEF.

DECLARES, UNDER THE

THAT THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS TRUE TO THE BEST OF MY

Executed on this day of April, 2025 by;

Andre Edwards #256304In Pro Se
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