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00110,2024UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT KEILY l. SSgPHIMS, &m!:•
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1 :

) I ;
) I !In re: SEFE A. ALMEDOM, ) f
) QR£ER

Movant. )
t) i .\
i
I

Before: BATCKELDER, THAPAR, and DAVIS, Circuit -Judges.
5
5
S

Sefe A. Almedom, a pro se Ohio prisoner, moves this court for an order anttuWing 

district court to consider a second or successive 28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition for a writ of habeas} 

corpus. See 28 U.S.C. § 2244(b)(3)(B). For the following reasons, we deny the motion for] 

authorization.

i

3

In 2017, an Ohio jury convicted Almedom of eleven counts of rape and four counts of gross I 

sexual imposition. The trial court sentenced him to life imprisonment without the possibility of 

parole plus 25 years to life. The Ohio Court of Appeals affirmed. State v. S.A.A., No. 17AP-685 

2020 WL 5798211, at *23 (Ohio Ct. App. Sept. 29, 2020), perm. app. denied,, 161 N.E.3d 717' 
(Ohio 2021).

\
Almedom then petitioned for federal habeas relief under § 2254, claiming prosecutorial!

misconduct. The district court denied the habeas petition and declined to issue a certificate ofj
\

appealability, reasoning that Almedom’s claim was proceduraily defaulted because he did not; 

fairly present it to the Ohio courts. Almedom v. Hill, No. 2:22-cv-2229,2023 WL 9895059, at *3; 

(S.D. Ohio Aug. 7,2023). We dismissed Almedom’s appeal as untimely. Almedom v. Fredrick} 

: No. 24-3171,2024 WL 2750076 (6th Cir. May 15,2024).

In April 2024, Almedom moved for relief from judgment under Federal Rule of Civil: 

Procedure 60(b), claiming that (1) appellate counsel was ineffective for failing to exhaust his: 

prosecutorial-misconduct claim in the Ohio Supreme Court, and (2) his sentence is contrary to law
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and therefore void. The district court determined that the motion was, in substance, a second or 

successive habeas petition and therefore transferred it to this court for permission to consider it. j 

See 28 U.S.C. § 1631; In re Sims, 111 F.3d 45,47 (6th Cir. 1997) (per curiam). At our direction, ; 

Almedom filed a corrected motion for authorization to file a second or successive § 2254 petition,1 

which he later amended, reiterating the claims set forth in his Rule 60(b) motion.

We may authorize the filing of a second or successive habeas petition only if the movant: 

makes a prima facie showing that the proposed petition contains a new claim that relies on either; 

(A) a new rule of constitutional law, made retroactive to cases on collateral review by the; 

Supreme .Court, that was previously unavailable” or (B) new facts that “could not have been! : 

discovered previously through the exercise of due diligence” and that,, “if proven and viewed ini ■ 

light of the evidence as a whole, would be sufficient to establish by clear and convincing evidence ■■ 

that, but for constitutional error, no reasonable factfinder would have found the applicant guilty of 

the underlying offense.” 28 U.S.C. §§ 2244(b)(2), (b)(3)(C). *

ASmedom’s motion for authorization does not satisfy these statutory criteria. First, j

although Almedom indicates that his proposed claims rely on new rules of constitutional law that!i
the United States Supreme Court has made retroactively applicable, he cites only decisions of the!

j .
lower federal courts, the Ohio Court of Appeals, and the Ohio Supreme Court. And second,! : 

Almedom s proposed ineffective-assistance and sentencing claims are not based upon newly! 

discovered facts that establish that no reasonable juror would have convicted him of rape and gross'- 

sexual imposition but for constitutional error.

For these reasons, we DENY the motion for anthnri^tjon

i

s

!

i

ENTERED BY ORDER OF THE COURT
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United States Coart of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit f

?
IU.S. Mail Notice of Docket Activity i; 1
!The following transaction was filed on 1Q/10/2024. «>

Case Name: In re: Sefe Almedom 
Case Number: 24=3310 I

J
1

Docket Text:
ORDER filed: We DENY the motion for authorization. No mandate to issue. Alice M. 
Batchelder, Circuit Judge, Amul R. Thapar, Circuit Judge and Stephanie Dawkins Davis, Circuit 
Judge.

•:
;

The following document$(s) are associated with this transaction: 
Document Description: Order

Notice will be sent to:

Mr. Sefe A. Almedom 
Marion Correctional Institution 
P.O. Box 57
Marion, OH 43302=0057

A copy of this notice will be issued to:
;

1 Ms. Jem L. Fosnaught 
Mr. Richard W. Nagel:•

:

I

:
;
;

•!

;
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT I
ss

•}
INo. 24-3310 I
i
f
i

l
)

i)
In re: SEFE A. ALMEDOM, ) ;

) *

iMovant. )
)

Before: BATCHELDER, THAPAR, and DAVIS, Circuit Judges. :I
f
iJUDGMENT
1!THIS MATTER came before the court upon the motion by Sefe A. Almedom to smflmrim j 

the district court to consider a second or successive 28 XJ.S.C. § 2254 petition for a writ of habeas 
corpus.

;•

UPON FULL REVIEW of the record and any submissions by the parties,

IT IS ORDERED that the motion for authorization is DENIED.

;
ENTERED BY ORDER OF THE COURT

:

* , -f--------- -
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