Ns.

CARNELL Louie Dodson Pttt
VS. ‘
ERIC GUERRERD ~ Respoudent

MOTION FOR EYTEASTON OF T 10
FILE PETITThN BOR WeiT g6 CERTIDRAR]

JURISDICTIDN (

On Septembec 29, 2028, The Unitted Siates DSTRIC T
CourJr &3( the goulr\«se,m Di&hridr o‘f— T“QXGB}&

L8 VS CGINSY, The Courk o

CllV@S{-ou DF\/—

abeas corpus,
(<o c{@medp :

‘e,'ci\-\oU‘Q(:S
motion for evi desd ary He,afmﬁ)C\S Welly denied pet-
) Honer a Certificabe b '

)qupea/ab‘;my. On O bobe
ZL'\ZOZLO\ ]\!\ﬂ DOCI.S(JN gile,d Q l'h()*HOk[ {.—D r‘é‘DP
bor Notee of aff?i‘lal. On Tewuary /) 202@) Me, Do,
appeql \uas docl(seﬁe,d SALHR Phe (g

RECEIVED
@ SEP 22 2026

Fl F
SRR 5 G e



(i :_’u W

1.3:: ..\g':-l i

% fA
]

-

v,

£ 5 ¥

| IS LN

EE

*

R



CDU(l' b% l\??w\s, Fifdn Cicewit - Ou chbuqr\/ 4, 202
Me Dodsont Filed ane application for Tssuance of Cer-
Kb cote oF APPquE} I }b/. O Tune 2, 1006, Thee Uniited

(hotes Cout of A’PP‘?«CLJS\FEH&\ Ciceurt, denied me Dod-
SPN'S MOTH 0L Cor C.ON and did not reach wihether
the distodt court erred in detying on eNidentiary
e aring. The turisdichion of this Courtis Tnvoked
Under 28 UG8 IL5H,

Nowl comes, Carvell Lows Doclsou,\\,»uvsuam%

LS. (. %u\)(l@ﬂ\‘e Cour¥ Rule 30,3, $o preseat fhis

rro% o 1o Wonorable Sushice Alivo, and asSo¢iat-
€S, humbly requesting AN @xteNSion oF Bme_ i
Cile his Wit of Certiorari.

(0D CAUSE

Petifioner is P(OC‘&Qd\MS Po Se, and Presented \‘\(
1S Conbined o the DB E\lis LA TG Wuakevitle
)

T)(“\?QH()/we,r r«e,gfec‘!—gu\w‘ (equest g € Yo NS Hore
pf Hme o o Wat ot CerBocari.Pebibiones Fespect-

Fully request au additional 30 o\ days 4o file.

®



g:ﬂ/m ‘-M’\\& GL\W/D? Mr) DD&LSU)U‘S ‘-\ O\MQS CU(P\-LS J‘OL\N\;'{LV,H&{ h(kj
@Y Pte,(‘ i~wc\e,(/ )m P‘&dif"‘\t/bﬁs) Mme. DDJSUN uJ—-}thJ‘Cd ma)uy ‘{'1\'“‘(3{-6

from counsel \
44 Fiv BCLeSOFO C ) ient]attornocy Fles %ﬂucare ))ﬂff!ﬂzdﬁ his intial habeos
orpus peti s, undes his hud 4 <ight o Pres o tumenss a5 part
p.q' hic ;/i}'[avvy,mr, DOL/5UM EVierr Fl'}td 0 moh U 4o Koy W‘C Feia) jkdjb Compe]
Veial Eonnssed o g?wd“"‘ Hhese F,«‘)tes, xely o o S ok, dites 6\1 He
a )'9?\7:4 tlerl aned NoTd Hhe motion, mV‘b"/an SOl ha- :Hw_ help

Cowrd-Nia WOy oF enandamus Yo Comper e disheret £y, pectioms '.
r TASerat datyy Gl 0 Ard-aved) Hrivt b QN@)}‘LIM? W) habseas torp s
ﬂo’)ﬁ}ﬂ;&t«/’ﬁ/?\f owSMh:uef' T.CCP et ’1,07)-}0‘1/»/ VUl Ma S ki) jed

bipuiaded
B ELTdescty Me, Dodsom Fled ¢ mgtiow 'ﬂciu\csf,‘mjﬁf?mwit; b pe

oF 0 Meed Foe dehurs eyidence b substandi

N (o,

SVided b5,

Llaims “Brg eyidene of alle gedd LonHichof i mherert-mi ghtbe

Chienmdy colrespongdence oy §¥her o Cumeeny i }ha‘-}f, ks Fhe
3 v b cued” Billy-Fko vilnibed S 4

el e B".,/ o Yitinthed Stabes, 8 E3 1 1 o 4.0, Never theless

Fhe Sk afFnmey wihodried m,, DOf/Sm‘S LU WS deSigniqbey 1y reSolve

¢ gims Fhe $rind Lond- conceded e COMMNerhe ) b0t Lnitesalsved /¢ speq uf fuck,

AM m[)(;‘(;/wV/}L bﬂS&/ O A;ﬂf)w"am) Sftltllﬂ,//'?))w\ Lol Sovy a//v:jq#ﬁfms G

 dvhu _

Coand g L’\*H’Muwz -
}7,0)1”//'73 M naf

| U =
Coult 4$ Fﬁmﬂ’ua/ 'Q/udi/\ogﬁ Ore Vhe COMA

ahe "h?/ fM({/{tbL;W [LS_K)S{'Q.A{[L -

Cumesdta) \& &b e d H )

Ve



this ?‘e}r\%om.) of Such D‘W\“Q,C P@rlod 63 the Couct
deems OxprOPﬁCll(&. Petitivner asseds Lol Good
CalSe @XM <« $or the requesked @b eNETON, De ki one s
Lk of confinernendis presexty subject o a \DCdowN,
e was uhpleseeable ) buv it Bimes past have (asted up

Yo 20 cluy&;i%bejw Septe mber 10,202, NeVertheless, the

)0 (YA OWN oS au\b%wuhah)/ restricted P%H\"\OA&QPS S
Tgful aceess b Mhe institudions law library, aud sther

| ¢gal resources N cessary bo complete Y research,
o d Fre‘ﬂam b Hinglive a PeHHm $or et of certior-

(ri, Desgi
nd Rhas Maf'//\bqt\lcl())\ledi of Ace,layed

\oICTg cliligentiy,a
s @) ks o seele (evial The ciccumstances affed-

onesS O CLesSS Yo \egcq matrecial afe ey ond

ke Jhese restaicrionNs, P‘&*\*\ONQF oS beens

;Mﬁ \y&\\a
Wi Conkrol, The lockdomm has nelectheless marterially
) mpa) ted s ability to condudk ‘v\\\e\\esql cesearah

e e SSAf y to P( esert the zu%{-\m} for eV Geeuf-

0+ ely,s and CoNCl &‘ely, aNd 0 Complete the pekibion

0 compliance b Yne lourts teguitemends.

The \D‘d,—i% OAsef (‘QSP‘QJC\‘Q \x\\\/ Submits Hhe cegu
e Shed @urensIon, and asSedts it is Necessary

Q






Fo ensuce ok Peridioner fas a mean gl
O?FO(NM\'\) o and Filehts Dek Yyorp, Petidioder
s proceeding in qood-fenkh and intexds o file
e P‘e;\—‘\jg\ ore S promww,qs mc\s(mc\\s\\) posSible
AR Ce MNEON Mjﬂ\ ACcess 1o Hhe MQC(@SSCN}/\@SCQ
(k@%()\,\(&&ﬁ TS (e Stored. ]\Ccorc)h\&ﬁl%\)@_ﬁ*-
ToNer respectiully rq\x@g Lhoér\%rm Coud ¢ l\d‘d
Py MoHON Cor @xtensiont OF Hime, and @xten

e S‘QPW‘)E( 26,202, dtﬂeadlhrk@_m(o( 7?;\,@ e
Se A ON %r W of CelH00art.
\

CERTIEICATE OF SERViCE

ijrkaumdﬁr S‘\g\wc\ SEear Unded PR J'w\{
of 1w, Fhat all Hhe informadione inHhis

MOHoON IS ¥rwe,)€4)\\& Coflect:

( purd08uio NoAaon ™57 2 ISHY

PoSe \bke_\ru'l\ oMer

Canvell Louis Dodsons
0.8, ©ilis yni¥

1627 F 480 Ry,
(,_D Runtsville, TX.773Y3






Case: 25-40780 Document: 34-1 Page: 1 Date Filed: 06/26/2026

Anited States Court of Appeals
for the Fifth Circuit

United States Court of Appeals
Fifth Circuit

FILED
No. 25-40780 June 26, 2026

Lyle W. Cayce

CARNELL Louis DoDsoON, Clerk

Petitioner— Appellant,
Versus

ERrRic GUERRERO, Director,
Texas Department of Criminal Justice, Correctional Institutions Division,

Respondent— Appellee.

Application for Certificate of Appealability
The United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:22-CV-287

PUBLISHED ORDER

Before SMITH, HIGGINSON, and OLDHAM, Crrcust Judges.
PER CURIAM:

Carnell Dodson, Texas prisoner #2261564, moves for a certificate of
appealability (“ COA”) to appeal the denial of his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 applica-
tion challenging his 35-year sentence for aggravated robbery. Dodson con-
tends that he was denied effective assistance of counsel and that the prose-
cutor violated his due process rights by not providing notice of intent to intro-
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duce extraneous offense evidence during sentencing. Dodson also challenges
the denial of an evidentiary hearing.

To obtain a COA, Dodson must make “a substantial showing of the
denial of a constitutional right.” 28 U.S.C. § 2253(c)(2). Where, as here,
the district court has rejected a claim on the merits, an applicant “must dem-
onstrate that reasonable jurists would find the district court’s assessment of
the constitutional claims debatable or wrong.” Slack v. McDaniel, 529 U.S.
473, 484 (2000).

Dodson has not made the requisite showing. See#d. Accordingly, the
motion fora COA is DENIED. Because Dodson fails to make the necessary
showing for the issuance of a COA, we do not reach whether the district
court erred in denying an evidentiary hearing. See United States v. Davis,
971 F.3d 524, 534-35 (5th Cir. 2020).



