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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Cod o 1 R e 4 < =T AR T
Civili Actzon No. U5-3U08&

Petiticner, :

V. : OPINION

HRYN McEFPARLAND, et al.

-

Respondents. :

APPEARANCES :

icner pro

CAVANAUGH, District Judge
his matter ig before the Court on Petiticoner Askia J.

Nash's Petition for habeas corpus reliei under 28 U.5.0. § 2254
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or failure to exhaust state remedies.
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sexual assault, child endangerment, and terroristic threats.

Superior Court of New Jersey, Appellat
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O June 13, 2005, this for writ
oF under 28 U.S.0. § 2254, which was dated May 21,
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A pro se pleading is held to less stringent standards than

s drafted by lawvers. Estelle v, Gamble, 420
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-zcquired to present [his or her] unexhausted claims to

istate’s] courts”).
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-, Connor, 404 U.Ss. 270, 275 {(187L); Castille v. Peanles,
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In the present case, Petltioner asserts on the face of his

¢hat hisg direct appeal to the Supreme Court of New
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District courts should dismiss petitions
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