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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

WILLIAM JACKSON,
Petitioner,
; CIVIL ACTION
V. : No. 13-2782

DANIEL P. BURNS et al .,
Defendants.

ORDER

This 22nd day of June, 2017, upon consideration of Petitioner’s Petition for Writ of Habeas
Corpus (Dkt. 1), the Government’s Response (Dkt. 15), the Report and Recommendation chfdagist
Judge Strawbridge (Dkt. 30), Petitioner’'s Objections to the Report and Recomime(idkt. 34) and

the Government’s Response to Petitioner’'s Objections (Dkt. 39), it is @RD¥ERED that:

1. This casewhich was originally assigned to Judge Gardner and was transferred to this Court on
June 8, shall be taken out of Civil Suspense.

2. Magistrate Judge Strawbridge’s thorough and reasoned Report and Recommes dalioied
and approved

3. Petitioner’s objections to the Report and Recommendation are overiitledeobjections largely
track thearguments in theriginal petition. However, for the first time Petitioness submitted
statements made to the police by Terrance Freeman and Reggie Johnsoepdrharkl
Recommendatioaddressed petitioner’s claim that his trial attorney was ineffe@dr failing to
present these witnesses, but without the benefit of seeing these policestatePutting aside the
timeliness of petitioner'submission, the police statements of Freeman and Johnson do not

undermine Magistrate Judge Strawbridgatsonalefor recommending the denial of this claim.
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Petitioner argues that Freeman’s and Johnson’s police statements corrobdheteriisf
sel-defense. Specifically, Petitioner notes that Freetolaihpolice that he knew the victim, but
not Retitioner, to carry a gun. Petitioner fails to mention, however, that Johnson told police that the
victim never carried a gunMoreover, contrary to petitioner’s version of events, both Johnson and
Freemartold policethatthe victim hacho motive to harm Peiner. Assuming Johnson and
Freemarprovided testimony that wa®nsistent with their police statements, the benefit to
Petitioner would have been minimal at best. | therefore cannot say that Pesittoneisel was
ineffective because Hailed to call these witnessés support Petitioner’s claim that he acted in
self-defense

Petitioner alse@ontends that Johnson’s and Freeman'’s police statements undermine the
testimony of Tahera Cooper, the wife of the victi@ooper testified that she ovedrd her
husbandnaking arrangements to méagtitioner on the tenth floor of his apartment building.
Johnson, by contrast, told police that the victinaPetitionerplannedto meeton the ninth floor of
the building. And Freeman claimed in his politsasmenthat Cooper told hirthat it was her
mother who overheard the victim agreeing to meet Petitiondrle Johnson’s and Freeman’s
accounts differ from Cooper’s testimony, the discrepancies are minor andrcpaagheral
points Johnsois and Fremarns testimonywould not have changed the outcoafi¢he trial; in
deciding not to call these witnesses, Petitioner’s counsel therefore atiiedtiave bound of

reasonable representation.

/s/ Gerald Austin McHugh
UnitedStates District Judge




