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OnJ am_Jary. 17, 2017, Appellant, Clifton Jackson, filed a “Request for Leave to
File Appellant’s Application for Reopening of His D}'IéCt Appeal Under App.R. 26(B)
Delayed.” This Court determined Jackson’s direct appeal in a decision dated and -
journalized on June 22, 2015. See State v. Jackson, 9th Dist. Loréin No. 14CA010555,
2015-Ohio-2473.

Pursuant to App.R. 26(B), Jackson was required to file his 'applic;ation for
febpening within 90 days -of the journalization of our judgment entry. “Consistent
enforcement of the rule’s deadline by the appellate courts in Ohio ﬁrotects on the one
hand the'state’s legitimate interest in the finality of its judglnents and ensurés on tﬁe
other hand that any claims of ineffective assistance of appellate covnsel are promptly
examined and resolved.” Sta‘e v. Gumm, 103 Chio St.3d 162, 2004—0Ohio-4755, § 7.

Hers, this Court issued its judgment entry and opinion in the direct appeal giving
rise to this proceeding on June 22, 2015. To be coxisidered timely, Jackson must have

filed his application for recpeningﬁc\.P or before Septernber 21, 2015. Jackson, however,
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filed his application on January 17 2017, nearly 16 months beyond the time provided
for in App.R. 26(B). Jackson concedes that his application is untimely. If an
application for reopening is not filed within the 90-day peﬁéd set forth in App.ﬁ.
26(B)(1), an appellant must make a shéwing of good cause for the untimely ﬁli_ng.
APPR. 26(B)2)0). |

In arguing the existence of good cause, Jackson contends that his appellate
counse] refused to communicate with him, which compromised his “abilities to receive
appropriate appeilate review.,” J acksoﬁ also argues that he received late notification of
this Cowrt’s June 22, 2015 decision. However, a review of the docket indicates that
Jackson appealed this Court’s decision to the Supreme Court of Ohio on September 3,
2015. The notice of appeal is signed by Jackson and dated August 20, 2015, Jackson
was thus avs-zare of this Court’s June 22, 2015 decision at least one month before the
timéﬁ‘axﬁe for filing his application for reopening under App.R. 26(B) had expired.
Accordingly, Jackson has failed to demonstrate good cause for the delay in seeking
reopening.

Appellant’s application is denied.
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