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INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE

Amicug Self Represented has taken an interest in the order of Marsh 28,
2025, 1n Peopie v. Langshton, Michigan Suprewe Nocwet Neo. 151957 pertaining
to question mumber six in its order. Amicus self represented is not an lawyer
nor dose he have any formal kratning or aducaticn in the law and orecedure
as a qualified attorney whom has passed the bar.

Rmicus Seif Represented only have the wminim understanding of the law but
can do scme legal research, legal writing, and comorshen? conrt ruiing. Amicus
self represent is only allowed two hours per day, two days a week that I'm
allow access to the prison law libracy, an? cnly use tha materials in the
library,

Amicus self represented reguest that this Court hold him to less stringent
standavd than those drafted by attorneys. Rurton v, Jones, 321 F.32 569 (6th
Cir, 2003); Hahn v. Stata Bank, 190 F.34 708, 715 (6th ir. 193%),

MCR 7.312{H)(2) permits Self Represented to file an amicus curias “rief
without motion for leave from thz Michigan Supreme Court,
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. Mack Tiggart, is self represented listed as an other person invited
to file a brief amicus curiae in the court's ruling of March 28, 2025, in People
v. Langston, Michigan Supreme Court Docket Mo, 163962, Amicus self vepresented
will be drawing the court's attention to question number six with remedies
as to: What remedy is required if any defendants' sentences of mandatory li.fe
imprisonment without parole are found invalid. The remedies that are provide
are stated below:

REMEDIES:

(1}. Any defendants that's sentence to mandatory 1like imprisonment without
parole are found invalid he/she are eligible for immediately release.

(2). Defendants that has been incarcerated for more than 30 years or more are
eligible for immediately release.

(3). Reduce all feloriy mirder convictions to second-degree murder, and remand
for resentencing.

(4). Those defendants that was incarcerated with a mandatory life imprisonment
without parole 1in the 80s, 90s, and 2000s was give an MXOC Security
Classification Screen -~ Review (SCSR) that provided each inmate an earliest
release date of 30 years for a life sentence. Those individuals had an
expectation of going home after 30 years according to the MC's SCSR. Those
inmates that fails under the old system of the SCSR should be eligible for
immediately release.

{5). Any defendants that was offer a plea, for example: 25-50 years for .second
degree murder and, went to trial and were found guilty of felony murder, Vacate
the felony murder reinstate the plea of 25-50 of second-degree murder. If the
defendant she/he have served more than the plea offer he/she is eltgible for
immediately release.

(6). If a defendant was found quilty of felony murder, and was not offer a
plea to second degree murder vacate the felony murder resentence the defendants
she/he to second-degree murder to a paroleable life sentence. If the defendants
have served more than 30 years she/he release must comes swiftly.

Upon the courts final ruling in Mr. Langston, case any defendant(s) if
convicted of felony murder those defendants must serve a mandatory sentence
of 25-30 years for second-degree murder. If the Court determined that a sentence
of mandatory life imprisomnment without parcle are found invaild.
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ARGUMENT,

THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF THIS BRIEF AMICUS CURIAE
IS TO PROVIDE THE COURT WITH A REMEDY/OR REMEDIES
TO QUESTION NUMBER SIX IN THE COURT'S ORDER OF .
MARCH 28, 2025, WHICH STATED: WHAT REMEDY IS
REQUIRED IP' ANY DEFENDANTS SENTENCES OF MANDATORY
LIFE IMPRISONMENT WITHOUT PAROLE ARE FOUND INVALID?

REMEDIES:?

{1). Any defendants that's sentence to mandatory life imprisonment without
parocle are found invalid he/she are eligible for immediately release,

(2). Defendants that has been incarceration for than 30 years or more are
eligible for immediately releasge:

(3). Reduce all felony murder convi'.ctions to second-degree murder, and remand
for resentencing; N

(4). Those defendants that was incarcerated with a mandatory life imprisonment
without parole in the B80s, 90s and early 2000s was gtve an MYOC Security
Classification Screen - Review (SCSR), that provided each irmate an earliest
release date of 30 years for a life sentence. Those individuals had an
expectation of going home after 30 years acocording to the MNOC's SCSR. Those
individuals that falls under the old system of the SCSR must be eligible for
immediately release;

(S}. Any defendants that was offer a plea, for ewample: 25-50 years for
second-degres murder and, went to trial and were found guilty of felony murder.
Vacate the felony murder reinstate the plea of 25-50 of second-degree murcder.
If the defendants have served more than the plea offer he/she is eligible
for immediately release;

(6). If a defendant was found guilty of felony murder, and was not offer a
Plea to second-degree murder vacate the felony murder resentence the defendants
she/he to second-degree murder to a paroleable 1ife sentence. If the defendants
have served more than 30 years she/he release must comes swiftly. and;

(7). Upon the courts final ruling in Mr. Langston, case any defendant(s)
if oconvicted of felony murder those defendants must serve a a mandatory
sentence of 25-30 years for ‘second-degree murder. If the Court Jdetermined
that a sentence of mandatory life imprisonment without parole are found
invalid.

In the Michigan Supreme Court order dated March 28, 2025, SC: No, 163968
in question mumber six the Court is seeking a remedy states: What remedy is
required if any Jdefendants sentence of mandatory life imprisonment without
parole are found invalid? See (Appendix A). Ammicus's self represented has
made a suggested list of seven different remedies stated above for this Court
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should pick one so trial court Judges “now how to implement the ruling of
this Court.

Remedy, number four stated above speaks volume. Those men who came to
prison in the early 80s-2000s had an expectation of going hone after 30 years
which was congider as a life sentence according to the then MDOC security
classification screen - review (SCSR). See (Appendix B) Those inmates are
left with an illsionary concept of going home after they have served 30 years.
Now these men will "DIEl in prison before that happen. This Court have the

“AUTHORITY" to issue a Writ of Mandams to order the MXOC all immates that's

still alive to honor the old SCSR start the process of releasing those men
1mmediately.

Amicus self represented learned the death of Mr, Mario Streele on November
28, 2024, while in orison. He was 66 years old and had heen incarcerated since
1978. He was 20 years old at the time of his offense and did, in fact die
in prison. Amicus believes that death in prison sentence for any felony murder,
pre-post-Aarcn, are cruel or unusual punishment given the differing levels
of culpability and the racial disparity for elderly, mostly Black men.

Let' look at invalid. Invalid is an ad). Without legal force; legally
ineffective or enforceable; void. Alsc invalid as applied and invalid on its
face (BOTH UNCONSTTTUTONAL.). See Random House Webster's Dictionary of the
Law,

Amicus goes on to say. For which reason all oppression which may happen
to spring from any branch of the sovereign power must neceséary be out of
the reach of any stated rule or express legal provision; but if ever they
unfortunately happen, the prudence of the times must provide new remedies
upon new emargencies. See Blackstone Commentary 1 BL. Corm 121, |

Mr. Lanéstm is a good example of mandatory life t{mprisonment without
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parole are found invalid. People v. langston, 85 Mich. App. 656, 6560 (197R),
Following the Baron's ruling which is unconstitutional and cruel and/er unusual
punishment under Const, 1863, art 1. § 16 or .S, Const. Am VIII.

In People v. Aaron, 409 Mich. 672 {198)), the Michigan Supreme Court
"ABROHATED" a common law felony murder doctrine allowing for any slaying in
the course of one of the statutorily enumerated felonies to be first-degree
murder an justifying imposition a iife sentence. The Aaron Court began its
analysis noting that the felony murder doctrine was 111 defined at common
law and of "questionable origin." Id. at 698, After tracking the doctrine's
English common law roots where it was abolished in 1957, the Court surveyed
the legal landscape of common law murder, as it existe3 in 1980.

Great Britain has abolished felony-murder liability by statute. Michigan
has abolished felony-murder liability under its commen law, 1d citing Aaron,
409 Mich.  at 727-729, Hawail and Kentucky have abolished felony-murder
liability by statute. See news article of Charles Grodin WRONG PLACE. (Appendix
C). The Mojel Penal Code also has ahandoned the traditional doctrine of
felmf—rmzrder.

Mr. Langston, have served SO years and continual to served a sentence
on an uncunconstitutional statute MCL MCL 750,316 that been "Abrogated.

The Supreme Court then framed the issue to be resolved by Aaron stated:

The question .wa - addressed today 1is whether Michigan
recognizes the felony-murder doctrine and accordingly, the
category of malice arising from the underlying felony. The
relevant inquiry is first whether Michigan has a statutory felony
murder doctrine. If it dose not, it must then be determined
whether Michigan has or should have a common law felony murder
doctrine. 409 Mich, at 177.

The Supreme Court found that Michigan has mo statutory felony murder
doctrine that "designatés as murder any death occurring in the course of a

felony without regard to whether it was the result of accident, negligence,
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recklessness of willfulness, Rather, Michigan has a statute that makes a murder
ocourring in the course of one of the numerated felonias a first Jdegree
murder.” I3, at 177. In fact, Michigan is the 'ONLY STATE' that's occupying
two first degree murders, Prameditated murdar MCL 750.314, and first degree
felony murder MCL 750.316 occupying the sama statute (MCL 750.316), which
i8 unconstitutional, Each .c‘-uarge(s) mist come undar its own  statute
independently. I do not believe this 1issue has never been brought to any
Court's attentton.

No law exite under Const. 1963 art 3 § 7 authorizes any court with the
authority to "Abrogste" common law, the Supreme Court then abolished the
assumad common law rule that intent to commit the underlying emumerated felony
satisfied the mental element for first-degree murder. 409 Mich. at 177. }

In sum, 2aron found that a doctrine of "questionable ortgin” ona for
which there was no loaical or practical hesis for existence of modern law"
had been unjustly used to elevate punishment to life impriscnment in numerous
cages. 409 Mich, at 689, 731. haron found no hasis for the doctrins in either
statute or in case law. 409 Mich, at 717, 721-722. 3Raron found that an
"agsumption by appeilate decislions that the doctrine sxisted" resulted in
the need to abolish the doctrine under the authority of Const. 1963, art 3
§7. 409 Mich, at 723,721, The Oourt then held that such abolishment would
have only prospective effect. 409 Mich. at 734,

McDougall v. Schanz, 461 Mich., 15, 30 (1999), make astoundingly clear
is that orior Supremz Court ruling in which the result is a matter of
substantive law, in purpose and effect, violates separation of power and wust
be invalidated as such, People v. Cornell, 466 Mich. 2335 {2002}, People v,
Glass, 464 Mich. 266 (2001). The %ey question to ask when determining if a

particular ruling should be declarad under MeNougall v, Schanz, are: (1) Is
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the result of the ruling in purpose or effect a matter of substantive law?
and 1f =c (2) what was the source of autherity for the Court's ruimg?

The first question mast be answered in ths affirmative. aaron did not
2ddress purely procadural matter, tut substantive law, t.e., defining crimes
and setting punistment. Defining the mental clements of an offense and fixing
punishment fer transgressions is nct a judicial function, ™t a legislative
function, not judicial. 3se People v. Cornell, 468 Mich. 335 (2992), Aaron
409 Mich., 729 n 119, "efense preclusicn doctrine are best left to the
discration of the ieqislature, 409 Mich. 709 n 37; cf Pecpia v, Capenter,
464 Mich., 222 (2001).

Tt is clear that Raron, is s ruling that results in or effacts substantive
law, not merely procedural matters. It is equally evidence that ahsent a legal
foundation Baron runs afoul of Meougall supra, and must be invalidated as
uniawful tnstruction inte Legisiative matter. It is not wisdom, but pPuthority

t make law" Thomas Hobbers, Dialogue of the Common Laws (1670). This bring
us o the second guestion under McDougail, What was the legal foundation
for the axercise of authority for the ruling in Aaron? law, in Michigan, has
three scurces: (1} Constitutions, (2) Statute and, (3) Comwon iaw,

Of these three cources of authority, constitutionsl authority is paramncunt
2s 1t is peruitimate axpression of the citizenry standing suiside of anéj abova
all agencies of govermment.’ " In order Lo avoid in validation under
McDougall, the Aaron ruling nﬁst have iegal foundation in =one of these scurces.

baron itself notes that there was no authority for a felony muxder
doctrine in aithar the murder statute or its own case law. Finding no authority
for a doctrine concarned to be a oomon law assumpticon, the Court turned to
the Constitution as its souirce of authority. 409 Mich. at 722. The feiony

murder doctrine has heen classified as being of “questionabia origin and a
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clear doctrine of common law " in the time of Sir. Fdward Coke. People v,
Stevenscn, 416, 383 (1982), Such a "common law” with such harsh consaquences
can only ke deadad repugnant.

The inaccurate wversion of MCL 750.316 was adcpted by the trial and
appeiizte courts of Michigan, which was contrived by many of the courts due
to perceived necessity. The ocourts and prosecutors of the state believed all
defendents charged with feiony murder to ba abhorrent but could not find the
maiice uriess it was comvarted from the unceriylag feiony, one of the crime's
elemants.,

fathar, than sottie for a conviction of the iesser-included offenses,
the prosscutor argued for an unfound view of the statue and the judges appeasad
them by so tnstructing to the affect of somathing, which had not besn passed
by tne Legisiaturs,

Thus, the resulting trial and appellate decisions in the case ak bar
falied o adhere to the tegislative scheme and were aptly iookad at it as
fiction rather, 1ltes Yo tast proozadirgs so ﬁ;rﬂa;rentally lawlaas that
imprisonment from them is not merely erronecus but void. Ses Fay v. HNoia,

372 08 391 (1963).



RELIEF REQUESTED

WHEREFORE, I, Amtcus Self Reprasentad, Mack Tiggart, pray that this Court
Abolish the first-deqree felony murder feem (t to Yo anconstitntional by
occupying the same statue (790.216), ss first-premeditated murder. Cr in the
alternative issue a writ of mandamus ordering the MMOC to rvefinstate its old
Security Classificarion Screen - Raview, to dose inmates ithat it apoly to
with {mmediately reoleasz {f thay have pazsed theic outdate or {f they are
still alive,

Respectfully Submitted, ‘

Mr. Mack Tiggart,

Self Represented
Muskegon Corr. Factility
2400 S, Sheridan Drive
Muskegon, MI 49442

Dated Q' é) __ 2025
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Core Terms
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cruel

Judges: Elizabeth T. Clement, Chief Justice. Brian K.
Zahra, Richard H. Bernstein, Megan K. Cavanagh,
Elizabeth M. Welch, Kyra H. Bolden, Kimberly A.
Thomas, Justices. THOMAS, J., not participating
because of her prior involvement in this case.

Opinion

Order

By order of January 31, 2025, the parties were directed
to file supplemental briefs. On order of the Court, the
supplemental briefs having been received, the
application for leave to appeal the December 2, 2021
order of the Court of Appeals is again considered, and it
is GRANTED. The time allowed for oral argument shall
be 20 minutes for each side. MCR 7.314(BIf1). The
parties shall address: (1) whether People v Aaron, 409
Mich 672; 299 N.W.2d 304 (1980}, correctly limited its
application to pi'ospective-only relief, {2) whether, in the
absence of evidence that the defendant acted with
malice, mandatory life without parole for felony murder
constitutes cruel and/or unusuat punishment under
Copst 1963, art 1, § 16 or U.S. Const Am VI (3)

whether People v Hall 396 Mich 650; 242 N.W.2d 377

{1976), should be overruled; (4) whether a mandatory
sentence of life impriscnment without parole for felony
murder is cruel and/or unusual punishment under Const
1963 art 1 § 16 or US. Const, Am Vi, in all cases
decided before Aaron, supra, where the jury was not
required to make a finding of malice, or only in those
pre-Aaran [*2] cases where overwhelming evidence of
malice was not otherwise presented at trial; (5) if the
latter, the standard by which the courts should
determine whether sufficient evidence of malice was
presented and the means by which a defendant should
present such an argument; and (6} what remedy is
required if. any defendants' sentences of mandatory life
imprisonment without parcle are found invaiid.

Amici who have appeared in this case are invited to file
supplemental briefs amicus curiae. Other persons or
groups interested in the determination of the issues
presented in this case may maove the Court for
permission to file briefs amicus curiae.

THOoMAS, J,, not participating because of her prior
involvement in this case.

End of Document
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Hein, now 32, was /%
in prison at 18.
TP T, g

IN 1995 GENE HEIN APPEARED ON MY
CNBC show to talk about his 18-year-
ald son, who was serving a life sen-
tence with no chance of parole—even
though he hadn't killed or robbed any-
one. What had Brandon Hein done?
On May 22 of that year, in Agoura
Hills, Calif, Brandon and three friends

wantto ‘Hn}r mariuana from two hovs
o 4

mother, and stepmother. I've tried to
get elected officials to take up Bran-
don's cause, but I've had little luck—no
one wants to loak soft on crime. A few
months ago I met with Attorney Gen-
eral Erie Holder. He was sympathetic
but promised nothing.

Brandon is now 32. Earlier this year,

after held sarved 14 years, his sentence

operating out of a backyard fort; Bran-
don and his friends were drunk. An
"argument ensued, and one of the friends
wound up stabbing one of the boys from
“the fort, who bled to death.
At trial, the prosecution didn’t claim
that Brandon had ldlled anyone. But

it did convince a jury that he and his
friends had intended to commit rob-
bery, even though most of the boys
knew each other, no one wore disguis-
es, and nothing was stolen. According
to the felony-murder rule, all partici-
pants in a felony can be held equally
eulpable, including those who did no
harm, possessed no weapon, and didn't
~intend to hurt anyone: Brandon got the
same punishment as the boy who com-
mitted the murder. (One explanation:
the murdered boy’s dad was a police
ofhcer, and after the Simpson acquit-
tal and the hung jury in the Menendez
case—both of which occurred in the

was commuted to 29 years to life with
a chance of parole. In California, one
must serve 85 -percent cf -a-sentence

before becoming parole-eligible. That
means Brandon must serve more

than 24% years before being consid- . .

ered—another decade. Among West-

The felony-murder ruleis a disgrace; the Obama
administration should consider abolishing it,

ern nations, only the U.S. retains the
felony-murder rule, though Michigan,
Kentucky, and Hawaii have dropped it.
It's a disgrace—and if the Obama ad-
ministration is talking about reform-

.ing drug-sentencing laws, it should

consider abolishing the felony-murder
rule on the grounds of cruel and un-
usual punishment.

Gene told me -once that,-back -in
1995, when they got to court, Bran-
don’s attorney told Gene, “The prose-
cution may ask for the death penalty.”
This is a boy who, at 18, got drunk and
got into a fight, and he'll be 42 before
he gets a chance to reclaim his life.

same judicial venue—the prosecution
desperately wanted a conviction.)

come friends with Branden’s father,

[~ Asthe-years-have gone-by,Fve be—George Pataki for-helpingreform New

GRODIN was cited by former governor

York’s Rockefeller drug laws.
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EDWIN LARMAR LANGSTON,

Defendant-ippellant,
' /

WAYNE COUNTY PROSECUTOR
Attorney for Plaintff-Appellee
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Mr. Mack Tiqgqart, #147662
Self Rapresented

APR 11 2025

q LARRY 8. ROYSTER &
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SUPREME

PROOEF OF SERVICE

I, Mack Tiggart, #147562 states, that on the date stated herein iw
a true copy of the foregoing pleadings are: 3rief Amicns Cuziae, Appenadiy
A-C. And Proof of Service, Satd documents has heen servaed vpon the Waynae
Country Prosscutor Office, and the the Michigan Supreme Court by way of
Dishursement Authorization [EXPEDTTED TEGAT-MATY~PRISONFR], pursuant +o
MCR R.105(C) and MCR 2.107(D).
I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing 1s trve and
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correck, Executed on April 2025,
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Clerk of the Court
Michigan Supreme Court
P.0. Box 36052
Lausing, ML 45909

RE: Permission to File Brief Amicus Curtiae
Dear clerk:
I, MACK TIGGART, #1476562, self represented move the Court for opermission
to file a brief amicus curiae regarding the case of People v. Langston, 2025
Mich. Lexis 530, (in the order of March 28, 2025); on question number six in
aconrdance with MCR 7.312(E).

Enciosed, for your filing is three copiles of the briaf amicus curiae for
your filing. And one copy to the Wayne County Prosecutor dffice,

Thank you for your time and professionalism in this matter,

Sincerely,

I N

Mr. Mack Tiggart /s/
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