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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1) WAS Staples Due Process complied with by the prison
Officials?

2) Was there a complete return to the Writ of Habeas Corpus
from the prison officials?

3) WVas there a fraudulent Sworn declaration submitted by the
prison officials?
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[¥] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UM
PETITION FOR WRIT OF O

Petitioner respectfully prays that a wi

reviey the judgment below.
OPINIONS BELOW

{X] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States Couct of Appeals appears at
Appendix - A to the pefition and is:

{X] is Unpublished.

The opinion of the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals denial to a
For Reconsideration appears at Appendix B to the petition and
iss

fX] is unpubiished.

.
The opinion of the Unmited States District Court appears at

Appendix C to the petition and is: [X] is umpublished.
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JURISDICTION

For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided

My case was September 9, 20i7.

[X] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United
States Court of Appeals on the foliowing date: July 9th,
2018, and a copy of the crder denying rehearing appears at

Appendix B.

The date on which tne United Sitates District Court For The

District of Kansas decided my case was January 15th, 2015.

{X] No petition for reconsideration was filed and the

District Court's opinion appears at Appendix C.

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked umder 28 USG §

1254{1).



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

At all times pertaining te this case Petitioner was a inmate

incarcerated by the Department of Justice and held in custody by
the Federal Buxreau éf Prisons. .-

On April 5, 2014, Petitiomer was awvaken and told to go ito the
Lt.'s office end from there Petitioner was placed in the (sgu)
“srecial HBousing Unit. {(See Exnibit - 1) After 22 days the elleged
investigation was completed a iucident r&partv#2576551-was issued
alleging assault a violation of code - 227. (See exhbibi. - 2) This
incident report was delivered to Petitiomer om (4/28/14) at 9:22am.
See exhibit - 2) Less than 24 hours later the UDC held a hearing
on Petitioper on April 29, 2014 (See exhivit{sj 3 - 5) Upon the
UDC completing its investigatiou, initially the incident report was
ernpunged.

Three days later on May 1, 2014, incident report #2576551 wvas
reissued claiming that Petitiocner assaulted the inmate om April 4,
2014. (See exhibit - 6) Again less than 24 hours later on May 1,
2014, ancther UDC hearing was held orn Petitioner and the inciden.
ceport #2576551 was issued claiming the same charges and specificv
allegations of assault im wiolation of code 227. The UDC then
referred the incident report to the DHO. (See exhibi:i - 7).
Petitioner then or Hay 27, 2014, appeared in froumt of the DHO and
plead not guviliy and gave a written statement. The Bl weni on to

find Petitioner guilty of assaulting an inmate Brown on ...Saturday



April 5, 2014.(See exhibit - 8). The DHO went on to sanction
Staples 14 daysAdisallowed Good Conduct Time and 180 days lost of
phone privileges. Staples then appealed a timely appeal to the
Regional Director. (See exhibit - 9). The Regional Director then
on or about “10-2-2014) denied the appeal. (See exhibit -~ 10Q) Then
on or about “Get 31, 2014" Staples filed a timely appezl ta the
Central Office of the BOP. (See exhibit ~ 11) With the time
extension the C(entral Office had 60 days from Oct. 31 20i4 teo
answer the appeal which gave them a due date of Dec. 30, 2014. The
National Inmate Appeals Adminitrator Zfox tha BOP did nat-answer
that final step of the appeal until “5/10/2016.° (See exhibit - 12)

However, soon after the Administrator Harional Inmate Appeals
did not aaswsr the final appeal Stapleé filed wis Writ of Habeas
Corpus on four of his BHO disciplimary heacings
BOP wviolated his ©Due ?Process, Due ?Prgcess Proceediungs, and
Substantial Created Liberity Interest. Tha Bistrict Court For
- Kenses ordered the government to make a complete and entire record
return to the writ. The District Court after hearing arguments om
brief denied the writ and ordered it dismissed. (Ses Attachment -
C) Staples, then made a timely appeal t¢ the Tenth {ircuit Court
of Appeals. After bearing the case on argumznb on briefs, the case
again was dismissed for failure to exhaust administrative remedies.
(See Aftaciument - A Staples thea filed a Motion For
Reconsideration. The Tenth Cixcuit then consideved it as a Mntluﬁ

for rehearing, and then denied the motion.
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in exhibict ~ % of the {FBOP) it states that Staples has a
right to have a2 written copy af the charge(s) against him given to
hin at least 24 hours prior to appearing before tho disciplinary
hearing. On the iacident repert $2576551 was issued te Stsples on
42872084 at 9:23am and then approximately 8:30sm on April 29th,
2014, the (UDL) “dnic %iaai?iiﬁafﬁ Committee” met and held a {UdC
hesring) an Staples. This was done far saoner than the asinimun
requirement of the 24 hours Ln order ton satisfy due process of law
and due process procedures mﬁéer Halff., Hovever, forvtunstely for
' Staples he was able to pravail, overcome, and have the incident
repoct ipitially expunged. Havever, Staples was keot in lockep and
gn dMay ist, 2014, ar 13:34pm Staples was issued yet another
lacident report alleging the same chﬁxgﬁs gnd facts with the
axcantion of chenging the date as ¢ the time of the alleged
incident. dut again Staples did not have this liacideni rceport
within his possession 24 hours before another (UDC Hearing) wvas
held an him. (See exhibit - 6 for the sccond incident repert) and
as shown iw exhibit - 7 is the (YDC Hearing) where Staples plead
not guilcy and the commitiee te refer for further hearing of the
charges to the DHO eon the seme day of Hay lst, 2014, only minutes
afrer tha serving of the incident ceport te ftaples. This is a
clear due process of law, due p£0¢ﬁ53 pracedure viclation and of
Uaslff and the creatad liberty interest in the 25 5270.09 aad of the

United States Constitution of the Gth, and 14th Amendment.

b) Staples has the right to be advised of the DHO's



decision, the "facts supporting at vezision,
. and the DHO's decision in writing ...

Here in all four incident feports thr prisﬁn officials did
initially make it confusing and very hard for Staples to obtain a
copy of the DHO's written decision, supporti:g facts and
dispos.tion In -tne first tw: ipcident reports mentioned back in
2007 that the A.pellace Court For Tne Tenth Circuit which upheld
the dismissal in Staples vs Chester, 370 F App'x 925 926 (10wn
Cir 2010)(unpublished) it took the prison officials more than n.ne
m-nths for them to deliver those copies in which they only had at
tnat time 10 working days to present Staples with a :o.y Herce in
the iastance case at bar of incident report #2513440 it took prison
. L s movre than six months to deliver the DHO's written decision
and report and with incident report 570551 . took prison officials
over 60 days to deliver the DHO's decision aud resort .o Staples.
This is not complying with Wolff's ecision nor the US Supreme
Court's decision and is a violation of the created liberty intere

Program Statement 5270 v9 § 541 and tne United States
Constitution of the 1l4th Amendment. So when this take place and as
su gested by the appellate court herein ... Staples had limited time
in which to file an appeal .. The District Court concluued tnat

¢

Staples . had "failed to pursue available remerdies.” (See

attachments - A & C) The District Court and the Appellate Court
even went on to conclude that:

“Addressing the DHG's failure témptavide Staples ih a ,inely

writi o reyict of 1.5 rindings, the District Coust < .owledg u

na nis failure greacly complicated the adwinistrative app-
8



£

eals process,’ but concluded that it dida't violate {olff's

due process crequirements but Staples eventually received the

A

repuct. id.

But there the district court and the sppellate court erred again, because
the initial point that stacted Wolff was the fact that a created liberty interest
existed for Welff to call witnesses which the prison regulations and policy
called for when the inmate so desired te and when the prison
'offiCials denied to call those witnesses. fhis US Supreme Couxst
tnen and thece wade a landmark decision that there existed & created
liberty interest in vhich was protected by due process of lawv and
that the prison officials violated. Herein this case at bar, back
in 2007 Staples had a created liberty interest tae have his first two
incident report's written DHO decision and written report delivered
to Stéples within 10 workings days and not nine months, the last two
incident reports wvwritten DHO decisiom and report, Staples has a
created libecty interest to have the DHO's written decision and
report delivered to him within 15 working days and not & months
later or twe months later. So the district court and the appellate
court ecrred when it held a decision that the prison officials didn't
viclate Wolff's due process requirements. In Ngf, this US Supreme
Court recognized the time frames were critical and crucial and
intrigua in the scheme of the operation of the égpeal process. Alasa
in that same decision in Hgh that court alse recognize that a person
mush attempt to exhaust all available administrative remedies. (butv
that will be discussed im section (¢} of this vielation of due
process). But nonetheless when the prison foiéialé did net deliver
the DHO's written decision and report within the 10 working days or
13 working days that is when a vielation occurred and became

9



problematic for Staples or any ipmate te proceed with an appeal,
thus denying the inmates in all actuality of have one of the
requirements in Wolff is a copy of the DHO's wcitten decision and

&) The third vicelation of HWolff and the US Supreme (ourt

decigion is That Steples has a:

... right to appeal the decision of the DHO by means
of the adminietrative remedy proccedure to the Regi-
onal Director within 20 calendar days of notice of
the DHO's decision and disposition

Herein this case at bar and if you weuld check the facts in
Staples vs Chester, supra, you will see that in all four incident
reperts. that not ome of the writteam report and disposition was
delivered within the time f£frame of 10 working days for incident
reports #1661747 and #1664517 and then within 15 working days on in-
cident report #2576551. Thus demnying Staples Woifi's decision on
allowing Staples the right to an appeal. These two courts
blatantly erred when stating that Staples did not exhaust all
available administrative remedies, while at the same time
recognizing that the prison officials has made the exhaustion of the
administrative remedy as pioblematic, hindering, interfering, and
stopping OStaples and atnersA from exhausting the administrative
remedies. Thus, violating due process, due process procedures and

violating Wolff, along with the 14th Amendment and when taking good
time days away and increasing tﬁ% incarceration, it also violates



a) The Prison Qfficials Did Not Have a Tangent of
“"Some Evidence®™ To Support & Finding Of Guilt.

In each incident report, the DHO mexely recited what was
written im the complaint (incident report). In incident report
#2576551 the DHO tried to again merely cecite the incident report,
which the reporting staff was the investigating staff that mentioned
all type of alleoaa evidence that never existed and was not

supvorted. In fact (See exhibit ~ 8) which is the DHU's written

decision and disposition of the **

facts supporting that decision" in
box V. “lLabeled Hvidence Relied On To Support Findings (Phyiscal
evideuce, Qbservaﬁicns, written documents, etc.) Evidence Censideted
by the DHO during the hearing But as the records shows om the
return to the writ, that none of the alleged documentis/evideace
accompanied the return that was considered at the DHO Hearing. Im
fact in the (exhibit - 8) the DHO determined as evidence:
... it has been 4 termined that gn Saturday, April

5, 2014, at approximately 9700 A.M. ... resulted
in inmate Staples ... in striking inmate Bwoum, Te-
rence, Reg. No. 40883 ~ 424.7

Mo go back to (Exhibir - 2) dated April 27, 2014, was
expunged, but tha District QCourt and the Appellate Court in
Attachments - A & C that "... the BOP corrected the datz the
incident occurred, from April 5, 2014, to Apiril 4, 2014. Then why
did the DHO find Staples guilty of committing this assault om April

5, 2014, Saturday morning. So if given that the BOP could correct

the date the incident took occurred after Staples had his initial

URS Psan'%Rapisom ARTE) 3r 2258ubenfPEALs1nfld o8 RDYEY 59 G0 LRY
11 ‘



By the DHO finding Staples guilty of assaulting this inmaté on
April 5, 2014, wvhen the incident report was accepted as being
corrected that the assault took place on April &4, 2014, Friday
morning, this eliminated that tne DHO did not have some evidence.
Because which day and date did Staples assaulted this inmate? There
isn't any medical records, pictures or anything to suppert a findiug
of guilt so mentioned in the incident report and even if anyone of a
reasonable jurist wants to go along with the writtem incident
report, which day and date did this assault occurred? Therefore,
under Superintendent vs Hill, 472 US 445, 455 (1985) the prisomn
officials herein this case did not have some evideance to £ind
Staples guilty of assault on incident report #2376551. This also is
a violaticn of Wolff, 8th, and the 14th Amend. of the United States
Constitution, laws, and Treaﬁies. Thus, the district court and the

appellate court erred when over locking this crucial point.

Additional created liberty  interest violation(s) and
violations of the United States Ceonstitution of the 5th, 8th, and
t4th Amend. of the Upited States Constitution(s), Llaw(s), and

Treaties.

d). Staples has a created liberty interest and a Con-
stitutional right to be free from being placed tv-
ice in jeopardy foxr the same charge.

Here Staples has a created liberty interest within the Program
Statement 527G.09, CFR § 541, and the United States Constitution of

the 5th Amend. to bz free from being placed- twice in  jeopardy for
the same charges.
In the first incident report in (Exhibit ~ 2) Staples was

written this incident Lepnrt on April 27th, 2014, and delivered to
/r- —‘__T (T e e T :




Stapleé on April 28th, 2014. On April 29th, 2014, a staff member by
the name of Bachman, met with Staples to hold an initial UDC Hearing
in which ¢hid Unit Disciplinary Committee could make one of four
choice on the inmcident report #2576351. Either guilty, not guilty,
refer the incident report to the DHO, or postpone for ecriminal
prosecution. Mr. Bachman after investigating the incident report as
the UDG can do of the evidence Staplass przsented, the UDC then
expunged the incident report. Three days later the incident report
was written again as the Respondent, district court, and appellate
court scknowledged claiming that it was “amended" to correct a minor
error. However; as (exhibit(s) 3 - 5) shows that once you are seen
by the UDC, that staff member takes all of the inmates vitals
preparing for “if" the UDC will refer it to the DHO. BRut here the
UDC expunged the incident report on April 29th, 2014.

Then on Mat lst, 2014, another incident report was written
claiming yet, ancther day and date that Staples assaulted inmate
Brown. Thus, placing Staples twice in jeopardy For punishment which
the DHO did do, by extending his incarceration by 14 days longer.
This then violated several Program Statements of 5270.09 CFR § 541,
and 5th, 8th, and 14th Amend. of the United States Comstitution(s),
Laws, and Treaties.

Tha Program Statement 5270.09 and the CFR § 541 tells staff
that when writing these incident reports, they are to be “Specific®
and that they are te writce these incident report vithin 24 hours of
discovering that they have been violated, then after writing the

incident report, it must be delivered te the charged inmate within
24 hours after writing it. Here in this case at bar, the PS§ 5270.09

i3



Staples on April 28ta, 2014. On April 29th, 2014, a2 staff member by
the pame of Bacnman, met with Staples to hold an initial UDC Hearinz
in whicn thid {nit Dis cxgl inacy Committee could make one of four

.

choice on the laczident repoct #2576551. Bither guilty, aot gu iay,
refer the incident ceport to the DUO, or postpons for crininal
prosccutien. Mr. Bachman after investigating the incident report &s
the UDC can do of the evidence Staplas prescented, the UDC then
expunged the incidant report. faree days later the incident q@pnrt'
was written agaioc as the Respondent, district cour:, and appella
court acknovliedged claiming that it was "anended” te corcect a minor
error. However, s5 (exhibit(s) 3 - 5} shows that once you are sason
by the UDC, that staff member tokes all of the iomates vitals
preparing for "if" the URC will vefer it Lo tha DUO. But here the
UDG expunged the incident report op April 2%th, 2014.

Thea on HMHat 1ist; 2014, ancther incident tep@:ﬁ Was wvrltien
claiming yei, aonother day'and datce that Stagles assaulted inmate
Brgwn. Thus, placing Steples ivice in jeopardy for punishment which
the DHO did do. by extending his incacceratien by 14 days longexs.
Trhis then violated several Propgram Statements of 3270.09 CFr § 541,
and 5th, 8th, snd l4th Amend. of ithe Ualted S:zates Constizution(s),
Lows, and Treaties.

The Program 3Jtatement 5270.09 and the CFR § 541 tells staff
that wvhen writing these incideant veports, they arz to be “Specifich
and that they are to write these incident report within 24 hours of
discovering that they have been vielated, then after uriting the

incident report, it must be delivered to the charged inmate within
24 hours after writing it. Here iun this case at bar, the P§S 5270.09

-
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CFR § 541 mno where in there that the UDC can be used as a tool to
discover if the writer has made a mistake tnat it gives them caused
to then dismiss thet incident report and then go back to rewrite an
incident report or amend or supplement the incident report. Because
if that is 3o, you now add more wrinkles to the due process. Now
the twenty-four houxs is vielated as in here, it took the writer
another 72 hours to ge back and vrite another/amend the initizl
incident report aad deliver it to Staples, which then undermiaed due
process and due process procedure and challenges the integrity of
the purpose of tne ith amend.

"... nor shall any person be subjected for the same

cffense tuice put in jeapardy of life, limb, ox
4]

property ...

The action takea by the respondent in which Petitisner herein
was exgnecated aznd found not guiliv of the alleged charge initially
and whea stsff weat back three days latar after the UDC's findings
and expunged the April 27th, 2014, incident report and wrete Staples
for the secoad time for allegedly viclating the code - 224.

The appellate court for the Temth Cirsuit decided in another
case Critten, when that inmate presented the .claim of double
jeopardy because the prison officials wcote him two different
iﬁcident reports arising from the same incidemt, that Tenth Circuit
denied that Petitionsr's claim of double jeopardy by statiag:

“That it is hard for double jecpardy to ocour in a OQuasi - adm-
inistrative Hearings, houaver Cretiin, nevar was charge twice
of the same code viclation.™

Staples has been claiming double jecpardy all along and has

shown where he was charged twice with the same cod viclation after

i4



the UDC expunged the initial incident report.

The concept of the doubie jeopardy in all walks of 1ife, be it
in any type of setting where an individual will lose life, limbe,
liberty, or property, that due process of law and due process

procedures vill evoke:

“Indeed, the double jeopardy clause has been described as ‘aAsta—
tute of re?ose' bacause it ecbodics the idea that at some point
a defendant siould be able to put past events bzhind him. Cts
Corp. vs Haldbucger, __US __ 169 1. Ed 24 2Z86Z; and United States
vs Murray, 527 7 2d 401 (5in Gir. 1976).%

One of the Coastitutional cignts tnat follows Staples behiand

prison walls, is the ri

)

ht to be free from being punished twica for

the same imncident and charges. Staples still enjoys the 5th
Thus, Petitioner request of this (5 Supreme Court to grant

this writ and remand with directions io sxpunge this incident report

and all references to it.

15
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how the agency decidad. o reviev the rocerds, and. allow the
individusl to build a claim if ose is needed, as well =ss allsw the

agency Lo mw*sw mei::f errs. Hore the BOP has never provided these

V

_E:;awréa ey decupents shen wsking & supsrficial  veturs. Hezs
gpecificly waen Staples clalmed t%sm w3s & i".i::if;i; UBC Hearing, which
g—amsefi the B8{(f L& wake & corrsctian and then amend the incident
magmz@; and thew vhen Staples, claimed that he did ezhaust his

sdministraiive mmeév undeér tne Administrstive 'ﬁemedﬁ D %o, 786785~
Ei‘g wnich are Staples exhibit(s) 9 thru 12) The appellate court in

{(Attactment - &) stated:

Yataplos cls imﬁ that he did appast to the Central Office, and
that he “received notice of receipt informing him tast [the
Central Qffice] had coceived the appanl of {this issy a} 2%
i the Central OFFice]) will answoc the appesi Sw the due
Secenhar 30th, 2014.°
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However, the appellate court went on to state:

"But he failed to attach that notice when he filed his petiticn
Thus, the record contains po evidence of Staples submitting an
appeai ¢ the Central Office, and no evidence of the Central
Office's response. For that reason, we conclide that Staples
has failed to establish that he exbausted his administrative
remedies.” (See Attachment - A, Pg. 8, 1 2)

The appellaze court erred as well as the district court erred
when conciuding that Staples did not exbaust the administrative
remedies, when Staples did show that be did exbaust the remedies,
and that the prison officials had not made a entire aud caomplata
return to the writ, these twe courts ignored Staples claim on tais
issue and went on to allow the RBOP's superficisl retura to the vwrit
to stand and placed staples at the burden of proof that he did
expaust the Administrative Remedies and when Staples showed he did
exhaust the remedies and/er attempted, the court's ignored that and
went on to dismiss the urit and appeal.

Az can be seen {fvom the exhibits hereim taa: Staples has
supplied thét the return toe tha writ by the BOP to the court®s aorder
contains nene of theve decuments pertaining te the writ and alleged
in tne writ of habeas corpus.
| The appellate ceourt also erred when it stated, “that Staples
writ did not contain the evidence in the writ, hovever, iustead of
ordering the BOP to make a proper and cocract return or crdering a

discoveryfevidentiary hearing when the district stated, “it wa

]

confused.”

Taus, in the best interest of just and in all fairness to
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Petitioner to grant this writ after reviewing the District Court s
decision, the Appellate Court's decision and the exhibits
supporting Staples claims in this'issué and remanding this writ back
to the District Court with direction for the Respondent to make a
proper and complete and entire record return to the writ or in the
~alternative to order that the incident report be expunged and any

references thnereto.
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ITI. THE DISTRICT COURT AND THE APPELLATE COURT
ERRED WHEN PETITIONER CLEARLY SHOWED THAT THE SWORN
PRISON OFFICIL'S DECLARATION WAS A FRAUD.

Herein this claim, the two courts accepted the fraudulent
document of the prison officials that Staples did not exhaust his
Administrative Remedy, while at the same time recognizing that it is
confusing when Staples submitted documents contrary to the prison
official's declaration and how problematic the prison officials make
it for Staples/inmates to exhaust the remedies. Here Staples will
show through exhibits - 9 thru 14 that he did in fact exhausted his
Administrative Remedies on appeal of this incident report #257655i
and if this court were to review all four incident reports, this
court will see a pattern of how the prison officials (BOP) has
perfected the ability to: 1)thwart; 2) hinder; 3) interfere; and/or
4) stop Staples/inmates from exhausting their Administrative
Remedies.

According to the Fed. R. of Civl. P. rule 6G(b) (2) (3) and/oxr
(6) the lower courts had the authority and discretion to overturn a
clearly wrongful decision mainly based on fraud. According to Rule
60(b)(2) Wewly discovered evidence that with reasonable diligence
could not have been discovered in time to move for a new decision.
Here the appellate court stated that Staples did not show proof that
the Central Office for the BOP had received his final notice of
appeal and that the (BOP) had received his appeal and had until Dec

30th, 2014 as a due date in order to answer the appeal. 8o once

again Petitionggwbereiﬁ request of this court on this claim thag
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Staples did not exhaust his Administrative Remedies and that the
prison official's declaration is a fraud and that the lower courts
erred in stating that Staples did not exhaust his administrative
remedies and that Wolff's due process requirgments were met with
Staples treatments.

Staples shows that in all four of these incident reports that
the BOP never did/do comply with the time frames im which thne DHO's
written decision and disposition was never observed and that when
Staples attempted to exhaust his Administrative Remedies without the
DHO's written decision and disposition and Region will surely and
they did reject it, and then on appeal of that rejection to Central
Office, that also, was rejected, affirming Regioms rejection that
Staplés must wait. As shown in the decision of Staples vs Chester.

So Staples took anotiner route that the prison officials did
not expect. Staples in (exhibit - 13) filed a 8P ~ 9 with the
Warden under ID #786785 - F1 and it was vxejected stating that
Staples needed the DHO's written decision and dispositioﬁ. iWhen
that memo in hand Staples then forced the unit - team to produce the
DHO's written decision and disposition. ‘Staples then appeaied that
rejection to HRegion with a copy of the unsigned DHO's written
decision and disposition. (See exhibit - 13, which is a copy of the
Administrative Remedy Generalized Retrieval Sanitized FORMATID #
786785 - R1. Staples then after the Region's denial appealed to
Central Office (See exhibit - 14) 1In this exhibit - 14, which is
also a copy of the Administrative Hemedy Generalized Retrieval
Sanitized Format) This exhibit shows that Central Office under ID
#785786 - Al was received on Oct 3i, 2014. As usual an extension is

approved by some unknown person, for some unknown reason for this
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appeal to be answered by dﬁe date Dec 30th, 2014, but this did not
take place.

So we start at (exiribit - 9) which is the notice of receipt
from Horth Central Regional Office of the appeal and that a due date
of Gct 7th, 2014 for an answer. On Oct 2nd 2014, Regional Director
denied the appeal. (See exhibit - 10) Then om Qct 3ist, 2014,
Central Office received Staples appeal and 60 day3 from that date
Central Qffice had until Dec30th, 2014 in which to answer that
appeal. (See exhibit - 11) Soon after that due date pasted, Staples

then filed this writ of Habeas Corpus.(Please note that the district

[ g7

court on May Sth, 2013, denied the writ QfAStaples, which filed on
January 15th, 2015). Staples after the Central O0ffice did not
answer his appeal by Dec 30th, 2014, had the right to wmove to the
next step and that is, take this matter to dist;ict court Then
shile this case was in the appellate court;, some 17 montins later,
Central Office on or about May 10th, 2016, £finally auswerad the
appeal with a denial. Staples then filed a “‘Motion For
Aeconsideration’ providing his bhurden of proof, of how he indeed did
exhaust his Administrative Remedies, and how Holff was also
viglated. The 'appellate court then construed wmy wmotion as a
Rehearing en banc and went on to deny it. Here again Staples has
met a strong showing of the prisom officials declaration is & fraud
undar Title 28 USC § 1746 and under Title 18 USC and as such: 1)
Staples wéia should bz granted, because he has stated a claim upon
wnich relief can be granted; and 2) that tne prison official should

be sanctioned for filing a bogus ands fraudulent decliaration.
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The final subsection of zule 60(k) is § (&) that a couct can

ecision for any other reason for the bLest interest of

officials demied Staples witnesses to appcar and give credible
Lestimony and evidence in his behalf. Whethex Staples raised it ox
not, the courts on their own according to zule 60(b)(6) could/should
have still decided in Staples faver on its cwa Because this very
issue goes agalnst apd coatrary to Welff, and it also goes countes -

productive due process and due process procedures.

COMNCLUSION
WHEREFORE, this US Supreme Court has the discretion to grant
Staples leave to proceed in forma pauperis, grant the writ of
certicrari, remand with direction, or order the one incident report
expunged and that Staples had exhausted all of his Administrative
Remedies if not, but had for the one incident report #25756551
For these «reasons raised this petition for a writ of

certiorari should be granted.

dated this 20th day of September, 2018.

Respectfully submitted,
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