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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED 

WAS Staples Due Process complied with by the prison 

Officials? 

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

Was there a fraudulent Sworn declaration submitted by the 
prison officials? 
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IN THE 

SUPREME COURT  n9  THE UN 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CT 

Petitioner respectfully prays that a wi 

review the judgment below. 

OPINIONS BELOW  

ix] For cases from federal courts: 

The opinion of the United States Court of Appeals appears at 

Appendix - A to the petition and is 

ix] is Unpuished 

The opinion of the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals denial to a 

For Reconsideration appears at Appendix B to the petition and 

is: 

[XI is nnpubiished. 

The opinion of the United States District Court appears at 

Appendix C to the petition and is: Lx] is unpublished. 

1. 



JUa i SDI CT ION  

[xi For cases from federal courts: 

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided 

my case uras September 9, 2017. 

[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 order denying rehearing appears at 

Appendix B. 

The date on which the United States Dietrict Court For The 

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

(x] No petition for reconsideration was filed and the 

District Court' opinion appears at Appendix C 

ma jurisdiction of this Court is invoked ;ia&r 28 USC § 

1254(1). 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

At all times pertaining to this case Petitionar was a iniate 

incarcerated by the Department of Justice and held in custody by 

the Federal Bureau of Prisons. 

On April 5, 2014, Petitioner was awaken and told to go Lo the 

Lt's offfice and from. there Petitioner was placed in the (SHU) 

peial Housing Unit. (See Exhibit 1) Aftez 22 days the alleged 

investigation was completed a icident report P2576551, t7as issued 

alleging assault a violation of code - 227. (See exb.ibi. - z) This 

thciciant report was delivered to Petitioner on (4/28/14) at 9:23am. 

See exhibit - 2) Less than 24 hours later the UDC held a hear.ng 

OLG Petitioner on April 29, 2014 (See exhibit(s) 3 5) Upon the 

UDC completing its investigation, initially the incident report was 

expunged. 

Three days later on May 1, 2014, incident report #2516551 was 

reissued claiming that Petitioner a uLte the inmate on April 49  

2014. (See exhibit - 6) Again less than 24 hours later on May 1, 

2014, another UDC herthg was held on Petitioner and the inciden. 

report #2576551 was issued claiming the same charges and specific 

allegations of as.iault in violation of code 227. The UDC then 

referred the incident report to the 1M0. (See exhibi - 7). 

Petitioner then on May 27, 2014, appeared in front of the DHO and 

plead not guIlty and gave a wvirten statement. The DHO,  went on to 

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



April 51  2014. (See exhibit - 8). The DHO went on to sanction 

Staples 14 days disallowed Good Conduct Time and 180 days lost of 

phone privileges.. Staples then appeald 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 10) Then 

on or about"Oct 31, 2014' Staples filed a timely appeal to the 

Central Office of the Oi'. (See exhibit--- 11) With the t:ime 

extension the Central Office had 60 days from Oct. 31 2014 to 

answer the appeal which gave them a due date of Dec. 30, 2014 The 

Niral inmate Appeals Adinitr.ttor for the 0P did not answer 

that final step of the appeal until 5/10/2016. (See exhibit - 12) 

However, soon after the Administrator 1atioual Inmate Appeals 

did not aniwr the final appeal Staples filed his Writ of aheas 

Corpus on four of his OW) disciplinary hearings, alleging that the 

BOP violated his Due ?rocess, Due ?i:oces 'roediugs, and 

Substantial Created Liberty flterest. The District court For 

Kansas ordered the giernPint to make a complete and entire record 

return to the writ. The District Court ;if tar hearing arguments on 

brief denied the writ and ordered it dismissed. (See Attachment 

C) Staples, then made a timely appeal to the Tenth Circuit Court 

of Appeals. After hearing the caseon argumnt on briefs, the case 

again was dismissed for failure to exhaust administrative reiredies 

(See Attent A) Staples then filed a Motion For 

Reconsideration. The Tenth CIrcuit then considered it as a Ant-ion 

for rehearing and then denied the notion, 
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ftS51S FOR GRANTING TIiW, PFflTO 

Tie District ll,'ourc and the Tenth CirLt CQt!r. of Appeals has 

red in denyingPetLr ptiticm fct a twit cru qabeas Corpus.  
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In exhibit oE the (FOP) it states that Staples has a 

right to have a written copy (4 the charge(s) agatnt him given to 

him at least 24 hours prthr to appearing before the discipLinary 

bearing On the. Incident report 0257C551 was issued to Staples on 

4/28/2O14" at 9:23am and then approximately 830am on April 29th, 

20I4 the. (UDG) UnLt Disciplinacy Committee"  mat and held a (UDC 

hearing) Gn Staples. This was done far sooner than the winIMU.11 

requirement of the 24 hours in order to satisfy due process of law 

and due process procedures under ftlf f. However, fortunately for 

Staples he was able to prevail,  overcome,  and have the incident 

report initially expunged. However, Staples was kept in lockup tnd 

on vlay 1st 20141  at 13:34pnt Staples invia issued yet another 

incident report alleging the same eargs and. acta with the 

exception of chang  ,ing the date as to the time of the alleged 

incident. But again StapIlLes,  did not have this lnident report 

within his possession 24 hours before another (imc nearing)  vas 

held on him (See exhibit 6 for the scoud incident repc,r) and 

as shown in exhibit 7 is the (UDC searing) wheCe Staples plead 

not guilty and the comrAtteie,  to refer for further hearing of the 

tharges to the YMO on the same day,  of May Ist j  2014, on ly minutes 

after the serving of the incident report to Staples. This is a 

clear duo. prCe135 of law, due process procedure violation and of 

ki if f ad the created Liberty interest in the P.5 527009 and of the 

United States Constitution of the Sth, and 14th Aeent 

b) Staples has the right to he advised ot the 
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decision, the 'facts suppoctin at .'eiSiari, 
and the DHO's decision in writing 

Here in all four incident reports thr prison officials did 

initially make it confusing and very hard for Staples to obtain a 

copy of the DHO's written decision, supportg facts a:id 

OiSpOctlOfl in •tne first tw incident reports mentioned back In 

2007 that the Apellae Cort For The Tenth Circuit which upheld 

the dismissal in Staples vs Chester, 370 F Ao'x 925 926 (10tn 

Cir 2010) (unpublished) it took the prison officials more than n.ne 

rn ntis fr them to deliver those copies in which they only had at 

that time 10 woclrig days to present Staples -iith a Hare in 

the iistance case at: bar of incident report #2513440 it took prison 

o.f L rno:e thau six months to deliver the DHO's written decision 

and report and with incident report -'57j551 took prison officials 

over 60 days to deliver the DHOs decision and reort •o Staples. 

This is not complying with Wolffs ecision nor the US Supreme 

Courts decision and is a violation of the created liberty intere 

Pro;rain Statement 5270 '9 § 541 and trie Unita States 

Constitution of the 14th Amendment. So when this take place and as 

su,gtste1 by the appellate court herein ... Staples had limited time 

in which to file an appeal .. The District Court conclued that 

Staples . had to pursue available remeiies. (See 

attachments A & C) The District Court and the Appellate Court 

even went on to conclude that: 

Addressing the DH0s failure to provide Staples i.:h a Jely 
ritt tTi te:.i.'t of findings, the District Cou:t oLeig : 

na tus failure greatly complicated the administrative app- 
8 



eals process," but concluded that it didnt  t violate Wolf's 
due process requirenants but Staples eventually received the 
rapurt.ld. 

But there the district court and the appellate court erred again, because 

the initial point that started Wolff was the fact thet a created Liberty interest 

existed for Wolff to call witnesses whith the prison regulations and policy 

called for when the inmate so desired to and when the prison 

officials denied to call those witnesses. Phis,  US Supreme Court 

then and there made a landmark decision that there existed a created 

liberty interest in which was protected by due process of law and 

that the prison officials violated. Herein this case at bar, back 

in 2007 Staples had a created liberty interest to have his first two 

incident reports written DUO decision and written report delivered 

to Staples within 10 workings days and not nine months, the last two 

incident reports written DUO decision and report, Staples has a 

created liberty interest to have the 013013  written decision and 

report delivered to him within 15 working days and not 6 months 

later or two months later. So the district court and the appellate 

court erred when it held a decision that the prison officials didn't 

violate Wolff's due process requirements. In Ng, this US Supreme 

Court recognized the time frames were critical and crucial and 

Intrigue in the scheme of the operation of the appeal process. A130 

in that same decision in N4 that court also recognize that a person 

mush attempt to exhaust all available administrative remedies. (but 

that will be discussed in section (c) of this violation of due 

process). But nonetheless when the prison officials did not deliver 

the 011015  written decision and report within the 10 working days or 

15 working days that is when a violation occurred and became 

Vull 



problematic for Staples or any iniate to proceed t'ith an appeal, 

thus denying the inmates in all actuality of have one of the 

requirements in Wolff is a copy of the DilO's written decision and 

ccport 

c) The third violation of Woif and the US Supreme Court 

decision is That Staples has a: 

right to appeal the decision of the DHO by means 
of the administrative remedy procedure 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 would check the facts in 

Staples vs Chester,, supra, you will see that in all four incident 

reports that not one of the written report and disposition was 

delivered within the time frame of 10 working days for incident 

reports #1661747 and #1664517 and then within 15 working days on in-

cident report 42576551. Thus denying Staples Wolfe's decision on 

allowing Staples the right to an appeaL. inese F.WU VIUUKLb 

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 problematic, hindering, interfering, and 

stopping Staples and oUiers 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 the incarceration, it also violates 



a) The Prison Officials Did Not Have a Tangent of 
"Some Evidence" To Support a finding Of Guilt 

In each incident report, the DHO merely recited what was 

written in the complaint (incident report). In incident report 

#2576551 the DHO tried to again merely recite the incident report, 

which the reporting staff was the investigating staff that mentioned 

all type of alleged evidence that never existed and was not 

supported. In fact (See exhibit 8) which is the DHO*s  written 

decision and disposition of the "facts supporting that decision" in 

box V. Labeled Evidence Relied On To Support Findings (Phyiscal 

evidence, observations, written documents, etc.) Evidence Considered 

by the DHO during the hearing But as the records shows on the 

return to the writ, that none of the alleged documenLs/evidace 

accompanied the return that was considered at the DHO Hearing. In 

fact in th (exhibit - 8) the OHO determined as evidence: 

"'... it has been i termined that on Saturday April 
5, 2014, at approximately 9'00 A-M. ... resulted 

in inmate Staples .... in striking inmate Brown, Te-
rence, Reg.. No. 40883 - 424." 

Now go back to (Exhibit 2) dated April 27, 2016 was 

expunged, but th District Court and the pellat Court in 

Attachments - A & C that the BOP corrected the date the 

incident occurred, from April 3, 2014, to April 4, 2014. Than why 

did the DH() find Staples guilty of committing this assault on April 

51  2014, Saturday morning. So if given that the BOP could correct 
the date the incident took occurred after Staples had his initial 
UDC }fearing, from April 5. 2014 to ApriL 4 2Q14, then wbydid 
DHO tud Stapies gifl.Lty oi assaulting tnis Inmate on prii i, £0 

11 



By the DHO finding Staples guilty of assaulting this inmate on 

April 5, 2014, when the incident report was accepted as being 

corrected that the assault took place on April 41  2014, Friday 

morning, this eliminated that the DHO did not nave some evidence. 

Because which day and date did Staples assaulted this inmate? There 

isnt any medical records, pictures or anything to support a finding 

of guilt so mentioned in the incident report and even if anyone of a 

reasonable jurist wants to go along with the written incident 

report, which day and date did this assault occurred? Therefore, 

under Superintendent vs Hill, 472 US 445, 455 (1985) the prisonn 

officials herein this case did not have some evidence to find 

Staples guilty of assault on incident report 12576551. This also is 

a violation of Wolff, 8th, and the 14th Amend. of the United States 

Constitution, laws, and Treaties. Thus, the district court and the 

appellate court erred when over looking this crucial point. 

Additional created liberty interest violation(s) and 

violations of the United States Constitution of the 5th 8th, and 

14th Arnend of the United States Constitution(s), law(s), and 

Treaties. 

d). Staples has a created liberty interest and a Con- 

stitutional right to be free tram being placed tw -

ice  in jeopardy for the same charge. 

Here Staples has a created liberty interest within the Program 

Statement 5270.09, CFR § 541, and the United States Constitution of 

the 5th Amend. to ba free from being placed twice in jeopardy for 
the same charges. 

In the first incident report in. (Exhibit - 2) Staples was 
written this incident report on April 27th, 2014, and delivered to 

- 
- - 



Staples 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 thid Unit Disciplinary Committee could make one of four 

choice an the incident report #2576551. Either guilty, not guilty, 

refer the incident report to the DHO, or postpone for criminal 

prosecution. Mr. Bachman after investigating the incident report as 

the UDC can do of the evidence Staples presented, the UDC then 
expunged the incident report. Three days later the incident report 

was written again as the Respondent, district court, and appellate 

court acknowledged 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 he inmates vitals 

preparing for "ifs' the UDC will refer it to the DHO. But here the 

UDC expunged the incident report on April 29th, 2014. 

Then on Mat 1st 2  2014, another incident report was written 

claiming yet, another day and date that Staples assaulted inmate 

Brown. Thus, placing Staples twice in jeopardy for punishment which 

the ifiK) 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 Constitution(s), 

Laws, and Treaties. 

The 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 to write these incident report within 24 hours of 

discovering that they have been violated, then after writing the 

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

13 



Staples on April 28t, 2014. Or April 29th, 2014, a staff member by 

Vie trnrne of Bacnman, mat uith Staples to hold an initial UDC Uearin 

in whicn thid Unit Disciplinary Committee could make ore of four 

choice on the thident react #275551 Either guilty, not guulcy, 

refer the incident report to the DUO, or potpon for crimini 

Prosecution. Mr. Bachman after investigating the ircident report &s 

the UDC an do of the Ovideuce Staples preeuted, the UDC then 

expunged the Incidnt report. fcee days iitr the incident report 

as irittcn again as the osponcJent district coui:t, and appLlatc 

court acknowledged claiming that it was 'auended" to correct a  ninoC 

error. However, ss (exhibt.(s) 3 5) shows that once you are seo 

by thn iJOC, that staff meriber takes aA.  ll of the inmates vitals 

Preparing for i1 the UD wilL refer it to th DII0 But here th 

UDC expuuged the incident report an April 29th 2014. 

Then on Vat 1st, 2014, another incident report ;;as iritten 

claiming yeL oother day nd date that Staple-3 asultad ictnate 

rown Thus pting Staples toe in jeopardy punihaent which 

the DUO did do:  by extending his incarceration by 14 days longer. 

This then violated several Pragraii Statentents of 5270.09 CFR § 5411  

and 5th, 8th, md 14th Mend. of t United S:ates Constitution(s)4 

Lops, and Treaties. 

The Frograpi Statement 5270.09 and the CFR § 541 tells staff 

that when writing these incident epqrts, they ara to be Specific 

and that they are to twtte these incident report within 24 hours of 

disoverimg that they have been violated, then after writing the 

incident report, it must he deLLeied to the charged inmate within 
24 hours after writing it. Here in this case at bar, the PS 5270.09 

13 



CFR § 541 moo where in there that the UDC can be used as a tool to 

discover if the writer has made a mistake that it gives them caused 

to then dismiss that incident report and then go back to rewrite an 

incident report or amend or supplement the incident report Because 

if that is so, you now add more wrinkles to the due process. Now 

the twenty-four hours in violated as in here, it took the writer 

another 72 hours to go bar_i< and write anottier/amend the initial 

incident report and deliver it to Staples,, which then undermined due 

process and due process procedure and challenges the integrity of 

the purpose of tne 5th amend 

nor shall any person be subjected for the same 

offense tice put in jeopardy of life, limb, or 
property ... 

The action takea by the respondent in which Petitioner herein 

was exonerated and round not guilty of tte alleged charge initially 

and kien staff went back three days later after the UDC's findings 

and expunged the April 27th, 2014, incident report and wrote Staples 

for the second time for allegedly violating the code - 224. 

The appellate court for thc Tenth Circuit decided in another 

case Critten, when that inmate presented the claim of double 

jeopardy because the prison officials wrote him two different 

incident reports arising front the same incident, chat Tenth Circuit 

denied that Petitioner's claim of double jeopardy by stating: 

that it is hard for double jeopardy to oceir in a Quasi adm-
iuictrative Hsarixgs, however CretUn, never wan charge twice 
of the se coda io]ation" 

Staples has been claiming double jeopardy all along and has 

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

14 



the UDC expunged the initial incident report. 

The concept of the double jeopardy in all walks of life, 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 will evoke 

1rdeed, the double jeopardy clause has been dec::ibeJ as a sta-
tute of repose' because it erbodies the idea that at sone potat 
a defeadant aiuld be able to put past events behind him. Cts 
Corp. vs Ufawlbucger, US 169 1. Ed 2d 2862; and United States 
vs 114urray, 527 f 2d 401 (50n dr. 1976). 

oe of the Cuiistitutional cignts tnat. follows, Staples behind 

prsoa walls, is the right to be free from being punished twice for 
the ae incident and charges. Staples still enjoys the 5th 

Amendment of the US Constitution. 

Thus, Petitioner request of this tS Supreme Court to grant 

this writ and remand with directions to expunge this incident report 

and all references to it. 

15 
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Such dunt() s tJi. sord .od -docuruenCs used 4urig the 

first UDC Harthg (See Petitioner'S euiibit - 1 thu 5 and exhibits 

9 thiu :12) One of trt irpQse of indiiduei iisti al]. 

v.Llab1.e adiiItatiV j5 is that the courts ee jis 

• how tho agenCy daaidel tl : to revtei the rierdsç  uid Atiov the 

inalividual to bUIM a ci.ji if .we is needed, as well as aiLi the 

•ageLmy r cet nLr arcs. Here the BOP has never nrided ttiae 
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specitcIy Iftlen, StLes catmed ttiere was a tirst UDC Hearing, thich• 

,aaused the OOP te -3ke a rrctin ond then acmnd the incident, 

report,, nd thou tiften StapLes, c1ainie4 ttat be did eiiaust hi 

.&nthistative remedy tinder te 4diistrative Remedy ID MOMS 

RI, wnien are Staples exhibit(s) 9 thru 12) The appellate court in  

(Atctst - ) stated-*  

Staples cLai that ,e did nppai to thc Central. Ofie •M 
that he ived notice of rec.,-Apt infaming W. that I tfl • 

CeizaL Office.) 1104t ccaivd 1i appi of Lthis!se] d 
LE. "Cal Ofic3 ALL tka sopL by thc. dU dCt f 

• accthr3)th, 2Oi4." 
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However, the appellate court went on to state 

'But he failed to attach that notice whsn he filed his petition 
Thus, the record contains no evidence of Staples submittixg an 
appeal to the Central Office, and no evidence of the Central 
Off iccs response. For that reason, we conclude that Staples 
has failed to establish that he exhausted his administrative 
r--dies.' (See Attachment - A, Pg. 8, 11 2) 

The appeiiae court erred as ueii as the district court erred 

when concluding that Staples did not exhaust the administrative 

remedies, when Staples did show that he did exhaust the remedies, 

and that the prison officials had not made a entire aud complete 

return to the writ, these two courts ignored Staples claim on CU3 

issue and went on to ailoi the OP's superficial return to the writ 

to stand and placed staples at the burden of proof that he did 

exhaust the Administrative Remedies and when Staples showed he did 

exhaust the remedies and/or attempted, the court's ignored that and 

went on to dismiss the writ and appeal. 

As can be seen from the ethibits herein that Staples has 

supplied that the return to the writ by the BOP to the court's order 

contains none of these documents pertaining to the writ and alleged 

in the writ of habeas corpus. 

The appellate court also erred when it stated, "that Staples 

writ did not contain the evidence in the writ, however, instead of 

ordering the BOP to make a proper and correct return or ordering a 

discovery/evidenliary hearing when the district stated, it was 

confused 

Thus, 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 $ 

decision, the Appellate Courts decision and the exhibits 

supporting Staples claims in this issue 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 grit or in the 

alternative to order that the incident report be expunged and any 

references thereto. 

18 



M. 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 #2576551 

and If this court were to review all four incident reports, this 

court will see a pattern of how the prison officials (BO?) 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 Civi. P. rule 60(b) (2) (3) and/or 

(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) Newly 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. So once 

again Petitioner herein request of this court on this claim that 
--i . -- - - -. - =----------------±_ -• t----- •--- - 



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 requirements 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 in which the DHOs 

written decision and disposition was never observed and that when 

Staples attempted to exhaust his Administrative Remedies without the 

1)110'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 Regins rejection that 

Staples must wait. As shown in the decision of Staples vs Chester. 

So Staples took another route that the prison officials did 

not expect. Staples in (exhibit 13) filed a P 9 with the 

Warden under ID #786785 Fl and it was rejected stating that 

Staples needed the .1)110's written decision and disposition. When 

that memo in hand Staples then forced the unit - team to produce the 

1)110's written decision and disposition. Staples then appealed that 

rejection to Region with a copy of the unsigned 1)110's written 

decision and disposition. (See exhibit 13, which is a copy of the 

Administrative Remedy Generalized Retrieval Sanitized FORMATID # 

786785 - Ri. Staples then after the Region's denial appealed to 

Central Office (See exhibit - 14) In this exhibit - 14, which Is 

also a copy of the Administrative icemedy Generalized Retrieval. 

Sanitized Format) This exhibit shows that Central Office under ID 

#785766 Al was received on Oct 31, 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 due date Dec 30th, 2014, but this did not 

take place. 

So we start at (exhibit - 9) which is the notice of receipt 

from florth Central Regional Office of the appeal and that a due date 

of Oct 7th, 2014 for an answer. On Oct 2nd 2014, Regional. Director 

denied the appeal. (See exhibit - 10) Then on Oct 31st, 2014s, 

Central Office received Staples appeal and 60 days from that date 

Central Office had until Dec30th, 2014 in which to answer that 

appeal. (See exhibit - ii) Soon after that due date pasted, Staples 

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

court on May 5th, 2015, denied the writ of Staples, which filed on 

January 15th 2016). Staples after the Central Office did not 

answer hIs appeal by Dec 30th, 2014, had the right to move to the 

next step and that is, take this matter to district court Then 

while this case was in the appellate court, some 17 months later, 

Central Office on or about May 10th, 2016, finally answered the 

appeal with a denial, Staples then filed a Motion For 

aeconsideration" providing his burden of proof, of how he indeed did 

exhaust his Administrative Remedies, and how Uolff was also 

violated. The appellate court then construed my motion as a 

tiehearing on banc and went on o deny it Here again Staples has 

met a strong showing of the prison officials declaration is a fraud 

under Title 28 USC § 1746 and under Title 18 Usc and as suth. 1) 

Staples writ should bi granted, because he has stated a claim upon 

which relief can be granted; and 2) that this prison official should 

be sanctioned for filing a bogus ands fraudulent declaration. 
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The final subsection of rule 60(b) i § (6) that a court can 

changs the decision fr any other reason for the best interest of 

justice. The lower court's acknowledged the fact thc the prisrjn 

officials denied Staples witnesses to p-pcar and give credible 

testimony and evidence in his behalf. Whether Staples raised it or 

not, ths courts on their oun according to rule 60(b)(6) could/should 

have stilL dacided in Staples favor on its c;: kJecaus this very 

issue goes against and contrary to Wolff, and it also goes cauntur• 

productive due process and due process proadureu 

This alone warzantcd in the best interest of justice fo' the 

court to decide in fave of Staples and order the expungtwnt of 

incideut report #2576551k 

CONCLUSION  

WHEREFORE, this US Supreme Court has the discretion to grant 

Staples leave to proceed in forma pauperis, grant the writ of 

certiorari, 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 #2576551 

For these reasons raised this petition for a writ or 

certiorari should be granted. 

dated this 20th day of September, 2018. 

Respectfully submitted, 

iiliam Stpies 
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