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QUESTONS PRESENTED

I. wWHeTHIR $CK V. Humprred 5id U.S. 77 486-97 (1994) R2Quikém
STATE PR\SONGRS TD £XHAVST THE STATE Cover Remeny Wien APPLISO TO A Sscion

1963 PRECEPVRAL DUL PROCESS Claim FOR IN CAMSRA DiSCLOSVRE OF CONFIDENTIAL

Fites iN STATE Coult uNDSR THE (49M Amenoments DUEPROCESS CLAVSE UNDeR-

LYid6 Piu&{«_{LvAmA V. RiTRHIE 480 \.S. 39, 58 Qqa‘l) RN O%RS Heck a\'rcmii

SECT0N 1993, ANo THE DV PROCESS CLAVEE oF THE 141S AMWOMENT ALL BOT

VNENFOR(£ABLE AdD UNCONSTITVRIONAL SINCE BOTH HECK ANO RITTME RIQUIRLS

THL exXHAUSTION ¢F STR(E CouveT Rsmﬁo#?

L, wie™sR THE RecK v. HumPrRST, 513 U, S. 477 486-87(1994) £ QVRimMenT For
STRAE P2 \SoNERS TB eXHAVST T STRTE COURT REMELDY WHEAN APPLISY TO A SECTION

1993 PRrOCEpNAAL DUS PROCESS CLAIM FoR IN CAMIQR DISCLOSURS OF CodFrADENTIAL

FILLS 1N STRAE CovaT Unper TIFE 14%h AmedpMedTS Hug PROCESS CLAVSS UND%W ~

Lt ING PenNSILVANIA V. RiTtHhis 480 U, S, 39,58 (1987) RenDERS MUHAMMAD

¥, CLOSE 540 VS, 749 754-55 (aoo 4) Bom™ VNENFORCLABLE AND UNCON-

STTIVNIONAL SINCE THS MUHAMMAD COVRT Hilb THAT HECK DoNT APPLY

T CHALLENGSS THAT DONT HAVE A BEARING ON CotVicnod or SEdTENCE 7

L. wWHETHIR STATZ PRISONSRS PROCIDURAL DUL PRO(ESS CLAIM For ALCESS TD

EVIDWNCE VIR STR(E CoulT ReMEpd 1S A (06NIZAGLL 8 1993 CLAIM

UNDER THE 14M AMIDMEINTS DUE PROCESS CLAUSE UNDERLIING

PindsyLVANIA v, RITOHIE. 400 U,S, 3q 58(1%'7) WHeN STTR ¢MPLONEES

DEPRWE STRTE PRISONZRS OF TH4IR RIGHT To PROCLOVRAL DUL Pro(eSS

OF AN IN CAMERR DISCLOSVR S OF (ONFIDswNAL RiTTHE FILES 7
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[‘/{For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ' . or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
.[Vris unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix Bt
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[v]/is unpublished.

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The.opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at - ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the | court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at : y OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[v{ For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals dec1ded my case
was __MAY I, 3018

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely ﬁled in my case.

[V{A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _JUn& 36, 2018 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendlx -

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petifion for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. ___A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a).



CoNSTTVTIoNAL AND STRIUTORY PROVISIONS iNNOLVLD

1. DVE PRACESS CLAWNSE IN THE FoulTienT AMLWNDMEANT T0 T V.§ . ConSnTvnon

"
Stares THAT = NO SIACE SHALL . .., DEPRWe Ay PérSon of LIFs, Lipier] o

PRW%N/ WITHOUT Dug PReC4SS of wwlf Nog DENY T Ary Pipsed wWiITHN (T3

.

JVRISOICTIon THE £Rual PRroTicNon o6F THE LAWS.

A, HECK V. Humpieed 513 V.S, 477 486 -87 (1994) REQUIRLS STIMT PRASONERS

EXHAVST THR STweZ COURT Rameoy Priva EILING A Stcnon 1993 (ompimnT
1A Fepinal CovRT

3, MUHAMMAD v, CLOSE 540 V.S 749, 754-55 (2004) Hetb HELD THAT

Helk DOA‘T APPLY TO CHALLENGES THat Dol T Have A BEARING oN CodVichon

Ok SENTRNCL .,

4, PEnnSHLVANIA V. ﬂntme,, 490 V.S, 3?, 58 (1987) HELD THAT "tz.nrh{s R 6

TO DiSCoN®Q $XCULPATUAY EViDENCE Anp THT STMES INTRREST N ENSURING A

Fap TEIAL CAN BE PRoTecTen Fulld 84 TRial CounTS CoNpucnNG 1N CaAmira
ReNIEW 0F conEiDIATNAL FILES, TS CoupT FURTHHR HEUD THE DUS PROCESS

CLAJSE oF TS FoulTeENH AMINOMENT ReQUIRES DISCLoSvEs N Camaad of

Relofps telp BY STE CHLD W4LFARE DLPARTMSHTS. TS Cover SAPLAIWSY

/

(715 WEL SEPLED THat THE Goveigdmendt HAS THE 0BUCATION TD TURA OVER

£1DINCE IN (TS possisSiod THATIS BOME FavolARLR TO THE ALSED AND

MATE AL TO GUILT 6 POiSHMENT , , ., E£\TUNE 1S EATITAY TO HAVE T

CPS FilE ReNigwWin B9 TS TRWML COVRT 10 DERRMING WiHitiig 1T ConmaidS

INFormATION THAT PROBABLY \Woylo HAVEZ CHANG Y TWZ OUTlom4e OF HiS

&)



TrRial .., " pwn4 ar 485 U5 39, 58 (447)

5. SEcTion 1983 oF TM& 43 of Nt UNITED STHTRS CODE PROVIDES Trmv” SVERY

PeSor WHo, UNOLR CoLOR OF ANY STATVIE DRDNAA[CC',ﬂS(;UWB/Jf CuSTOM OR

Vs%i,' OF AnNY STRT2 R Tiﬂ?—l‘mﬂ-’f/ oR DistRicl oF CoLuwseiA', Sdﬁd‘im,, oR
CAVSES YO B¢ SUBJ’iCﬂD, AnNY CITIzan OF THE VNITRO STRTES oR OTHIZ PERSH

Within THE Tvrispi cnod THegsor 10 THE D ePAWAD ON OF ANY Riérm/’, Pﬂwwiéiﬁi

oR iMMUNITIES SEcurap BY THT COdSTTUIICN ANY LANS', SHML BE LIAGLE TO

THE Paety INJVR<w i AN ACTIoN AT LAW, SUIT IN imm oK OTHIP PROPER
PRsCes0ING For p.emu.sf

(4)



STHTEMENT OF TS CASE adD EACTS

)

ON MaRt 37, 3017, JosaTan &. BRYNSCA ( BRUNSON _oR  Penmionte )’, A STATE

INMATE PReCLEDING PRO SE Adp iN FolAmp Pwm,agi FiLsp A 42 V:5.C, S&cTonN

1983 pROCEDVARL DVE PROLESS Claim ind THE U,.S, DISTR\LE CourT id Cass NO, 5517~

CT- 03093-D Se¢tKING TO ENFoRCE tS PL6HT LuAranTaS0 BY THE V.5, CodSTTuiod

B CHALLANGING STWE $MPLOYEES DLFRWATION OF His RIGHT 1B STAMR Covat Gennvendh

An IN CAMéRA DISCLOSURE OF ColfiDenDal FILES UNOTZ THE (47" AMENDMENTS DVE

PROCESE CLAUST UNDWRLTING PinNSYLVAMA V., ﬂu’uﬁi/ 480 V.S, 349, 5% (Hﬂ‘?),
ON_0cTPBeR Il 20i7, THE V.$, Pisteuct CouRT EnTE290 AN ORDER DISMISSING

THE ACT04 UNOTR 28 V. 5.¢. & 1115() (DB) FUR FalLvRE To STATE A CLAIM, ON

OCTDBRIR A9, 2017, BRUNSON MoVip FoR ﬂiccAgméamcd. OnN JANyAAS 25 20i8,

THE VS DISTRICT COURT ENTIReD AN O0RpER DanNYING BAVNSONS Mool Fo2 Bscens) -

/4
DALATION HoLDIN G THAT BRUNSOAS Compiaint SOVGHT TO CoLLATERALLY ATTACK H1IS

CRimiNAL CONVICTIGA |4 VioLanod OF HECK V. HUMpHL‘E‘{,, gid 0‘5‘477', 496 917

(1994), or was omiawist AN ATTACK ON STRMZ. COUAT JVOGMENTS OVER Whick

(\Y

THE COVAT LACKS JVASDICNOAN, BRINSOoN APPiattn THE DeiStoN oF THE V.9,

DISTRICT Covry anp o MAy 21, 2018 TIE U.S, Covlr oF APPiaLs For TS Foveni

CIRIT AFEIRMED FY92 his RSASOANS SMTEn 87 T U, 5. DisTen T CouRT . BRUNSA

Fiteo A TImsLy PemMon FOR REHEARING AND RSH{ARING EN BANC, Od Judt d6,

3016; e V.S, COURT OF APPLALS Denisb snwxm's Pinhod For REHEARING
AND RetzaRING €N BANC,

(5)



R£ASONS FOR GRANTNG THE PeniTiON

I.  THs .S, DIStelCT CouRT AFD Tis V.S, COURT g€ APPEALS HAS DECIDED A

NAnonatLY [mpokmanNT AusstonN of Fensfrl LAW td Sfcton 1993 oF

TITLE 43 OF THE V.$. Cops AND THE DUE PROCESS CLAVSE ju THE 14

AMENOMENT TO THE V. S, CoNSTIVTISd THAT HAS NoT Betd, Buf
StoviLp 8%, Setrier BY THS COURT SINCE THE DeiSion DIiRECTLY

CONFLICTS WIT RELEVANT DECISIoNs OF THS COURT in PenNSILVANIA

V., RiTtHie 486 V.S, 29,58 (1987), HECK V. HUMPHALY 513 U.S.

117, 466~ 87(1994),_AnND MuHAMMAD V. CLOSE 540 U.S. T4,

754-55 (2004),

In l787,, THE RITTHIE CourT okpéred A S CovRkT Rémeny VADLR Tits Du¢

PROCESS CLAVSS IN THE 4™ AMinOMENT To THE V.S, Conshrynon THAT REAVIRES

THE STTE COURT TD CoNDUCT AN IN CAMERA DISCLOSURE oF CONFIDINTIAL FILES.

SEVed YeARS LATER, Hwi%a/ e HecK CourRT opnire) A ReQUIRemeAT For

STME PRISeN2RS TO ExXHAUST THE STZ COURT Rim‘wa, wHicH iddivoeS T
¢ xHAVSTICN OF THE STE COVRT Remepy ORDIRip BY THe RitcHie COURT,

CONSSQVENTLY . THE HECK COURTS % XHAUSTION REQVIRIMenT IN STRTT CUVRT |n
7

ZEFLCT PRICLUDES A PRO(LOVRAL HEUK BAR OF STRATE PRISONZRS SEcnod 1983

PROLIPVRAL DUZ PROCESS CLAIMS TO ENFORCE THE RiTtthe STRTE CovrT

Remeép , S'iMpu', ™R RITCHEL STTT OURT Riméepnd 1S A STt CovaetT

REMepy AVAILAGLE TO STA1R PRISONLRS ‘mWr/ B DiSIGN/ 1S CONSISTENT WITH

THE HECK COURTS € XHAUSTION REQUIRYMEAC TO £ XHAUST THT STMT COoVRr PJLMWI,
BVUT sTa{Z PRUONLAS FILING SECTION 142D ProcoveAl Dus PROCSSS ClLamS For

(6)



DiscLosvat oF RiTWHI¢ FviptNce iN STTE COURT CANNOT EXHAVST e RITCHIC STRI%

CouvRT Remend IF THEY ARL procsnvR ALLY BAizrziv From DOING So BY THE V. S,

DISTRULT CovRT ANp THE U, S, COURT of APPLALS IMPROPER APPLICATION of HECK,

For TS IL‘LA,So:i, ™ML RizHL Court WAS INTVITIVELY ForwaRn THINKING IN OR0ZRING

THE RITCHE ST LoUAT REMLPY AS A STME Court RiM‘Lt’M, AND NOT A Feperal
Coull Remeny TD iNSVAE THE Fepsaal Couats EnFopctément OF RITUHE In StrrE

Coun‘rjl, THE2%287] SLiMmNANNG ANY PosSigiLiv OF PRoC£DVRAL BARS TO STATE

PrasonN2RS SecToN 983 pProctpvral Dug ProcesS CLiims FOR ACCESS Yo RITTHIL

EVIDINCE i STHTE CovurT, AS A RESULT ST PRISONERS SEcTNoA 993 Paolepvrul

DU% PROCESS CLAMS FOR ACCESS To RITCHIC SviDeNLE COMES with A BUly=Id
SR CourT Remebpd ORDER10 B1 THE RiTehe CourT THAT REGVIRES THE Feotal

COVRT TO SimpPiy infForLt RITCHE BY SimoiY o0rDiRNG NonN- ComMpUnnNT

STATE COVRTS TO CoNpICT N CAMEIRA DiSCLOSURES of ConFIDeNTIAL RITUHG FILES
To IN 2FFicT FiniSH THOR owWN BUSINESS THAT THET N SGLECTED inN THE FikST

PLact . NoTthda MoRE, THUS, STAEE PRISONSRS PROCOVAML DV§ PROLESS Claims

Foa. ACCESS TO RiTUHIE SViDEeNLE IN LAamsea IN STATE CoukTS PRESENTS ABSoLuTeLd

NO CHalLLENGE TP OR DECiSiod ON THT VALD: i TY OF THEIR CoNVikicds or

SENTENLES |N Feniaal CovaT, S%E MUHAMMAD V. CL0S: S40 V.5, 7494 159

7

55 (2004) THat #HELD HECK Don'T APPLY To CHALLLIGLS THAT Do N Have A

BLARING 6N ConviiNon ANp SENTINLE , Mwmmussl, THE OVERALL EFFLCTS OF

A HECK BAR APPLISD TO M STRT: PRISONTRS PROctpvant DVL PROCESS Claims

FOR |N CAMERA ACCESS TO RITTHIS SVioSNCE 14 StaTe Covaf 15 [ (1) Heck

NOT ONLY BARS STRIE PRISONZRS ACCESS 1o TWE Feoilal, Couel Rimand BUT
CoVRT 4
IT ALSO BARS STars PRISONERS ACCESS TO THE RITLHIE STRIETREMEDS IN DIRSCT

CONFULY WiTH THS HEK Cov’T Dehsion ReaUIRING S e ﬁmswasw EXHAVST

(7



THE STHZ Cort gem‘zpyi Adp (R) Heck NoT oNLY BARS STATL PRISENSLS ACCESS T

T Feosrat COVRT RﬁM’w{, BVT iT ALSO BARS STATE PRISTNERS ALCESS TD TH%

RITEHTE STAATE COURT Rem4eny N DIRECT CONFLILT Wik THE RITLHS CovRT DeciSied
REQUIRING THE STATE CovRt TO CoNDVLT AN id CAM&ERA DisCLoSVAS oF CoNFI- |

DEnNTIAL FILSS,

Here, TIE V,S. SUPREme CONRT DiD NOT INTEND TO MPoss A HECK REQVILIMENT

TO € XHAV ST THE ST% COVRT REIM20Y AND THEN TVRN ARoUND AnND PiemMir A HEW

BAL 10 ST PrisonNils S€ciod 1483 PROCOVAAL DVe PROLESS CltmS THAT 1A

EFFLCT BARS ST PRISONIRS ACLEsS TO THE (RITUHE) S TATE COVAT Rimeod,

THE V.5, SUfpame COVRT DD NOT InNTEND TO DOVBLETALK HeK, RITTME)
SecTioA 1-98-'5, Ano THE 141 AManpmanT 1D THE V.S, CoNSTITVIIow ALL JNTD

VALUENESS AND, Tws/ RINDER THiM ALL BOTH UNENFoRCEABLE AND UNCONSTI-

TUTGNAL ,  Swmpid, STafE priSenties StcTiod 1993 PRoCEOVAAL DVE PROCESS

Claiims Foa 1N CAMaaA ACLESS TO RATEHIS EVIDINLE 1N SR CovRT onNLd SEEKS

1D ERFORLE THE R\TINE S THTE COVRT REMEDY GUARANTSED UNDs2 THE 14Th

AMENDMENTS DUE PROCESS CLASE, WHICH IS PVRELY CONSISTINT Witk THE He¢K
R & BQUNS MENT For STAME PRiSonNees TO SARAVST THE STIE COURT REMEOY. Anp

BELAVSE Tie HECK Cou’Tl R¢ RVIRES STATR PAISOINGRS TD £xHausT TR Smre CourT

H.QMQD‘/,, T U S/ DISTRICT CoVR( Anop THE V.S, COvaT OF APP4ALS CANNSE

LAWFVLLY AppLY A HECK BAR T STk personiss Secnon 1943 Pactapveat

DVE PROCESS CLaimS Fog IN CAMARA ALSSS 10 RiTCHE TVintdcs |1 STcE

COURL IF IT HAS AN EFFLCT OF BARRING STATE pPISON%RS ACLeSS TO THT RiTthE
STATL Cova] Rema04 THAT HeCK DIMANDS BS 2XHAVSTED, Anp BECAVIE THR

VeS, DiSTR4¢T COURT ANp IS U.5. CoURT OF APPEALS CanNer LAWEVLLY AppLy A

(8



KecK BAR 0 sd% PriSedsas Sscnon 1983 Pro(sovant DVe PROCESS CLAIMS E0R

iN CAM%AA ACCESS T RITCHG EViDeNEs +nN STATE CoveT iR 1T Has AN SFFecT oF

BARRING STa(E PRISONSRS ALCESS TD hie BiTale STATE CoURT Remaend THAT HeEcK

ITSELE DEmanDS BE EXHANSTED ST PRISENERS StcTed 1983 PROLsovan( DVE

Pro(sss CLaimS Foa IN CAMERA ACCESS 1D RaTUHE £VininN(E IN STTR (oveT

Ars THER%Fers CoGnNIZABLY SEcTIoN 1993 cLamS For StATR PRISGNLRS TO Simpy

ENFORLE TH%IR V.S, CONSTITVTIONAL RIGHT G UARANTRED UNDER TS Fluntzed TH

AMEND MeNTS DUE PRDCESS CLAVSS UNDRALYING RITCHIS V1A FeDsenl COURT

ORD22§0 INJUNCNONS AGAHINST STIE CoURTI NOa-ComPLIANCE WITH THE RiTUHE

CoVRT ORDER REGVIRING STATE COVRTS TO CoNpvlT IN CAMAR A DiS'CLOSOR‘if §F

CoNFIDENDAL RITCHIE FiLES,

TT . THg DeCiSionS of THR U.§. DisnaT Couvast AND THE U, S. Coury OF

APPenls DirscTL CONFLICT WITH THE DECISIods of THres OTHER

V.S, CourT of APPSALS

STHE PRISON¢AS PROROVRAL DVE PROCESS éLAlMS For In CAM%RR ACCESS Yo RITCHIE

EVIDed€s N STRTE CovRT ARt N2AR IDIANMCAL 0 THs CLlAIMS FOR ACCESS TP EVIPSA CE

IN FepsrAl COURT IN THE FoLLOWING CASES |

T MCKITkéN ¥, BROWN, ¢8I F. 3d 3 101-03 (_aA QB aoov)icoemuaeu_

S5chod 1983 Cihim For ACCESS TO DNA EVIDENCT BECAUSE SUCCESS

WovL) NotT NiCeSSAR\L 1 MpPLY ANYTIING ABOVT VALID(HY OF

convichon )/ _

(9)



" GRISR V. KLSM, 59] F. 3d 673, 617 -78 (34 cie. 2010) (copnizadis

- 54cTON 1983 € iaim Fol ACCESS TO LESULTS 0F DNA TESTING Bf CAUsE

PrRISenN42 WouLp M&fzed GAIN BCLesS TU wmw& wWhitd wWouiy NIT

NeCesSaaily INVALIDALE CONWLT?ONB AnpD

~ OSBorNt V. DiST. ATTOMHS CEELL Fod THRD Juo. DIST,, 531 F.

34 Wig, 12k~ 3 (4““ Cwe, 300%) (Cownneui. S¢con 1983 cLAm

Fok P0ST- CoNViENOA ALLeSS TO BioLobiCAL ENipeis F02 THT PuR Pose

0f DNA TESTING BElAavSe: ACCESS WoVLD NOT N2CESSARILY j AVALL DATR

c;oW\mo:J,),

IN THESE THPRe& PL4C40ents FrROM OTHEQR :\‘umgoamoﬂg iT WAS Di‘r‘imadio‘ﬂ’ﬁﬂ'

7
THZ MRS ACCESS TD VIDEN(Z 1N FEDErRAL COURT (1) WOULD NOT NeceSsaaily

>

~ » 4
IMP] ANNTING ABouT NAUDTY of Co»f\hmoﬂ Mc Kk, Suprh, (3) wovrp

No'r NeCE$SARILY 1NVALIDATE CObN\LTlO,J émm SJ Pz.h AN@(B) WaULD

]

NoT N2egSSaei 1AVALRATR CoN\hcsno& OSBGYLNQ,S\}PM, THSE THREZ

CovaT ofF APPEALS DETRRMINZO THRT CLAIMS For ACESS TD €ViDenls 1A

F‘-Dim CourT ARS COGNITABLE Sechen (483 Claims, Howwmi Sth%

PRISONZRS SECnoN (983 PROCUNNAAL Dus PROLLSS CLAIMS For 1N CAMERN

ACCESS TO CoNFipsanatl Rittez €viosadls \W STMT CoJrT AR® nNeal 10eNTcal

10 TS CLAmS FOR ACLSS 10 £ViDINLE N FEpRAL COURT 1N MLKITHEN,

émen/ AND Oxsoenil, wwu\t/ Aﬁﬂm@ﬁdﬂﬁi M A ESST THAT STR(E PriSenN RS
cLAmsi 1§ CondiDtp4p (] THOS® THR®E {)‘vmsmme.lsl, wWouln ALSo B¢

1/4
Cogrizable Stcnon 19483 CLAIMS AN Fapial CourT THAt WoOULP NOT

‘\

NECSSARILY [MPLY ANNTIHAG ABOUT VALIOITY OF CodVicloN OR ’ wovipD

(10)



3

N
NeT NicisSanii- INVAtioat: conVicnoad. IN FACT’ S Thars PriSod4n S SECTioA

1963 PROCIpVARL DVE PROcEsS CLAIMS FoR 1d Camezn ACLESS TO CoNFIDEANIAL

RITLHS FILeS 'N SThak Court ARs NATVRAALY MORE COGNIZABLE CLAIMS 1A

FeotpAL CoVRT THAN THET CLlaimS inN Finsem Court N Mckmﬁn‘, éﬂtm/ AND

0sBoaNs SINCE Alompanien BT TR RiTUhE S Covat REMENY AS A BULT- 1A

STH(Z Lot COVRT PEMIDY uNp2 THE 14D AMenpmentts Dyt PROCESS

Clmise THAT REQVIRES THE STaqe CoueT 0 N eT 1l CAMER A DISCLOSU 2SS

OF CoNFE~NnAL FILES T PiemiT ST Prisod22S in CAMYAR AWLSSS TO

Confipsamiat RITUNS EVipines 1N STRTE COURT, AND BECAVSE STHIT PRISONTRS

S¢cnon 1983 Proceovent DVE PRocLsSS Cigims Fork \N_Camepn ALESS TD

CONFIDENTIAL EVioedis |N STHE CovrT ARe A<lomeaditn B4 THL RaTunhg Sk

CourT REMLVT] AS A BUILT-IN STHE CoupeT p.ZMefoql, STHE PRISONERS SECTION

1993 CLAIMS FoR IN CAMea A ALESS TD ConNFiDENDIAL PiTth$ EVIDENCE IN ST

COURT ARt THEREMRS (ONSISTAINT WiTH THS Hreck CoURTS REQUIREMENT T

¢ XHAVST THE STTL CourT REMEDY WA AHSap THE CLAIMS in MCKITHER

6RliR’, AND OSBORNE THRT Do NOT £xXHAUST Tt STRTS COURT REMEDY AND

INSTeAD RELY Solsly oN TS Fe0iRnl Lovrr REmend, AND Bicas: STHIZ
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