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IN THeE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATE S

PETITION FOR \NRIT OF CERTIORAR|

PETITIONER RESOEATFULMN ENTREATS THAT A WRIT o
CeERTIORARL ISSVE TO RENMIEW THE JUDGMENT Ri=LowW . -

NION =

FOR CASES FROM FEDERAL COURTS:

THE OPINION OF -THE UNITED STATES CovlT OF APPEALS ADPEAS
AT APPENDIX A TO "THE PETITION AND 1§ UN PUBLISHED .

THE OPINION OF THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT cOURT APPEARS
AT APPENDIX A 10 Tue PeTmion AND |g UNPUBLISHED,

SLURISIICTION

TTHE  DATE ON WHICH THE UNPTED STATES COLRT OF APPEALS
DECIDED MY CASE WAS  NOVEMBER 19, 2019y A —TiMEY  PETITION
FOE REHEARING WAS DEINED BN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS ON THE FOLLOWING DATE ¢ DECEMBER 18, 2019 ; AND A
COPY OF THE ORDER DENYING REHEARING APPEARS AT APPENDI Y A .



CONSTITUTIONAL AND  STATUTORY PROVISIONS FNAVOLVED

FIRST AMENDMENT

CONGRESS SHALL MAKEE NO LAW RIEESPECTING AN EESTABUSHMENT
OF REUGION, OR PROWIBITING —THE FREE SXERCUSE TTHERE OF 9 OR
ABRIDGING THg FREEPOM OF SPEEcH, OR OF THE PRESS ;7 OR
THE RIGHT OF THE PEOPLE PEACEABY TO ASSEMBUE, AND TO
PETTION T GOVERNMENT Foi2 A REDRESS OF GRIEVANCE S,

FoURTEENTH AMENDMENT

ALL PERSONS QRN OR NATURALIZED IN —THE UNITED STATES AND
SUBJIECT ~TO —THE JURISDICTION ~THERE OF, ARE CITizENS OF THE
UNITED STATES AND OF THE STATE  WHEREIN —Toed ReESiDE . NO
STATE SHALL MAKE OR ENFORGE ANM LAW \WHICH SHALL ABRIDci THE
PRINILEGES OR IMMUNITIES OF CITMIZENS OF “THIE UNITED STATES §
NOR SHALL ANM STATE DEPRINE ANY PERSON OF LIFE , LIRERTY, OR
PROPERTY | WITHOUT DUE. PROCESS OF LAW 5 NOR DN To ANY
PERSON WITHIN 1TS  JURISDICTION “THE (EQUAL. PROTELTION OF “THE LAWS



L\

STATEMENT OF THE CASE.

AT ALL 'thzs iz\:u:\//w‘r TO TTHIS ACTION , DOUGWNS JACKION

CuesINAFTER " PL—_—_"‘UTIONtQ > WAS INCARCERATED (N "THE OAKS

correcTionm. Faciut™ (ECF) 1IN MANISTEE , MiGHiGAN . PETITIONER  HAD
ARRNED AT IZCF ON MAM 3§, 2018, THi= NAMED DEFENDANTS  Bi6AN
AN ENTIRE CAMPAIGN OF RETAUATORM WARASSMENT , AND ON SEPTEMBRIER
1y ;) 2018, ACTING 2B siE, FILED A MOTION FoR (NJUNCTIVE REUER AGAINGST
ALL DEFENDANTS . NEARLY TTWO MONTHS  |ATER  PETIIONER , ACTING
PRO SE, FILED A CiNIL RIGHTS COMPLAINT PURSVANT TG H2 U‘S.C‘_.§\C‘<83,
WHICH WAS DOKETED AS AN AMENDIED COMPUINT  ONER  PETIIONER'S
INSTRUCTIONS TO "THEE COURT AND HIS ORJELTIONS 0 T CONTRARM ,

DURING 1TS iNITIAL  SCREENING  THIE  DISTRICT COURT DISMISSED
HOF THE 4 NAMED DERSANTS W ITHOUT PREJODICGE . ALLEGING CLAIMS
AGAINST THEM WEREE MISJOINED. ON MARCH 14, 2018, DURING 1TS SEND
SCREENING THE DISTRICT CORT DISMISSED THE REMAINDER OF THE
COMPLAINT WiTH PREJUDICE FOR FAILLRE =0 STATE A CLAIM .

ON APRIL §, 2019, THE DISTRICT coveT FiLEd DETITIONER'S PO S

MoTION FoR Et:com\sm\:efrnou ECF No. 23  wHicH WAS DiENED ORN

MAN 14,2019, On MAM 23, 2019, P‘:‘n oNER FILES NOTICE OF APPLEAL,
ON MAY2Y, 2014, PeETimoNER FiLED NOTIGE OF APPEAL N THE

UNITED §TATES COURT OF APPEALS FoR —THie gyt cweeurt ( U.s. con)
ON NOVEMRER 19, 2014, THE U.S. COA AFFIRMED THE JUDGMENT
OF TTHEE DISTRICT COURT. PETITIONER'S MOTION FOR RIEHIEARIN G
WAS  DENIED  peceamReR (8, 2014 . THE  U.S. COA  jsSUED A
MANDATE ON DECEMBER 26, 2014, CERTIORARI RENUESTED .

ARGUMENT T
THE V'S, COLRT OF APPEALS AND U.S. DSTRICT coulRT

DEGSIONS CONFLICT WITH THE FORMUMTION DIESCRIRING
RIETALIATION CLATMS \WUTHIN —THE U.S. CIRLUIT COURTS,

-1-



THIS CASE PRESENTS A ConELicT WIAH THE U.6. COA FOR
THE SITH C1eoiT$ OWN DECISION IN THADDE US — X V. BLATTER,
7S £330 378, 394 (6T ¢z 1999) Can BANC ). A PRIMA FACIE
CASE FOR FIRST AMENDMENT RETALIATION ENTAILES THRES ELEMENTS ¢
THE  PLAINTIEF PARTILIPATED iN CONSTITU TIONAL - DROTECTED ACTIVITY 7
(2) THE DERSOANT TOOK AN ADVERSE AcTION AGAINST THE PLAINTIER
LIKELY o CHILL A PERSON OF ORDINARY FIRMNESS EpRoM ENGAGING N
THE PROTECTED cONDUCT 5 AND (3) THERE (S A cAUSAL conNECTION
BETWEEN ELEMENTS ONE AND TWO — THAT 1S, "TUAT THE ADUERSE
ACTION \WAS MOTIUATE A LEAST IN PART RM

“ THE PLAINTIFEE'S  PROTIECTIED
CONDUCT.  THADDEVS ~X V. BLATTER suppA, TP,

]

a, PRO T TED LONDIXCT

PETTICNER'S GERIFIED coMmPLAINT AND AFFIDAVIT, HAS FORCE AND
EFFECT FoRk EVIDENTIARM PUR POSES, SEE IWILLIAMS v, _BROWNNAN, B
F2D 901, 905 (LTH cir 1992); 28 v.s.c. 3 1T4L, MoREowER, A PRO
SEE COMPUAINT MUST BE HELD To 1SS STRINGENT $TANDARDS THAN
FORMAL PLEADINGS DRAFTED B LANMERS , =STEWE v GAMBLE, Y29 U.S.
7,100 CI976). iy Wis coMPLNT PITITINER STATEDd ON MAM 31, 2018, T
ARRINED AT ELF AFTER REING TRANSFERED FRoM [ONIA CORRECTIONAL
FAQUTY (TCF) cnp, WHERE T WAS ALSO REING DEPRNED OF MY

CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT O ACCIEESS THE czavms ON APRIL 26, 2018,
PETITIONER HAD FILED JAcKSON . POWEL U 'S, DISTRICT CO0RT CASIEE

No. i2ie-cv- OO'-l(o(a/ AGAINGT THE TCF PRISIN OFFICIALS, ECF No. 1.

Oy FEBRUARM 5 2018, PETITIONER FILED JACKSON V. kKOid &7 AL
WS, DISTRICT cooRT caAsE No. 2518 -cv- 000IS, AGAINST RARAGA
CORRECTIONAL FACILUTY PRION OFFICALS, ¢ No. 1. Ol FERRARM
|4, 2018, PETITIONER EiLiED JACKION V. CORONADO =T AL, U'S.
DISTRICT COVRT cAsE No. ZiiB-cv- 00014 . Eci No. 1. On FEsRuARM
@, 2018, PETIONER FILED JACKSON v. BASTAN, iw.s. DISTRICT COURT
ez No. 2218 —ci- 000, SECF. No. 1. ALL OF THESE Cidil
RIGHTS COMPIAINTS ARE  AGAINST MICHIGAN PRISON OBSIciaL g,

_9-
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IN THIE BASTIAN CASE —THE CoRT ORDERED SERVICE. ON  JUNE
S, WIB. ECF No. S, IN THE CORNADO IZT AL, CASE T RE  COURT
ORDERED SERUILE ON JUNE 1Y, 20i8. ECF No. b, (0 THE KOKKO
ET AL, CASE THEE couRT ORDERED SERVIGE ON JUNE 19, 2018 . &CE
No., 3. DEFENOANT LEAH REREAN, MADE THE CODIKES.
T IS \WELL ESTARLISHEED "THAT PRISONERS HAWE A CONSTITUTIONAL
THADDEUS- X, SUPRA,1TS F3D AT 341
Y30 U.S.

RIGHT OF ACCESS TO THE JOURTS.
CITING LIEWIS v. CASEM, S18 U.S. 343 (1996} ; BOUNDS v. SMITH |

8i7, 821-24 (i9771).

PETITIONER'S COMPLAINT ALSS SHOWS —THAT HEE PROPERWN FILED
GRIEVNCE 7 &CF/2018/06/1396/286G, AGAINST BEREAN.
A PRISONER HAS AN UNDISPUTED RIGHT TO FIlE GRIVANCES AGAINGT
PRISN OFEicinLy oN HIS OWN BEHALF . SEE HERIZON v. HARRISON , 203
F3D YO, HIS (LTH iR, 2000) | TiE RIGHT —T0 EILE G2 EUANCES
ENCOMPASS THREATENING TO FILE A GRIEVANUS . CATER yv. DOLLIE,
LHT F.s0PP. 2D 826. 834 (£.D. MICH, 2006 ). THE LLITERATE  (NDIGENT
PRO SiE LITIGANT WAS ENGAGED jN PROTECTED coMDUCT.

b DUERSIE ACTION

IN THE  FIRST AMENDMENT CONTEXT, AN ACTION \S“ Ab\\\aas\:i'
= FTNOULD CHILL. OR siLisncGE A PERSON OF ORDINARY FikMNiEsS
FROM I=XIERCISING THE RIGHT AT STAKE . LT, FOR RiO - ETdIcAL
RISEOIRM . e . V. <t oF SPRINGRORO, YWTT £ap 8T, 822 (6T
CiR. 2001 (LITING  THADDEUS - %X (1S F3D AT 297), —THE LEVEL. S E
HARNSSMENT NEEDED TO SATISFY ~THIS STANDARD (s NOT STRINGENT,
HOLZEMER V. ¢i74 oF MEMPHIS, L2l F3aD 512 524 (T cir. 2010)
AN ENTIRE LAMPAIGN OoF HARASSMiENT {S Ac;’(fOMABu: RBECALSE T
MAY BE SQURSTANTIAL iN GROSS ., THARDEUS -~ X TS F3D AT 398
QUOTING  BART v. TELEORD, G117 F2D 622,625 (7T cie. (962 ).

-2~



VARIOUS NEGATIVIEE CONSEQUENCES A PLAINTIEF PLEADS MAY
AMOUNT —TO ADVERSE ACTION WHiEN ZONSIDERED IN THE AGGREGATIE.
GRIEFIN V. BERGHUIS, No. ii- 14876, 201 0.6, DIST, Liyis 39421, 20ib WL

libS826, AT & (E.0. Mici. 20ib) (" THE INDIVIDUAL INCIDIEN TS SURFERED

B4 PLAINTIFF ARs SUFI-iL\\:J\tT ‘ro CONS‘Tl‘TUTi:. AD\:ELZS\.. Ac:noz\t WHL-N
CONSIDERIED IN THE  AGGREGCATE )

On JUNIE 22, 20i8, DEFENOANT BEREAN TOLD ARPELLANT & &
MADIZ  copitsS OF MOUR COMPLAINT, BUT DON'T ExPECT O RiECis [uE
ASSISTANLE FROM ME oR MM LIZGAL wrzwuas AS LONG A3 JYou FiLe
SUITS AGAINST DEPARTMENT =MPONEES, APPELLANT TOLD RERSAN
THAT'S NOT HER BUSINESS, HIS LIZGAL AFFAIRS . BEREAN I?EPUE'D"“ THE

GRIEVANCE. "THAT \wu WROTIE AGAINST ME 18 MY RUSINESS NOUILL GET
NO HELP £RoOM Us

\1‘.\'E

AS ENIDENCE OF BEREAN'S RETALTATORY AcTS
APPELLANT SUBMITTEED AX'JUNE 8, 20(8 NOTARIZED NOTICE ; A JUNE
12,2018 NOTICE ; AND JUNE 22, 20i8 MNOTARIZED LIET TTER . To —THE
DISTRICT AND (.S, COA, AS THEM AccoMPANIED HiS COMEDLMNT AGAINST
Bepiean. (REviEW \oialne wiizlis; Gizz[ie POCOMENTS, ATTAcuES As

= xHigT/APPENDIX B)

THE DOCOMENTS iN APPENDIX B DIEMONSTIATE BERSEAN'S  ACTUAL
REFUSAL O PRINIDE. APPEILANT HELRP AT A TIME WHEN HiE \WAS
PREVENTED FI2OM  PHUSIALLY  ATTIENDING —TuiE  LAW L_uatzmq AND

IDENTIFY THIE PLEADINGS THAT HiE NEEDNED  Wisle WiTH. APD\:\.U\N"\"S
COMPLAINT  ALSO RIEENEALS THAT ON JUNE 26, 20I8 ; HEE Askied BzREAN
WHEN WOLLD SHE PROUIDE HIM Wit "THE REQUIRED  LEGAL WRITER
ASSISTANCEE. FOR PREPARATION OF LEGAL DOUMENTS SO “THAT HiE
COLLD MEET FiLiNG DEADULINES. SEE APPENDIX B. BEREAN TOD
PE TITIONER - APPEWLANT ?,“ NMOU'VE GOT OME  Neye , MoU Sieed
LAN S0ITS AGAINST PRIEN STAFE AND GRIEVANGES AGAINST ME .
MOVR  INTAKE S (LEfaI\L WRITER  INTAKE COMPUTER  Siius. .) WA S

RIGHT ABOUT YOU, G0 ST, DOWN JACKSON . “0U WAYE MU ANSNER
RUT HMOU MAN NOT LikE T

-4 -



On JUNE 272018, APPIELLANMT ADDRESSED A LETTER To BeERand
INFORMING Uiz OF WIS FILING DEADLINE AND THAT Li2paRd ASASTANT
CouE, WAS ALSD AwARE oF Tie DEapunge., ( REwaW Gf27is Lerree,
ATIACHED A3 &=iRIT ;B_) On JUNE 29, 2018, PETITIONER PROPERLM BiLED
GRIEANGE & ECR/2018/0T[1S90/28B | AGAINST BIEREAN FoR  VIOLATING
S CONSTITUTIONAL RiGHTS, B9 Juld 3 2018, REREAN STILL HAD NOT
PROVIDIED PETITIONER  JATH LEGAL WRITER HEW DISPITE i4is RREQUIEST,

ON JULM 2, 2018, HE ALERTED DEPUTY \WARDEN RBALL, AND IDENTIEIED
TTHIEE  PLEADINGS PETITIONER NEEDED HELL PREPARING iN A NOTARIZED
NoTtice  AppRisssEd o BALL (Direnomet). (review 742(18 LIETTEER AT Amﬂumxﬁ\

I A MIEMORANDUM DATED JUM 3, 2018 , STATING? 1) THE LW PROGRAM
WILL NEED 70 KNOWN  THE RASIS OF “ouR RicAsoN CoR WANTING  THIE
COURT TO IAEXONSIOER (TS DIECiSIoN, THIS WAS WITH REGARD —To THE
UiS, SUPREMiE COURT'S JUNIE W, 2018 ORDER, CiuTARld B4 THE  TIME
BERAN'S JuNe 2, 2018 MEMO WAS SENT OUT THIE FiLiNG DEADLIN
HAD PASTED. (ACTUAL tngurd) REuiEw SUPREMIE coueT RuLis 44 .
7—> WITH RESPECT To A FEDERAL HARIEAS CORPUS FOLLOWING THE=
MICHIGAN SUPR:=MIZE couxT's MAY 1,208, 0RDIER  UNIDEE cASEE No. i 5bbB3,
PEOPLE v, DOUGLAS JAciksont . REREAN ALUEGED THAT  WAUNE  COUNTY
CIRCUIT COURT CASE No. OG-003TI0-0- F¢. DID NOT =x18T. PETTIONER
WAS NEVER ABLE o PREMRE OR FiLiE THE FeEDERAL PETImION. ( ACTUAL
INJURM) REVIEW 2© U-6.¢. B 2244 (4)(1). (Revisw Ti3l1e Memo,
ATTACHED AS APPENDIX B )

On JUN S, 20i8, PETITIONIER RIZSPONDED T BEREAN'S UL 3, 2018
MEEMO  AND PRovipisDd DeEfutd BALL NoTmices ( REVIEW BOTH T(S[i8 OOLOMENTS

AT APPENDIK B) Oy JULH 1, 2018, AGAIN BERIEAN SIENT PETITIONER
A MEMORANDUM  REPEATING HER ERRONECDS REMARIKS (N Hizk JUlM 3,
2o1a MeEMo.( REviaw T)i[ie MEMO, AT APPENDIK B )

PETITIONER LOMPLAINT §TATIES "THAT ON JULM 4, 20i6, RBEREAN

-5~



REFUSED 1O MAKE COPIES OF DOWMIENTS NEEDED O APPEAL
CLASS T MISCONDULT HEARING REPORT DIECISIONS, WHEN wis /-\TTEMPTED

"T’o RESONE THIE |esue \m‘m BERAZAN SHE —TOLD PETITIONE
WRITIE ANOTHER GRIE —\mma_ PETTIONER SAD REREAN Q&-:-mun—nzb

AGAINST e WHIEN HE REFUSED TO SIGN HIS NAME ON A PuUsTOCOPH
AUTHORIZATION FORM oy Juld 19, 2008 BY TELUING PRISON GUARDS ~TuAT
HE WAD A PAPER oF HERS, WHILH HE DID NOT, HiS cizLL WAS
SEARCHIED | BUT NO PAPER WAS FounD,

ON JULM 20, 2018, PETITIONER PROPER\M FiLES GQRIEVANGE 5
ELC/‘ZB/G*I/HIO/NQ AGAINST BRERIEAN PRONIDING HIER NOTUCE OF THIE
CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATION,  PETITONER  sAID = RECEIUED A CANARM
COPM OF A LismAl. PHOTOCOM DISBURSEMENT FoM (S84~ 02) DATEDS
SR 19,2018, AND A DisBeRsE MEnT ForM (CAR-893). ROTH FoRMS STATE
PETITIONER  RFUSED 70 SieN , HOMAKTR HIE 2AID —THAT HE DID NGT
REFUSE 70 SIGN BASE HE WAS ONAWARE. OF THE FALSIEIED FORMS
AND HE DID NOT RERUEST COPIES O GINIEE —THE INFGRMATICN ON ENTHER
FORM , PETITIONER'S  ACCOUNT WAS cHARGES 4 2, S, “THE COMPUNT
STATES, BEREAN ATTEMPTED ~T0 GET ME TO SIGN THE WHITE AND
PINK coPliEs OF THE €83~ 02 AND A COPM OF THE CAR- 893,
THREATENING To WRITE A NoTicE oF INTENT (NLO.T) To CoNDUCT AN
ADMINISTRATIVE  HEARING .« NO HIEARING WAS CONDUCTED ). On JULN 26,2019,
T PROPERIM FiLeDd GRiEVANGas # Ecr/ 2018/ 01] (181 /17 Z, AGAINST
BEREEAN . ON SEPTEMBER 1) 2018, T REENED THe N.O.T, DATED
JULM 28,2018 RSN comMPUINT PAR. B-1l. O JULM 23, 2018
PETITIONER PROVIDED REPEAN A NOTARIZED NOTIGE REGUESTING
DSGAL WRITER HELP PREPARING  LEGAL PAPERS, On JUlM 25, 2018, RN
DeNiEd s REEST 1N A Memo. (Review l23lie noTias Ans —1|25]18
MEMO, ATTACHED AT APPENDIK &)

PARAGRAPH |7 OF “THE COMPLAINT REVEALS TUHAT ON AUGUQ"(\(O
2018, DEFENMANT PEREAN PREUVENTED APPELLANT FR0M PRI PABING
A MEBEANINGRUL MOTION FOR REONSIDERATION  OF THE U3 DISTRICT
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COURT'S  AUGUST (, 20I8 ORDER [N JACKSON V. POWELL ET AL, cAsSE No.
1218 -cv- Hub | AND A RESPNSE To A MOTION ForR SUMMARY

JUDGMENT N JACKSON V. FELIGANG g7 AL, CASE No, 22 1T-cv-117,
PETITIONER pPRWIDEPR RBEREAN WITH A NOTARIZED LETTER (DENTIERING

THIE “THE CASEES AND WHAT THiE _LIEEGAL WIRATER samn, EMPHASIS A"DDED)
CPETITINER  ADDRESSED A LETTER DATED AUVGUST 27, 2018 To TuiE
WARDEN =xpLAINING —THiE same, ( peuew 8Bliuie ano 8i27] ig LieTTeRs,
AT APPIENDIY B) THE FELUAND casE wWAS DisMissED .( ACTOAL (dues )

On AVGUST 3y, 2018, ACCoRDING TO THE COMPLAINT, BEREAN ISSLED
PETmoner An AUG.Ua‘( 30, 2018 MEMO STATING THAT HE WOULD RIS
REST2eTED FROM s  LAW LiRRARM iF HE WAS FOudD GUILTH O —TWO
DUPLICATIE  CLASS T MINOR  MISCENDLCT REEFORTS  THAT RI=ESOLTED  FiOM
AN INGUDENT INSIDIE —THiE Ligad . A HEARING \WAS CONDLCTIEED  IN ACCORD
WITH  MICHIGAN DEPATMENT oF copracTions (Mpoc)  Povicd pisctie (Pb)
03.03. 105 PRigoER biadPuM\; THE  HEARING OF FICER'S  IMPOSED
SANCTIONS  DID NOT INCGLUDE A BAN FROM THE  LiReARM, HOWIEV =R,
WITHOUT AU'(HOlzrml REREAN BANNED PETTIONER FROM ACCIESI TO
THE AW Liseary . ON AVGUST 30, 2018 PETITIONER REQUESTEDN  REREAMI
TTO PROVIDE  HiM INITH  ASSISTANGE  PREMRING AND FiLinég FOR INJUNCTINE,
RELIER REMATNG o THE 6O- DAY BAR FROM  THE Ui ( see
JACKKSON v. REREAN ET AL, CASE No. {118 -cv- OIOTS , =CF No. i> AND
HIELP PREPARING AND RILING A NGTICE oF APPEAL FROM —THE DISTIRICT
CORT'S  AUGLST 13, 2018 ORDER N JACK N . KokkO, cASEE No, 2: 18- cu-
OCOIS, ROTH REGUEST WERE b, (casing Actuar inJued) (Regien
@l 3018 MaEMO AND  B/3i[18 LETTER, AT APPENDIX B) petrmonee's
AVGUST 3|, 10i& NOTICE ADDRESSED To BERSAN, AND COMPLAINT  ADDRIESSED
TO \WARDEN DAQ:SHI ARE ALSO AT APPENDIX B FOR REVIEW.

PETITIONER'S \izR2imiED  COMPLAINT WITH (TS ATTACHED AFEIDAUIT
IN SUPPORT EXPLAINS IN MORE DETAL THE VARIOVS CASES WITH
WHICH BEREAN REFUSED TO PRONIDE HELP TO PETITIONER DUE O
HIS CNIL ACTIONS AGAINST PRISON OFFE IGALS , AND  GRENANCES  AGAINST
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LAW LIBRARINN BERXEAN. A COURT cAN CONSIDER NOT JUST —Twes
INDIUIDUAL ACTION OF A DEFENDANT, RUT e REASONABLY FORE —
SEIEABLE CONSEQUIENCIES OF THAT ACTION. SIGGESS~EL V. BARLOW,
HIZ £3D 643, 702 (LTi CiR. 2008), IN “THIS PRIESENT CASE, 1T 1S BERSAN'S
OWN \ERRAL REMARKS “TOWARD THE PETITIONER AND HER SURSEQUIENT
ACTIONS WHICH DEMONSTRATE T EUusMsSNT OF  ADUERSITY - AND
BEREAN'S ADVERSE ACTION INQUIRY 1S A QUESTION OF FACT FOR —TiHi=
JURN  BEGUSE THEM AR NOT SO DE MINIMIS . HOWEVER, HER REMARKS
AND CLOSE (N TIME DENIALS \WITHOUT LEGITIMATE PENOCLOGICATL (N'TE.QESTS}
AND QELF - IMPOSED SANCTION UPON PETIONER  WOULD DETER A
PEREON OF ORDINARY FIRMMNESS FROM cONTINUING O FlUE i iZiGHTS
ACTIONS AGAINST PRISON OFFICIALS AND GRIEUANUSS AGAINST BERIEAN .

HENCE, —THis WAS NOT A cONTEXT REQUIRING A PLEADER TO
AMPURY 1S CLAIM AGAINST BEREAN WITH MORE FACTUAL ALLESGA TIONS
TTO RENDER “THE  CLAIMS PlausiBLE , S=EE J_BM— v. HASTH HQO0 F3D
143, 157 (28D ¢iR. 2007). \n PARAGERAPH 7 OF HIS COMPLAINT PETITIONER
CITES MDOC PD 0S.03.0lk ' PRISONERS’ AcCiEsg TO THE couRTS
B A, WHicH STATES 1IN RELAANT PART, NO BE-TALIATION MM BE TAKEN
AGAINST A PRIONER WHO HAS FiLED A LAWSUIT OR |8 PURSUING LI’HGATION.“
BECAUSE PETITIONER DOES NOT HAaue=E A HiGH <LHoo. DERPOMA o
GENERCAL EQUIVALENCH DIPLOMA | PD 0S. 03,1l MADATIES AND
OBLIGATED REREAN —TO PROVIDE  yim WITH LEGAL WRITER  PiROGRAM
SERNVICES iN ORDER FOR HIM TO WAIE ACCESS aF THE coulT's
IN A MANNER WHERE TuE UNDERIMING CAUSE OF AcTioN 1S
DESCRIBED iN HIS MOTION FoR INJUNCTIUE REUEF ( WHICH THEE DICTRICT
COURT CONSTRUED As PETITIONERS ORIGINAL COMPLAINT , =CF No, IS
N.L PAGEID. 359) AND (TS LOST REMEDM SUFFIGENT 0 GIVE
FAIR NOTICE TO REREAN. RiEREAN'S R=TALIATION PREVENTED PETTIONER
FROM HAVING AN ADERQUATEE OPPCRTUNITY TO PRESENT HIS CLAIMS,
iN THE ARNE MENTIONED ATTIONS, FAIRLM TO THE COURTS RATHER
TTHAN MIEANING LESDS RITUALS INCAPARLE. OF MAKING 7 PAST "THE
DISTRICT COURT'S QLRATENING OR DEFENDANTS  MOTIONS FoR SuMMARY
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JUDGMENTS . MOREGVER, BEREAN CoULD NOT HERSELE IMRSE A 30- DAY
OR GLO-DAY RiEgTRICTION UPON PETITIONER'S LAW Ligakd  PRIVILEGES
BECAUSIE SHE WAS NOT ~rm£ HEARING OFFICER,  —THis DISTRICT coRT
READ INTC D 0S5.03. MS LAW LlBleQn:s WHAT 1S NOT THERE OR

PART OF TH= REzORD REFORE. THE a;uz‘r PETITIONER DI NGT AUTHORIZE
BEREAN 7O REMWVE ANM FUNDS FROM HIS ACCOONT OR <RERT A PiERT,
PETITIONER  COMPLAINT ( Par, lu) STATES "THAT HE BDRID NOT REZENE
THE NOTIGE OF INTENT TO CONDUCT AN ADMINISTRATIVE HERRING

UNTIL  SEPTEMBER 11,2018 AND THAT NO HERRING WAS BEUER HELD, THEIBY
BEARAN ALY DEPRIVED PETITIONER HS DUE PROCGESS RIGHTS .

/

IN THIS PEGARD AGAIN TuE DISTRICT COURT READS INTO PETITIONER'S
s . 1
COMPLAINT WHAT {8 NOT THERE, THIE CouRT SAMS, FOLLOWING A HEARING

oN BOTH NOTiciss, ’THI—-_—. r:uubs WEIE ORDERED ~TO B DISPURSED FrOM

PLAINTIEF'S ACCWM“ (b) PLAINTIEE HAD NO INWERENT RIGHT TO

RiEFVSE To PAM o a;pnzg HE RECEINED :" PETTIONER PREISNTED

NOTHING “TO THE DISTRICT COURT  (NDICATING THAT HIE RIEZEINED  ~THOSEE
ZOPiES,

c. _CAUSAY CONNEEC TION

On JUNE 22,2018, RBEREAN MADE HER FIRST VERRAL RIEMARK.,
SEIE PAR. 2 OF coMPLAINT, ON JUNE 20, 2018, REREAN MADE  HER
SECOND STATEMENTS | SEE PAR. 13 OF compuinT, ON JULM 3, 2018
BEREAN ALUSGED THAT THEE MICHIGAN SUPREMIEE coodT STATED THAT
WANNIE  CONT™ ClREDIT couRT casiE No. OG-00ZTTI0~EC  DOES NOT
EXIST . SEE T/3[i8 BEREAN MEMO, AT APPENDIY B, On Jowd 19,2008,
BEREAN MADE HER THIRD REMARK, SEE PAR, |4 OF COMPLANT;

On QUM 19, 2018, BEREAN, KNOWING FULL WELL —THAT PETITIONER
DID NOT HME ANMTHING "THAT BELONGED TO HER MALICIOUSLA HAD HiS
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TO BE REMOIVED FOM WIS ACCOUNT/ CREAT A DIERT FOR COPIES
RBEREAN ALLEGEDNN MADE . SEE PAR. (4, 1k OF COMAAINT,

TS 1S BEREAN'S ADVEERSIE ACTIONS, TO NAME A Fi=w,
TTHAT WEREE MOTIVATED BM  PETTIONEIR SILING CIUIL RIGHTS ACTIONS
AGAINST MDOC PRISON OFICALS ; AND GRIEVANGUES AGAINST i,
DERENDANT RBEREAN HAS NOT REFUTED ~THESIE FACTS. ~THE. PETTONER
DID MORE "THAN SIMPWM ALLEGLE RETAUATION 2 VERIFIED <oMAAINT
WITH AFFIDAWT N SOPRORT , ATTACHMENTS WHICH PUT FoRwaARD
A NUMBER OF SPEZIFIC, NONCONCLLSORY ALLEGATIONS AND  IEVIDENCE
O WITHSTAND "THE. DISTRICT CouRT'S L ReENING.,

ARGUMENT

L. THE UG COURT OF APPEALS AND US. DISTRICT couT
DECISIONS CONFLICT WITH THE U.S., SUPREME  coulT's
DECSIONS REGARDING |LLITERATE. (N DIGENT LEGCREGATED
PRO Si= INMATES” ACCESS OF —THE coRTS .,

THIS CASE PRESIENTS A CONFLICT WITH THIS CoURT'S DEUSIONS
[N JOHNSON v. AVERY, 333 US 463 (19eT); \wWoLer v. MCDONNELL
418 US 537 (i974) ; BOUNDS v, SMITH, 430 US 817 (1971); KNOP v.
JOUNSON, 477 P2p 996 Cou e, iq42) ; AMD LEWIS v. CAS&:‘{ Sig US
343 ( mqu) IN THE PiESENT cAgSiE  DERENDANT - RESFONDENT
RERSAN, WAS AWAREE THAT PETITIONER WAS ILLITERATE AND
CONFINETS M SEEGRIZGATION., "THEREFORE , PRIOR TO MID RERRUARM,
2014, BaElzaMd ALLOWIED THE LAl WRITER To ASSIST PETITIONER
PR=PAREE. SOME (NOTALL) oF MS REQUESTED PLERDINGS, BUT TuERes ~
AFTER CMID FERRUARM ) BEREAN STOPPED ALL ASSISTANCGE FIR0M
THE LEGAL WRITER PROGRAM , AND LEGAL REFRERENGE  MATERIAL THAT

PETTONER WOULD REQUEST.

Pi;’(l"(lOMEZS \Ii::.i2n-ll=D COMPWAINT AND AZCOMPANSHING
AFE | DAIT S‘TA’“:-S° T AM UNTIRAINED IN THE LAW AND DUE To
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MY SIGHTH GRADE i:.DUCA’(lOf\I TAM ILLITERATE . T AM NOT
ELOQUENT (N IEXPRIESSION. DAZAGRARH &, OF THE COMPLAINT
s—m—n=3° IN 1988 THE HONDRABLE JUDGE RICHARD A. ENSLEN, 180D
A FINAL OPINION AND ORDEIR ... DIRECTING MDOL <TO CONTRACT

WITH A NON - PROFIT CORPORATION FOR PNIDING PARALELAL ASSISTINCE
TO PRIONERS © REQURING "rm: HIRING OF AN ATTORNEM To puNeTIoN
AS A Dceoc.QAM DR TOR 4 4 s

AT SOME TIME THEREARPTER THE MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF
CORRETUNS (MDOC) tMPUMENTIED Doucq direz-uve (PD) 0S5.03.iG
" prisonRs” Acc.;ss TO THE CouRTS. UNDER '-rm: HEADING, LEGAL
WRITER PseouzAM, SECTION S| STATES 1IN PART, -“THE LEGAL WRITER
PROGRAA PRONINES ELIGIBLE PRISONERS N CORREZLTONAL FALILUTIES
ADMISITION (CEA) INSTITUTIONS WITH LEGAL ASSISTANCE. ON MATTERS
RELATNG TO THEIR CRIMINAL CONVKTION 0R CONDITICNS OF CONEINE MENT.
OnM PRASNERS NOT REPRESIENTED @Y COUNSEL WHO AREE UNABRLE TO
EFFECTUEN HiElp THEMSELVWES BY USING “THE AW LIgRARM OR  OTieR
AAILABLE  LELAL RESOURGES ARE ELIGIRLE To REGENE LEGAL
WRATER PROGIRAM  SERVicisS :'

AT ALL REUSVANT "TIMES PETTIONER WAS NOT REPASIENTED RN
COUNSEL AND DENED PHUSIAL ACLESS TO THE LAW LigRaRY; (2)
TTHE MDOC DIESTROMED VTS HARDCOUER PUBLICATIONS 6F LisGAL
MATERIALS © (3) IN 2014, DEFSNDANT WASHGGTON , IMPLE MENTED
AN ON- LINE ELSECTIONIC LA LIBRARM SUSTEM WIHERE A COMPUTER
IS REQUIRED AND PETITIONER DID NOT HAVE . RENIEW  PARAGRARH 24
OF THE COMAAINT, AND (4)  THE PAGING SHSTEM, BA WHICH
A PRIONER \WHO 1S DENeEd DRzt Accesg ( Like PeTTTioNER )
To THiE LAW LiRRMMY 1S ALLOWED TO RERUEST THAT LEGAL MATERIALS
BE RBOLHT 0 HIS el , cAN ONWY BE USED (F PRISONERS KNOW
THE TTLE OF THiE dASE AUTHOATH | "THIE VUOUWMEE AND PAGKE
NUMBER . THEN THERZE 1S THE 1SSUE OF HOUSING UNIT P2 SO
LHUARDS WHO RETAUATE BN NOT GINEN PRISONER THEIR RERUESTED
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LEDAL MATERIALS, RENIEW PARAGRAPHS 2S - 27 OF —THE cOMPLAINT.
HENCE | PETTIONER'S  CIUIL RIGHTS COMPLAINT  DEMONSTIZATED  —THAT
HE WAS UNABLE o ErFRETIUEIY HELD WIMSELE BY UsING THE
LAN LIBARM OR OTHER AVAILARLIE LECAL ResLidiEg |

SELTION T. OF PD 0S.03.ilc PROVIDES N DAQT,i A PRISONER
IS ELGIBLE 0 RECEIVE LECAL WRITER  PROGI2AM SERVIGES 11 "THiEM
MEET ANY OF THE FOLWOWING CRIFERIA °

1. DOES NOT HANE A VERIFIED GED OR HIGH SAGHOOL DIPLomA,

CEMPHASIS (N ORIGINALY ~THIS (NDIGENT DETTIONER DOSES NOT MAE
A GED ok HiGH ScHooL RIPLOMA ., HWENCGE ; TTHERE 1S NO LEGITMATE
PENOLOGIAL INTEREEST FOR REREAN, PARISH, AND WASHINGTON'S REFUSAL
TO ADUIDE T JLEpRWMY REQUIRED LEGAL WRITER PROGRAM  ASHSTaNGS
30 THAT PETTONR'S ACCESS OF THEE COURTS WOULD BE  MEWINGEUL |
BOUNDS v _SMITH, SUPRA, H30US AT €23 ("' MEANINGFOL Accisss' TO THE
COURTS 1S TTHE Toucustone" ) ( auoting 0SS v. MOFEITT, HiT Us 00, (it
Ci1914),

TTHUS, “THIE DISTRICT CART, AND COURT OF APPEALS  \WHOLLM
1GNOED  THE  PACT THAT BEARBN'S ACTION 1N THAT REGARD WAS
ARBITRAM AND eapeicions (Reuswl PD 05.03.ilk, A1 Appendix £
"TT&EIZEQD(ZL—:, THE QUESTION —THEN RBEZOMIES NOT WHETHER THiE
INDIGENT (LUTHERATE PRISONER FILED OR PRAEMRED -TH= UN ~
SUCLESSFULL MEANING LEESS PLEADING S | DIENATI SR RM Tui DisTRICT
cowz'-r[ ECF No. 20 PAZELD, ‘408»—‘40‘%], BUT WHETHER AS AN
ACTUE CUIENT OF THE LEGAL WRITER PROGAM AT THE
TIME THE REQUEST WAS MADE BEFORIE SUCH  PREMIRATIONS AND
FILINGS, BIEREAN WAS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE LEWL WRITER PROGRAM
SERVICE "THROUGH PRISONERI AT OAKS CORRETIONAL TAaciuTH (ECR)

WHO HAD SUCCESSTULLY  COMPLETED "THIE LEGAL WIAATER
TRAINING PROGIAM AND WAS ASSIGNED B9 IECF AS PETITIONER'S

LEGAL WRITER ., SURELY SUCH A TAINED PRISONER \WOULD

.n.lz._



HAUEE KNOWN TO STATE THE UNDERWMING cAUSE OF ACTION AND
TS LosT REMEN ; (2) WHAT TUs LAW WASZ (N ORDER TO
DIETERMINE WHETHER A <JOLORARLE. CLAIM EXISTED.

TTHE DISTRICT cOLRT PREVENTED BEREAN FROM =xPLMAN (N G
CWHM SHE REFUSED TO PROVIDEE LEGAL WRITER SeEeNius . |a
JOHNEON V. AVERM, SUPRA, 393 US AT HYB8T, —TWis8 cOURT SAMD. —Tus
STATE AND (TS OFFICERS MAM NOT ARBRIDGE OR IMPAMR PETITIONER'S
RIGHT To APPLY To A FPEDERAL Coui2T FoR' A WRIT OF HAZAS CORPUS, TD.
HERE, BEa=AN  ABRIDED OR IMPAIRED PETITIONER'S RIGHT OF Acisss
TO THE CoUZTS | Tikiz BX IMPINGGING ON HIS 'FIeST AND poulteEsTu
AMENOMENT izaems N TURNER v, sArieM, uUs2 us 18,83 (1a81) Tuig
CcouiT Hisld THAT YA PRISON IZI_(;ULA’TIOM TTHAT IMPINGES ON ENMA‘U:S
CONSTTUTONAL RIGHTS . o. IS VAILD nC r( IS REAONABNY RELATIED TO

LEGITIMATE.  PENOLO &ICAL IN"ZEZES’(S

N PETIONERS casie —Tue cou2T WAS UNABLE —To FAIRLM  \EUAMLUATE
TTHE CONSTIUTIONAL RisnSOMNABLENESS OF BEREDN'S AcTioN BELAUSE
SHE WAS NOT REGUIRED TO ANSWER £OR HER [MPINGEMENT UPON THIE

PETTIoNER'S  CONSTITUTIONAL [RIGHTS. GERMANE | iS5 BEREAN'S
RETAUATORM VERBAL STATEMENTS TOWARD P&;‘ﬂ’nom—;rz AS  SHOWIN]
ABNE IN ARGUMENT I. THE <ouRT OF APPEALS I (TS NOUEMBER
i9 2014 ORDER ST7ATED," ALTHOUGH JACKSON HAS PROVIDED ... LiST of
LITIGATION THAT WAS ALLEGEDWM HAMPERED BECAVSE oF ... DENIAL
OF A LEGL WRITER OR LALK OF ACCESS “TO THE LigiARd , HE UAS
FAILED TO DEMOINSTRATE THAT MHiE SUEFERED AN ACTUAL iNJoRH
RECAUSIEE HE FAILED -1 D&:scmtgsa HIS UNDERWMMING LLAaiMg oR -To
ASSERZT THER NON-—CR{yoOuT™ .

HOWNER, THiZ COMPLAINT STATED THAT PETITIONER WAS —~toTAUN
OR FUNCTIONALLY LLITEATE | WHUSE  EDUCATIONAL ATTAIN MENTS ARE

SUGHT ; AND  LEGAL KNOWLEDGE INTELLIGENCGE 1S LiMITED, THE
COMPLAINT FURTHER STATED THAT HEE HAS PROBLEMS ARTICVOLATING .
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PARRAGRAPH S OF THE COMALAINT STATES, DEFENDANTS ( el
ALE NOT CONFORMING O CONSTITUTIONAL MINIMA  WITHOUT A VALID
REASONABLY RELATED LIEGITIMATE  PENOWGICAL INTEREST. DARAGRAPH G.,
OF THE COMPLAINT STATES, T AM BEING DEPRIVED COF “THOSE

FiRST, =igHTd , ND FORTEENTH AMENDMENT RiIGHTS

o O e BEZEAN, AQE
DE PRIUING ME  -THIE “TOOLS ... ., TO ., ATTACK. MM SENTENCES ... AND

CHALLENGE CONDITIONS 6F MY CONFINEMENT 24 PREVENTING ANDjOR

INTERFERING WITH NONFRIVOLOUS CLAMS (N THE FOLLOWING ACT

1o/ N
PAAGRAPH (4) I1DENTIFNY THE ACTIONS WITH NONFRINOLOUS CiAIMS.

RENIEW PARAGRAPHS G, AND 10, ALSO. THE PETUTIONER DD AsSET
HIS LITIGATIONS NON ~FRINOUT

IN WOLEE v. McooNMEL  yig us S3G,ST149, THIS CouRT SAID
THE RIGHT OF AcCESS To THE LoURTS, UPON WHICH Aveey WAS
PREMISED , IS FOUNDED N THE DUiE PROCESS CLAUSE AND ASSURES
THAT NGO PERSIN WiLL BE pENIED TuE CPPORTUNITTY “TO PRESENT 7o

THE  JUDIIARN ALLEGATIONS CONCERNING VIOLATIONS OF FUNDA MEN-TAL
CONSTITUTIONAL RGHTS. HENCE, IT g BEREAN'S INTENTIONAL  REFUSAL
Yy \ —

G ALLOW T LEEGAL WRITER TO ASSIsT PETITIONER  pPREPARE

HIS CMIL RIGHTS COMPLAINT , AND RELATED APOEAL WHILEE s
WAS  IN  1SOATED SEGREGA-TION 15 WHAT CAUSED THE \LLITERATE
SEGREGATION PETTIoNER FROM  DESCRIBING WIS UNDERLMIN &G
cams . C eMPIAgIS appied)

BEREAN INTENTIONALLA REFUSED TO cOoMPM WITH THE CONSTTUTIONAL
STANDARDS MADATED 1IN BOUNDS v, SMITH, SuPRA 430 US AT B28.

( WE HOLD. .. THAT THE FUNDAMENTAL CONSTITOTIONAL RIGHT OF ACCESS
TO THE oURTS REQUIRES PRISON AU THORITIEES TO ASSIST INMATIES
IN THE PRE MRATION AND FiLING OF MEANINGFUL LEMML PAPER.S &M

PROVIDING PRISONERS WITH ,, ., ADEQUATIE ASSISTANCE £ER0M PERINS
TRAINED N THE LAW)

IN PETUTIONIER'S CASE 1T (S APPARSENT

TTHAT TUSRE 1S AN ACTUAL CASE OR CONTROVERSH PURSUANT —TO
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TO ARTICLE TIL OF THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION , HOWENER
DO TO = BouNDS VIOLATION IE,, DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE Frzom  PERSIINS
TRAINED (N THIE LA RAISING HIS ciAiMG IN THE FipgT INSTAN G,
PETiITIONEDR SIMPLY WAS UNAWARE —THAT HEE WAS REguiked To
DESCABs ALL or i UNDEIRLYING CLAIMS, DUE -0 WIS LA OF LEGAL
KNOWLEDGEE, ILLITE2ACH, AND 1SOLATED  SEGRIEGATION . AT THE TIMeE
PRI O PRERRZING AND FILING HIS CiuiL COMPLAINT HE  HAD NO
KNOWLEDGE , APPRE HENSION OR COMPREHENSION OF © CHRISTO PHIER v,
HARRBURM, S3( US 403 (2002). DBEREAN, INTENTIONAUMN REFUSED
TO PRO T PETITIONER'S RIGHT TD ALLESS TO THE £oURTS BY
DEPRIVING  HIM ALTERNATIUE  SOVRCES OF LEGAL KNOWLEDGE | SEE
LOUNDS, SuPRA, 430 US AT BiT. |

N FAct oy WAS AN MOUSLY EXTENDED T COUER
ASSISTANCEE (N CINIL RIGHTS ACTIONS, SUCH As “TH(S, IN MOLFF v. MCDONNELL
SUPRA.  SIMILARLM, Recaiss PETTIONER WAS UNARLE TO To DEXRIRE,
OR AWARE THAT HE MUST DESCRIBE WIS UNDERLIING CLAIMS, HiS
CONSTTUTIONAL  RIGHT TO HIELP, REQUIRED AT LEAST ALLOWING
ASIISTANCE FROM HIS LITERATE FELOW LEGAL WRITER  CONICTED FELONG .
THE QUESTION THEN RisZoMES , WHETHER THE ACESS RIGHTS OF THE
INDIGENT, ILLITEATE, [OATED SEGREGATED PRO SIE PETTONER  \WERE
VIOATED  WITHOVT ADERQUATEE JUSTIFICATION . PETITIONERR , WAS  ALTUALLM
AN ACTINE CLIENT OF THE LEGAL WRITER PROGRAM, BEREAN,

JET DEPZIVED HIM ASSISTANCE. PROM  SUCH PROGRAM  PREPARING AND
FILING THE JiiL RIGHTS COMPUIINT AT [SSLE. BEcAUuSE  REREAN 18
IDENTIFIES AS A DEFENDANT, “THUS, THE LOWER CORTS JUDGMENTS
ARE UNREASONABLE  BrAUSE. —THEM  CONFUCT WITH - JOHNSON, supRA . AND
CAMIOLEE, QUPRA . "THE DISTRICT COURT ADMITTED GOING CUTSIDE  THE
RECORD FOR 1TSS FINDING THAT BEREAN DID NOT HAE —TO PROVIDE. PETITIONER
HELP PREPARING THE DOocUMENTS [N ISSUE. E4F No. 27T PAGEID YLy | THE
COURT SAIDIL) PLAINTIFE 1S A PROLIFIC PILER OF GRISVANCES @ 2) BEREAN \WAS

ENTITLE D TO {SSVE AN VNRESTRACTED Lidiaed 8AN | 32) FOLLOWING A HEARING O TieE N0 T

= = ¥ THE DISTRACT CoorT'S REASCNING |
. VI DENGE 1N RS TO SU0T
..., NO ENIiDEN e



ARCUMENT 111

DEFENDANT LEAR B=REAN | INTERFERED \WITH

PETITIONER'S ACCESS OF THE  COURT OURING —THE

APPEAL STAGE OF THE PROCIEEDINGS M WiER
MISCONDUCT,

THIS CASEE PRESENTS Tiis QUESTION OF DEFENDANT REREAN'S
TOTAL DENIAL OF LEGAL WRITER DROGRAM AL Si STANUE  ALTOLGETHER
AFTER THE DISTRICT courT's MARXKH 19, 2019 OPINBDN AND JubaMeN T,
Ow APrIL 2 2019, Bipi=AN PROVIDED "THEE INDIGENT, lLLeRERATIE, | SOLATED,

SELREGATED PRD S Pi—_’Tl’?IONf:J? A MEMORANDUM  THAT STATED

THE COLLOWING (N PART S iBASt:D ON THE CouRT's OPINION 1IN JACKEON v

BaRiead, USDE WD 1218~ cy- 0TS, OUR OBLIGATION “TO ENSURE  ~TuAT
THE PRISNER HAS Accizsg e} C.OU%Z‘(S DOES NOT ENTITUE TuaT PrasoneD

TO BE ASSisSTED BY A LEGAL WRTeR . ,,, (Q\EV\\:N /21 Mizmo,
A1 APPENDIX B )

BERSAN'S APRIL 2, 2019, MEMO DEMONSTRATES THAT EUEN
THROUGH —TH= DISTRICT courT HAD NEVER 1SSUED AN ORDER  REQUIRING
RERE=AN 1 AL, TO BE QERVED A COPM OF THE CNIL RIGHTS
COMPLAINT | BEREAN AND  $o0MERODY NAMED LANSING WEREs  \WEUL
AWARE cnz SUCH LITIGATION 1N THE  FPreepal COURT, THERE B
SUPPHING  FURTHER  CIRCOMSTANTIAL MOTIE For ReReAN'g
RETALIATION (1N THE FORM OF A PATTERA OF HARARSMIENT
REGARDING  PETITIONER'S ACCESS o THE COURTS.

THE MEMO ALSO REVEALS HOW RROAD THE DISTRICT coulkT's
MARCH (G, 2019 JUDGMENT IS,0R MAY RE CONSTRUERD . FURTHETR

RENIEW OF E;E(zaqr\;s ML—.MOEAMBUN\ REINFORUSS ~THIS PACT, THE

MiEMO IZ\:_ADS THE COURT OPINED N THS CASE ~THAT PRISONER

JALlcs_OM IS A VERY = PERENCED LITIGATOR N THE P, couRs
AND HAS DEMONSTRATED THAT HE 1S RuuM CAPARLE OF LITMGATUN &
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CASES WITHOUT THIE ASSISTANCE OF A LEGAL WQ"(EQ(OQ&N\ON %.\23,'
C empiagis 1N oRicmnL )

TTHE EFFECT 1S OVER WHELMING ., PETITIONER WAS TRANSEERED
FROM onkg corrisctionat Baciuty (ECE) ISOLATED SISGRIS GATION ok
AUGUST 20,2019 . HIE ARRIUED AT RARAGA coRRECTIONAL Faciuty ( AME)
ON AVGUST 2i,2019 AND WAS [IMMEDIATELY CONFINED IN 1TSS 1SOATED
SEGRECATION . WHEN PETITIONER  REQUESTED  LISGAL WRITER PROGIRAM
AERviICES , AMF AW Ligesizian kKeme, QEEPOMDED WITH A MaEMO
DATED SEPTEMBER (b, 2014 STATING 1N MPeT, MOUR LEtAL WRitng
PRIVILEGES HANKE RN SUSPENDED; A LEGAL WRITs2 WilL NOT

B ASSIGNED T6 ASSIST MoV AT THIS ’TIME." ( REVEW keMPis g iulig
MeMO, AT A-PD&\LD%X-§-> THUS, WHILEE HS SITUATION AND  CONEANEMENT

HAS NOT CHANGED , HIS REQUEST FoRk ASSISTANCGIE  PREPARING A
MEMJINGEUL  PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORAR

IN THIS CouRT HAS
BEEN DEdieEd,

WITH RiEspi=cT To  BizREAN's INTENTIONAL  INTERFERENCGE W ITH
PETITIONER'S APPIEAL OF DISTRICT CouRT'S MARCH 15,2019 JUDGMENT , 1T
ALSD VOLATED AND [NJURED HIS FIRST AND FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT
RIGHTS OR ACUE3S TO6 THIE COURT ,, AND  PROHIRITING R:=-TALIA-TIONS .
THIS PETITION FOR WRT OF CERTIORARI , AND PETITIONER'S APPL=AL
ARE NON-FRivoLovs, BY MAY 23,2014, THE DATE HIS NOTICE
OF APPEALL WAS PiLED IN THE DISTRICT cooRT. BEREAN | HAD  gvopp=D
SENDING  PETITIONER  ANM REQUIESTS WIE HAD MADE  EOR =LA
MATERIAL , THUS HE \WAS COMPLETEL  STUMIED , WE DID NOT
KNOW HOW TO APPIEAL  ~THE Digmict covet's JUDGMENT . HE DD
NOT MNOW tow <o ARGUE ARTICOLATE , AND  BID NOT kNOW
TTHE APPELLATE PROCEDRE OR RULES . “THE RESULT WAS TuaT
THE  CoOURT OR APPEALS AFEIRMED THE DISTRICT CouRT's JUDGMENT .

BERAN'S MISCONDUCT CLEARLM CAUSED —THis DENIAML. O PETITIONER!

S
APPEAL
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ARUVGMENT TU

THE U.S. DISTRACT coulkT CREATED AN SESQUAL
PROTEZTION RIGHTS ISSUE (TSELE RY (T8 RULING.,

THIS CASE PIAESENTS AN INFRINGEMENT  URON PETTIoNER'S
FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT RIGHTS COMCERNJINMA’U;S StMILARL
SHITUATED TO HIM RECENING TUE PRIVILEGE ©F \EGAL WRITE2
PROGIRAM  ASSISTANGE PREMRING  PLEADINGS NEEDED —O ATTA
THEIR SENTENCGES, DIRECTLY OR cOUATERALLMY , AND  TO CHALLENGE
THEIR COoNDITIONS OF CONRINEMENT WHILE  HOUSED AT 1=¢e's
1 SOLATED SEGREGATION UNIT .

THIS [SSUE AROSEE AFTIER THE DisTiicT counT's MaRcy 19, z0(4
JUDGMENT WHILE PETITIONER WANTED TO PRESENT A MEARNINGRUL
BRIEF To THE APPELLATE JoURT REATING TO THIS MATTER HOWENER
IN 1TSS MARCH 1],2019 ORDER, DISTRICT CovRT S‘T/-\'TED:“ IN Higs MANY CASEES,
PLAINTIFFE HAS ROUTINELY DiRAFTED HiS ONN COMPLAINTS, TOGETHEIRZ  WiTH
INNUMIEIZABLE MOTIONS | RERUESTS FOR REZONSIDERATION , AND APPIEALS.
HE HAS DEMONSTRATED “THAT HE 18 FulM CADABL\: OF LITIGATING C,AS';;S
WITHOUT THE ASSISTANGE OF A LEZAL WRTER .  2¢F No. 20 PAEID. vo9 .,
(eEMepAs AdDED ) DEFENDANT BEREAN, REUED ON THAT STATEMENT
WHEN SHiE DENIED PETITIONER  ANM FURTHER  LeEGAL WRATER
PROGRAM  ASLISTANUE WHILE HE REMAINED | SOATED 1N SEGREGA-TON .
RENVIEW APPW D 3sudkA .

HOWEVEE, BeRiEAN'S OBLIGATION —TO ENSURE ~TUAT DRISMERS WAE
ATEIESS TO THE couRrTS ENTITILES TuaT PRISONER —TO Q= ASSISTED
B A LEGAL WRITER \WHEN T PRISONER HAS NO ACCESS To A LAW
LigraRY . Risyiaw BOUNDS | Y20 US AT 828 ( HOLDING THAT A PRASIN-
MUST EITHER PROVIDE AN ADERUATE LAW LIBRARM OR OTHER FORMS OF
LIEGAL ASSISTANCEE) . THUS, THIE DISTRICT £ouRT MADE AN EXCLEPTION
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O TTHE  BOUNDS HOLDING A< APPLIED 6O PETITIONER'S Al OF
ACCESE TO THEE LAW LIRRARY | THEREEY ALLOWING QERIEAN TO
TREAT PETTIONER DIFFERIENT —TuEeN THE  OTHER  1SOLATE SEGRIE -
GATED> INMATIE AT =cF. DURING THiE MONTH OF AUGUST, 201G WHILE
STILL CONEFINED ToO [SOUATED SEGREGATION, PETITIONER WAS ARLE

TO AQUIRIEE THRISEE AFFIONITS FROM TWO SEGREGATED |NMATES “
WHO Wi INDEED  EIMIUARWY SITUATED T0  PETITIONESR AND  \WHO

WERE RECEINVING LEGAL WRITER PROGRAM SERIGEE  AND WHTNESSIED
GTHERs  SiMitaY  SITUATED RECEWNING SUCH WELP . BoTH AFSIANTS

ALSO STATE TTHAT THEU WEAE RECENING LEGAL RESCEZENCE

MATEiAe FROM  Bisriean | ( ReEviEW B13{I5 AFEIDAITS OF [NMATES
MICHAEL PowWELL #¢ Y8423y (INMA'TE NUMBE!Z)/J,VD RYAN DEiILLE #4

BY0sO , AND  8/13[13 AFFIDANT OF MICHAEL POWELL 5 Yeu23y,

AT APPEN DIX '::_)

HaNcE Wit gielp PETITiONER  WILL PILE A FEDERAL RULIES
OF CiNIL PROCEDLRIE Rulis (O )(3) RELIEF RROM JUDGMENT
MOTION | ON ThHE Basis OF BEREAN'S MISCONBUCT OF DLE2RININ G

HIM LAl REFERENGE MATEALS AND EGAL \NRIFTER PROGRAM
SERVIGE WHILE  Hi= wAS

N ISOATED  SEGRECATON PRENENTED PETIoONER.
FIROM FULLY | FARLY. AND MEANINGEULLY.  PREZENTING HS caces —0  Tiis

COUTTT OF APPERLS . Tuis DISTRICT €ooRTS MARCH 19, 2018 JUDGMENT
ALLOWS T MDOC 6 —mReAt PETiTIodeED. DiPFeEReENT  THAN O THER

SIMILARLY  QITUATIED  INMATIES RECARDING  LIstM. WRITER  Pi0GI2AM Hiewe,
WOREGVER, SOMIE oF THE LEGAL PAPIERS —THAT THE DISTRACT couzT
CONCLUBED THAT PETITIONER D'I2AF"TED, WHELRE ACTLVAUM  CRreEATED
BHY A LEGAL WRITER ; AND THE COMPUAINTS (N FORM  FORMAT
(MEANING PETITIONER MM FILLED (N Buinks. )

ARUGMENT I

THE DISTRICT couRT INTENTIONALLM ABJSED \TS DISCRETION
DURING 1TSS SCREENING BY GOING GUTSIDE —THE REDORD AT
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THE  PLIEADING STAGEE OF —THE PROCEEDING ~THERERM
GIUWNG THIE APPEARANGUE oF RIAS,

TTHIS CASE PRESENTS A QUESTION OF , AT WHAT <STAGE oF
TTHE  PROCEEDING 1S THE JUDGE  ALLOWED -0 GO OJUTSIDEE OR
THEE PLEADINGS REFORE 1T, ~THs CENERAL.  OR NOT SO GENERAL
ALLEGATIONS oF PETITIONER'S PRO SIEE  VERIFIED COMDBLANT WA TH
ACCOMPANY NG ASEIDAVIT  |N THIS PIESIENT CASE SUERIGED TO
CLAIM INJURY B LEAK REREAN , AND HENCE STANDING To. DEMAND
REMEDIATION, WITH RESPEZT 6 HiER PATTERN OF RETALIATORM
HARMNSSMENT , INCLUDING PAILLRE TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE LS aAl
ASSISTANCE T THE  (NDIGENT [LLITECATE SEREGATED  PRO SE
PETonise

i“L&WLLS V. €ASER  SI8 US 343, 8358 THIS CovizT QUOTED
LUJAN v, SNNERS, o UFE |, 504 US SSS, 56| (1862), Wiew
SAID 1IN PART, AT THE PLEADING STAGE | GENERAL FACTUAL ALLEGATICNS
OFR INJURM RESULTING FROM —THE ba»aum:\ns CONDLT MaY SUCFICE ,
o2 ON A MOTION To DISMISS WE PRESUME  ~THAT GENERAL MU EGATIONS
EMBRACE  THOSE  SPECFIC FACTS THAT ARIE NEZCESSARM 10 SURROIRT

TTHEE CLAM, ITD. ONDER FED. R. GU. PROC. Blay(2) A PLEADING
MUST CONTAIN A SHO(ZT AND DPiLAIN S’m’n:Mi::M’( O THE LiAatM  SHOWING
TUAT THE PLEADER IS ENTITLED 70 RELEF. I DARE ASSERT
THAT THE FEDERAL RULE DOES NOT  NFORM  PETITIONER'S  \NHO
AREE NOT ANMERS oR FAMILIAR iTTH SUCH RULE  “THAT THEW MUsT
OELRIRE TUHEIR UNDERIMING CLAIMS AND TO ASSEIZT TUEIR NON-
FRIVOLITH , (b=, Tues pl..:"]\’l)li\\(ﬁ STANDARD MANDATED B RuLE
2 DoEsS NOT e&nieEN ra\__Quua: DETAMLED PACTUALL AlLEGATION 5“
TTHIS [, NOTWITHSTANDING TTHE  FACT PETTITIONEIR  WAS  NOT
AWARIEE oF &ED R Y. PROC. B BECAUSE TiE DISTRICT <ouRT
SUPPUED WM WITH THE COMPLAINT FORM AND ATTACHED
FILING A COMPLAINT 134 A PRISONER  UNDER

INSTRUCTIONS FOR



THE CIVIL RIGHTS AcT |2 ULS.C. % 1983 . On PAGE 3 OF —THE AcTUAL
FORM = SIS¢TioN [V, UNDER s WizapiNG | STATEMENT OF CLAIM,
IT READS . 3TATE HERE THE FACTS OF OUR CASE , DIESCRIBE Wow
EACH DEFENDANT (S PERSONALLY INVOWNED ., INCLUDE. ALSO THE NAMES
OF OTHER DPERSONS (NOLVIED , DATES AND PLACES. DO NOT Giue A
LHEEGAL ARGUMENTS OR CITIE ANM  CASES OR STATUTES. (F 0U INTEND
TO ALLEGE A NUMRBER o RELATED SLAIMS | NUMBER. AND 52T CoiTi
EACH CLAIM IN A SEPARATE PARAGRAPH ., USE AS MUCH SPAcE. AL MoU
NEED. ATTACH =X TRA SHEETS | Ntfcessmz%f' REMIEW  COMPWAINT
ForM, &CF No,. q , AS DEMONSTIRATIED, T DISTRICT couvizT's ZOMBAINT
FORM  ALSC WHOUMY FAILS TO REQUEST A DESCRIPTION oF A pPeETItouep's
UNDERIMING cLaing . HENCE 1 THE PRESENT CASE ReEQuiRiss

TTHIS CcouRT's JUDIGAL EXPERIENCGE AND < OMMON. SENSIEE 1O
DETERMINIE WHETER PETITIONIER'S COMPLAINT CoNTAIN  SORRICIENT
FACTUAL MATTER , ASCERTED AS TRUE, 0 STATE A CLAIM TO RELER.

TTHE DISTRICT couRT DURING 179 SECOND  SCREEMING  WENT! OUT-
SIDE  PETTONER'S SUBMITTED PLEADINGS AND DISCNERED  NUMEROUS
LETTERS | ARFIDAWTS , AND OTHIER. DOCUMENTS AND PLEADINGS FitiEDd BY
PETITIONEIZ 1IN oTHER €AsES (1T 1S ASSUMED THAT A LEBAL WRitse  PRIE -
PARED THE UNDETICNED PAPERS ). THE cOURT SAID, EXCERT \WHEN

CTTMPEWRITTEN BM A LEGA. WRITER , ALL OF THOSE DOLUMENTS AND “THE
ENVEELOPES 1IN WHICH THiZ WERE MAILED WERE  DRAPTED (N THE SAME
HANDWIRITING AND USED THE SAME RORMAT AND PHRASING, REGARDUESS
OF THE FACUTY AT WHILH PLAINTIFE WAS HOUSED \WHEN HE FiUED,

THE DISTRICT COWRT STATED, THIS COURT CONELUDED THAT
PLAINTIFE coulD NOT DIEEMONSTRATEE ACTUAL iNJURM TO ANM PENIDING
LITIGATION CAUSED RBY DEFENDANT BEREAN'S EALVRE. o ASsSiaN A
LEGAL WRITER (N ANY GIUEN CASE, N LIGHT OF PLAINTIEF'S EXTENSNE
HigTORM OF DEMONSTRATED ARLTY To LTGATE WS OWN CASES .

( EMPUASIS ADDED) ECF No. 27 PAGEID, He3.  UORErER, o REuiEw
THIE DISTRICTCooRT'a SCREENING RIEUWER 6F A COM PLAINT

REQUIRIES “THiE JwRT -TO IDENTIEY JOGNIZABLE i AIMS  OR
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DISMISS THIE COMPLAINT, O AUY PORTION OF “THE COMBLAINT THAT
(S FRINOLOUS, MALICIoUS , OR FAILS To STATE A CiLAIM  Uon WHICH

REUEF MAY B GRANTIEERD,

N Pz;‘u’rwNL_z S CASE HOWEVER THE DISTRICT CoURT LONFLATED
" FiLivg PLEADINGS. WiTH " LITIGATING .CA&_ AND PROCEEDED To
CONDUCT AN INUESTIGATION  RY IEXAMINING “TuiE FOLLOWING CASES ¢

(1) JAcicsoN . POWELL, No. 1B ~cv- Yoo (. Micd ). HEREE, THiZ DisTRCT
COURT CITES [ECF Neos. 1-3,5, 20-24. NET, THOSE WERE T
COMPUIINT FORM. AND  RINANCIAL  ASSIDAYT FORM, ROTH OF WHICKH WERE
PROVIDIED RBM THE DIigmicT OURT

(1) JAckson . CORONADD, No. 2108 -cv- 19 (W.D. MicH). HERE, T

DISTRICT coveT cimizgs Ecr Nos. 4-2 1S-i7,19. AGAIN, —Tuws'
COURT SUPPLIED "THE <OMPLAINT AND SINANCGAL ARSIDAUIT , WHiCH
MEREM REQUIRIE  ANSWERING QUESTIONS AND  FILNG- (KN BULANICS | THe
LEGAL Wi PREPARED  E4F Nos. jL—(7 ; ELF No. i1 was A LetTtEe

ADDRIESS 0 Tz zoveT/cisizic

(3} JACKSON v BA.S’TII\M, Ne. 2%i8-cu-t (l.D. Mici. } . HERE | T DISTIRICT
COURT CiTIES IS¢k f\los,iﬂ_;q’(a‘a, iIS-i7, (4. AS ABNE iE¢F Nos. 42
MWEREE FORMS . cAsEE DIsMISSED O SuMmard JunamisnT (on e BASIS
OF EXHASTION) . LEGAL WRITER Dip NOT TiME- PROIDE  PETTIONER
WITH  TiIMEAH ORJETioN 1 RERDRT AND RIECOMMIENIDATION] .

THEE LisT GoES ON , HOWRMER PETimonER's  RILINGS  AND LETTERS , AND

EMEN THE Du—gADiNGS THAT HE PREPARE CLepRiM DO NGT DEMON STRATE

ANY . AMOONT OF MASTERY OF BoTH —THE AW oR FEDERAL RUILES oF me

PROCEPURIE , MORE  IMPORTANTIM, THE  DISTRICT CodeT's | INVESTIGATION

OBViguslY  RiEVEALED PETITIONER S UNDERIMING CiLAIMS o EALHY andE

THE COORT  INVESTUGHTED . SEE EeE No. 27T PAGE (D, o3~ Yo4 -

FNALU{, WHTH RiEEGARD "TO THIE DISTRICT couidT GOING oUTSIDE
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3]
THE REORD 70 OeFEnD DEFSMDANT &eREAN, (T STATED S T

COURT'S COMCLUSIONI "THAT PLAINTIFE 1§ AN SXPERIENCE D LITIGATOR WHO
DOES NOT REQUIRE  LIEEGAL ASSISTANCE

IN ORDEI2 TO RBRING WiS ci/MMS
T CoURT

THERES FORE. WAS Bﬂsu) ON A SURSTANTIAM, BURIC RECORD  AND
UMQU&:S‘NOMABLH \WAS 602(21;«:?( ( EMDUASIS ADD::JD) ECF No. 27T PAGELID.
Yo | " PuBLC fzt—_mi?.i) WAS NOT REFORE THEZ coRT AT THE SCREEING

TTAGE OF THE  PROCGEEDING . MOZENER, T DISTRICT douRT 2iES JACKAN v,

“THIS COURT , IN OPPOSITION
§4
THE. <€oulkT NOTES THiE

PARISH , No. 2115-av- 1122 (i.D. MicH.) .

TO TTHE DISTIRICT CovRT, $STATED?
EXTENSIVE NUMBER OF LENGTHH |
FRIVOLIVS MOTIONS ANDS PLEABING §
PETTITIONE R,

REPETITNE, AND SOME-TIMES

TTHAT tHAE BEiEd FuED 3%
HJ- MNo. 45 PAGE iD . 1023,

TTHUS, WHAT THE DISTRICT COURT [N THE PRIESIENT CASE CONLTRUES

AS AN EXPERIENCGED MASTER LiTIGA 0 ; ANOTHER  coNSTRUES REPETITINE
SOMETIMIES FRIVOLOUS | AND  OFTiEN VEXATIOUS PLEADINGS .
THE PRESENT CASIE REVEALS AN ARUSE OF DISCRIETON oN PART OF

THE  DISTRICT covetT FoR GEING CUTSIDE THE RECORD 0 THIE  ExX T

T GAE Tl APDEARANGE OF  EAUDRTISM  “TOWARD BERIEEAN |

ARGUMENT T

THE  DIsTRict couRT INTTENTIONAGS, ARUSED TS DisciE TIoN

B DEEMING THiE PRO &= LWTGANTS INFTIAL  MOTION EOoR
N JUNCTIVE RIZUER AS A U2 U»s.c.é; {(GB COMPLAINT.

THIS ACTION \WAS iMi‘(i(’\‘IEb WHEN PETITIONIEER  BileED
¢

A PRO S MOTION , ENTITUED MOTION FOR INJUN C T Pi—-n,z\——i~”
\WHICH WAS FilED PURSUANT TO RULIEE (S OF —THe FEDis2a_ iz,\;(_\:.“s
OF CiNiL PRocEDdUREE , BCF No. L. PETTONER WAS ReEuER  FROM
BIEREAN'S  ACTIONS TOwARD HIM BEFoRE HWE SUFPFERED Actum
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INJURM | T DISTRICT couRkT HAS NENVER RULEN ON  "THAT MGTION
FOR INJUNCTINE RELIER  REFO2E OR AFTEDR HIZ Finsn HIS oRIGINAL
CiVIL RIGHTS  COMPLAINT  PURSUANT 0 Y2 U.Sc. 3 1883 . AND 50
ENTTLED . =k No. . HOWEIER, WITHIVT CiTING ANN CASIE  AUTHORITY ;
RULE , OR IEVER ADDRESSING THE [SSUE, THIE DISTRICT CoulT
CONSTRUED  PETUTIONER  FIRST AND ONLM 42 U.S.¢.8 (983  COMPLAINT

AS AN AMENDED £OMPLAINT. T D.

HOWEVER ALL CiUlL RIGHTS COMPLAINTS BROUGHT B4 ORISR S
MUST B SUBMITTED ON THE oM PROJIDED BYM "THE  \NESTEN DSTICT
CovkTT, SEE W.D, MICH, iciue 5.6 (4), THERSFORE , THE DisTizCT
COURT ARBUSETD 7S DICRETION BY  JONSUDERING PETITONER ciull

RIGHTS cOMPAINT As AMENDED . PREJWIKE RESULTED RISCAUSEE THE
covT MY HAE ALLoW PETTIONER TO AMEND WIS CiulL RIGHTS <OMPAINT
AS OPPOSED 10 DISMISSING 1T WIETH  PRIZEJUDICE |

HEREE, (N ORDER 7o GRTAIN INJUNCTIVE REISE  AGAINST REREAN'S
ACTION S ZONTAINED WITHIN SUCH MOTION , PETITIONER WAS FIRST REQUIRED
O INITIATIE WIS ACTION WITH THE FiUNG OF A LOMPLAINT .
TTHEREFRORE . PETTIONER's  INITIAL. RULE S MOTON  SHOUD  NOT HMNE
REEN DEEMED A UL RIGHTS cOMPLAINT , AS 1T WAS NOT oN A
FORM  PRONIDED BM THE \WESTERN DISTWRict cpURT.

REASON FOR GRANTING THE PEITION

FOR THZ ABOVE RIEASONS AND, 1) PETITIONER 1S NoT A
LAWAUER  OR PARALEGAL NOR HAS HE IEVER  STUDIED OR  Ti2AINED
To BE Sucd . 2) PETITIONER DEMONSTRATED ARTICILE T STANDING
WITH RESPECT TO BEREAN'S PATTERN OF RETALATION AGAINGT WM
FOR EXSRGSING Wig FiesT AND FoRTEENTH AMENDMENT RIGHTS TO
PeaETiTion THE GOVERNMENT FOR REDRIESS OF GRIEVANCGES, —Tue HARM
SUFFERIED 1S REiREAN'S PATTERN OF  ADVERSE ACTIONS  AND THEIR
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RESULTING CONSERUENCES WHICH FLOWED FROM PETTIONER'S SiLiNG
TTHIE CIUIL RIGHTS ACTIONS ,AND  PRISON  GIZIEVANCES , B0TH o INHIGH
A CONSTIUTIONALM  PROTECTED  ACTIONS | BN PENALIZED WM
FOR IZXERCISING THoSKE RIGHTS ; 3) BEREAN'S VERRAL  STATEMENTS
ON JUNE 22 20i8 , JUNE 206, 2018, AND JULY 19, 20i% TUAT INDIATED
A RETALIATORY PURPOSE  AND  UN CONSTUTUTIONAL MOTIVATION WERE
DIREZTLY RASIATED TO —THE SPECIFIC  ADVERSE ACTIONS THAT PETITIONER
ALLEGED - PETITIONER CONNECTED THIE TIME  AND RELATION SHHP
OF PARTICOLAR DENIALS AND DELBMS oF  LEGAL Wi T2 PROGIRAN
ASSISTANCIE “TO THE GRIEVANGES AND  COMPLAINTS AROUT RERE AN
BN ATTACHING EMHIBITS TO HIS APPELLATE. GRIZE (M
THE FORM OF MEMORANDUMNMS, ACFIDAUITS OF OTHER INMATES
AND HIMSELE NOTICES |, LETTERS , COMPLAINTS , DECLARATIONS oR
OCTHER INMATES , COURT ORDERS SHOWING RESVLCTING INJURIES RUIEE o
THE LACK OF LeEGAL HELP AND LEGAL RECERENCE MATERAALS
REFERENCE MATEIAL BERSAN SENT 0 PETITIONER THAT \WAS O SMALL
(PRINT SiZE) TO READ , AND HEALTH CARE RIEQUEST AND RIESFONSES pis-
NEALING  PHMSICAL INJUi2Y To PETTIONER EMES REWATED To i
ATTEMPTING To READ THIE SMALL PRINT SIZE o NUMEROUS MATERIALS
REREPN PROVIDED 10 HIM. ( REview APPEDiy F )

THE FACT “THAT BEREAN WAS NOT AUTHORIZATIONED BY ANM

MDOC POLILY To |MPoSE A LO DAY LAW LiRAM 2ANCTION PO SHOW

EVIDENCE. <o A JURM —THAT BEREAN'S [MPUIMENTION OF SUCH SANCTION

WAS MOTNATED @4 TuE GRIAINGES  AND L ANSUITS INOIATEDN  IN

THE COMPUAINT . SIMILARLY, THE NOTICES OF INTENT THAT DETTIONER

ATTACHED TO HIS COMPWINT t=xPREBIN  REFERS /REFAERENUES
PROPERM Fius GRIEVANCGE #4 L:_(_p/zmg/oq/ngl/_\.-(z; AND Eccfzoslot/
ITHO/IYF | WHICH ARE ROTH ALLEGING RETAUATION WITH REGARD

TO THE  NOTIGE OF INTENT T0 CONDUCT AN ADMINISTRATIVE  HEARING
(NOT). FURTHER —THE N.O.T DOES NOT IDENTIFY WHO CONDUCTED
THE ALLEGED HEARING NOR THE NAME AND —TITLE OF “THE

PRISON OFFIGIAL WHOM  GANE PETTIONER A ¢oPY OF T N.O. T .
FINALLY, Teie 1SSUING OoF A N.OT  DoES NOT, WITHOUT Mo,
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SUGGEST TO A FIDEAL COURT ~THAT A UEARING WAS ACTUAUM HELD .
(REVIEW NO.T, AT APPENDIK G ) “TTHUS, REASONABUE  RAIRMIND JURORS
WOULD CconGLods THAT BEIREPN o0k —THE. NOTED RPUNDS  WITHEIT

PROVINING PETITIONEIRR A RIGHT 0 RE HERRD 6R 10 RE PRESENT.
SURKIN TTHE DENIAL OF SUCH PROCESS REVEALS REREPN'S RETALIATORN

INTENT (N THE MINDS OF A JuRM  WITH SUld S uiDeNGs R (1.

AN HONESTY AND FAIR REVIEW OF APPX G, SHONS T JulMd iq, 20i8
LISGAL PHOTOCOPY DISBURSIEMENT AUTHORI ZATION FORM (€$3-602) AND
DISBURSEMENT AuTHoRIZATION FoRM (CAR-8G3) . BOTH DS RURSEMENTS
RENEAL "THAT “THE FUNDS \WERE —TAvk=N PRIOR TO ~THiE. JuiN 23,

2018, DATE LISTED ON RUTH N.O. TS,

WHIETHER BEREAN  MALICIOUSLY  Accusied PETFUHONER OF  HAUING
HER DOCUMENTS IN ORDIEER -To HARASS M \WITH A cELL seEApcH , AND
PROVIDED PETITIONER  WiTH  MA—TEiAL CONTAIN NG SMALL FonT (BOTH)
INRETAUATION i3 A QUIESTION FoR A JuRM 5 AND 4) DEFEuDANT BEREAN
S HAS NOT PUT FORTTH A DEFENGE  ALLEGING THAT PETTIGMER'S
- MENTIONED  AND OR  SUBMITTED  GRIAIANCES  WERE FRINOLCLS
TTHE ARO SE PETUTIoNIE2  HAS NOT WANED REVIEW oF AN oF 1S
CLAIMS OR RIGHTS RIEGMAZDING HIS APPIEAL . TWE coulT oF APPEALS
HAS 30 FAR DEPATED PROM THE AccEPTED AND USUAL cooRsiE oF
JUDICIAL PROCEEEDING, OR  SANCTIONED T PDISTRICT coul2T's DEPARTURE ,
AS TTO CALL POR AN ISXERCISE OF THIE UNITED STATES QLUPREME
covRTS SUPERVISORY LOWER ,

CONeLD SION

TTHE PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARL SHOULD RIE GRANTED.

R=sPize T ruly, SUBMITTED,
3 N
3/ DOVGLAS TACI SO

DATED ONY 3ANUARY /TisuR1 23 2020
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