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How Do We Know f a Court ™ Considered the Ends of Justice ” as T%e%unred
by Supreme Court Precedent [When Dismissing Successive Habeas Claims])
¥ +he Cour"' Never Mentioned 1+ 1n any Order ?
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Amendment Establishment Clause ?
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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
[ 1 reported at ’ _ ; OF,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
] is unpublished.

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

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] is unpublished.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[ 1 is unpublished.

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

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[ ] is unpublished.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




~ JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my ca_sé

was _April M,2020

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

[ A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _AA__QK_&G_,_&Q&.O_, and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _ C .

[ 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. § 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. 8. C. § 1257(a). -

— 2.
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Conjress Shall make no law respec-hnj an estoblishment of
r'elljlon, United States Conshivhon, 15t Amendment (E stablishment Clovse )
or prol'nbrhnj +he free exercise 'H'Ier'eo{’.' /. (Fre'e Exercise: Clause ), or

qbncbmj the freedom... of the peoPIe peaceably to assemble, /. ( Assembly
Clause ). |

No State shall make or enforce any laus w}llc!'r shall abrncije the privileges or im-
munhes of crhzens of the Unrfed States, U.S. Const., I4* Am. (Supremacy Clause ),
nor Shall any State deprive any person of life, hberty, or property, wrthout dve pro-

cess of law, 4o/ (Due Process Clause ), nor deny +o any person within its Jurisdichon

the ect_ual protechon of the laws, sd. ( Eq_ua' Protection Clause ).

“[Shnce habeas corpus is, ot #s core, an equrtable remedy,' a court must O.f’judlcad'e
even Successive claims when required to do so by e ends of Jushce'» ( Quo-hns From
Schlup v. Delo, 15 S.Ct. 851, 853(1995) ). “ More importantly, the ndwidual in-
terest mn medanj njushece 15 most compellar:j |r; the context of actual
Innocence. > /bid. “[T]here are 'limred circumstances under which the interest of the. prison-

er in reh'hscdmj cons*rha;homl clams held meritless on a prior Pe'h'hon may ou~lwe13h +he courter-
vgulnnj nterests served by accordu:g 'FmoHy +o the prior Juc_’gmen'l’.' » 4o ot 863 (Quoﬁrg

Kuhlmann v. \Wilson, 477 U.S. 43¢ o 452.(!986)(Plumlﬁy opmlon)).

Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539 (1974 ) (establishing due process
procedures for prison d:scnplmory hearm,js ); Superintendent, Mass. Corr.

i@. v. Hill, 472 _u.s; 445 (1985 ) (requining “ some evidence ? +o Suppor+ prison
dns::learY Sun'lw‘y verdict ) 3~

).
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Applicable 1o all stote Prisons in Nor-fh Carolina, o pohcy&l-o&e.s s
“Race, color , creed or nohonal origin shall not be a basis for |
| excludmj an inmate from a'H’enij any r-elajnous service > ( Appendix E,page S ).
Nevertheless Scotland Correchonamﬁ‘lu-hon (“SCI”) n Lgonnburj, Nc, spoke rfs
own law into existence subseq'uenﬂy )mmo:}es *ofPiliated with Judaism” are ex-—
cluded from g&rehglaus service not qusover-,‘f.- @) Church z Bible study are exclu-
Sively “Chrishan Services® which < onfy Chrishan % Hebret_a_a’_’_—_s\;aelde prachhoners are

approved +o atend » ( Appendix D, qQuahing Sci chaplain ).

Petrhaner, Casey Tyler, attempted fo hear a religuus sermon in the chapel at Sci on
Jomuary 16, 20!5. Guards told lim to sty away due to his supposed offiliahon wrth
Judaism. Thinking the quards could not be seriaus, Tyler conhnued 4o walk +o the chapel
door unhl six or more quards wrestled him to the floor * handcuffed huim N order

ta stop him from enkrnrg +he Chqpe,; “Tyler was ultimately run through the prison
T . L4 ~
d:smphnarv process uuhereby he lost Good Time credits towards his achve prison sen-

tence . ofter benzj found 30:14)/ of dnsobeynzj “lawul > orders [4o not atrend -Hm-l' re-

’13mus service]. Actual courts of law in NC would upho)J 'Tyler s Pumshmen'l'
+he '-I“' Circurt Federal APPeon Court affirmed in a one-page Say—no#unj per curtam

dismissal which Tyler did not receive in hme o petihon for S.C+. review. For Hhus

reason ‘ryler ﬁ!eJ a 2™ Federal Habeas pehton which the Y% Circurt refused to authorize.

'Ty'er now contends that ' Mot one of his actual claims was acj,udtcafed by: erther court belous
(Z) his 2 habeas pehhon should’ve been authorized * )'ns achval clams — evaded by the

District Court @b iniho — decided onthe merts. by a different, imparhal adjudicator.

~ 4~
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

“To pumish a person because he has done what Hhe law Plcunly allows him +o
do 1s a due Pfocess violahon of the most basic sort.> Bordenkircher v. Hayes,
434 u.s. 357, 363(19778).

So when valer was punished for ﬁy:ty_‘ll) ottend o religous Service as a rejular
populahon inmate ot Scl, he was PumsheJ for Jomj what the law of the State qumly

allowed him 'h do (< Regular PoPu'orhon inmates are a"owed ‘o atend any corporate
worship Service held at the facilidy.” Appendix E, page 5 ), never mind what federal law

plmhly allows.
A vogue vialohon Hus Court moy overlook, but the most basic sort of violahon com-

pels S.C+. aHenhon o Hus sort of wviclahon 1s not the resul of a careless error in

prachsing the law —mno no ¢ Hus sort of wiolahen is the resul of abject defiance of

| the law. Most people 30+o prison for that Sort of -H-nnj $ +he least the S.c+t. couu do 1S
hear the case 1n which the State % the Bench are the ones accused of domﬁ it

This case is in halves ¢ habeas corpus (here ) 3 42 U.s.c. § 1983, which s Pe"‘;""j n the
Yt Cireurt as ye‘l‘ another District Court in NC has upheld there the Church-State totalitar-

lamsm_at i1ssue here. TTyler genuinely fears the 4" Circurt will defravd him once agan

if the S.C+. doesn'+ grant Hs pehhon, which Tyler hopes will SmPejuqrd +he other holf of
+his case ;_/E will not do for Hs Court to fail to hear erther half of this case as each n-
volves novel % other questons of nahonal importance exclusive to one half or the other ( e.g.,
Successive petrhons ~vs~ qualtfied immunrhy ). Even So, one queshon arises herein (smver_-sally g

who has the greater onus to avaid viclence between juqrds : ;nmates T —

+he laHer, who must NEVER dnsobey no mater how ob_,ec*hvef), unlawhul

the order ; or the former, who are ALWAYS' responsible for the Iejrhmacy :

of the orders they expect to be obeyed 7 — Sémehow, S.Ct. clariy 15 needed here.
~— 5‘ S
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LQS'HY , “Congress has no power 1o legislate... on ‘rehgion’....” TRussell v. U.S.,
>4 L4 =4

82 S.Ct. 1038, 1055 (1962 ) (Mr. J. Doéﬂlas concurrmj ). Yet a mére state prison,

no less, passes relljnous lejaslochon—- mexphcably.'.f' , to be sure, unjustifiably

assauH':rB Judaism per se, '% making other r'e'ljoous moves that Slmply de{‘y belief —

z
1

'discipline’ him, but then, worse —Yyeah, far worse — the Judncowy upholds rt all I as
Such abuse were withn even a lightyear of constrivtional possnbnldy I as # 'H-cey honestly
don’t know better. “Truly, #his 15 corruphon on the Bench ¢ oo much does 1t defy belief fo war-
rant o conirary hope.. “They would cement this UﬂdﬁnerlCQﬂ‘."’réacl'gry-viq +he-rules cgqms-l-\zn-.‘!

“habeas petrhons. Thus, the S.Ct. lshereby invoked under S.C+. Rule 10(e)— % that’s ot a mimmum.

' when 'ry’er stonds his Sround ajm'ns* i+, not only do -Hwey crimlm"y assauvkt % further

“The writ of habeas corpus would do also. CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectflilly submitted,

Date:..&%n&di_z_o_zg_




