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(1)
QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

DOES L AWFUL IMPRISONMENT IMPOSE A LEGAL
DUTY ON THE PRISONER TO TRY SURVIVING IN
THE GENERAL PoPULHTI@M, SO0 THAT HE CAN BE
LAWFULLLY ORDERED TO GO INTO THRT POPULATION

AND & LAWFLLLY PUNISHED FOR R&FUSWG 7O GO
INTO 1T ¢

ARE THE LOWER COURTS EXPOSING PRISONERS TO
ConTrACTING COVID~ 19 AND OTHER CONTAGION
DY UPHOLDING A PRISON DINING HALL Policy
THAT FORrRces HEALTHY PRISONERS TO SIT DESIDE
VISIBLY Sick PRISONERS onN PAIN OF FORFEITING
THE RIGHT To EAT AT AL °

ANRE NORTH CAROLINA PRISONERS INNATELY
PREJUDICceED IN THEIR ﬁalu—n/ To LITIGATE BY
NC”s FAILURE To Comply WITH SUPREME DIRECTION
To provideE LEGAL AID T0 THEM = AND By Ne COURTS’
REFUSAL 70 APPOINT COUNSEL SysTEMATICALY T

DID RESPONDENTS UNLAWFULLY RETALIATE AGANST
PETITIONER IN Aﬂwy wny FOR Awy LAWFULLY
PROTECTED ConbdDucT AT ISSUE HEREIN $
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LIST OF PARTIES

[ ] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

N All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:

KQ‘]’)/ Poo’e

Lachelle Bullard

Casey TNRofeal 'ryler
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Judﬁmen‘l‘ entered October &3",, A030.
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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,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
B is unpublished.

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

[ 1 reported at ; OF,
[ ] 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¥ is unpublished.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

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[ 1 is unpublished.

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

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[ 1 is unpublished.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




JURISDICTION

N For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was 23 Octpber 2839

N No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
‘Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] 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

[ ] 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).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Every person who, under color of any statute , ordinance,
reﬁulm‘mn, custom, or usage, of any State or Territory,
SubJeC'l-s7 or causes to be subjected, any cihizen of the
United States or other person wnthin the Jurrsdlc%on
thereof o the deprivaton of an\y rrjh“fs, pmv;?eﬁes, or
immunihes Secured b\/ the Conshtohon and laws Shall
’Abe lzable‘ to the Par‘w‘}/ mjureo’ In an achon at law, surt
n ecwuly, or other proper Proceedmj for redress.

HR U.s.c.§ 1983. ”
Conﬂr‘ess shall make no law respechng an establishment of
r'ehgzon, or proh;bn'-mj the free exercise thereof (Free Ex-
ercise Clause )5 or abrldjmj +e... rujhv‘L of the people peace-
ably +o assemble (/\ssembly Clause ). U.S. Cons+t., 1%% Ammi+,

Excessive bail Shall not+ be required, nor excessive fines
imposed, nor cruel and unusval punishment jnflicted.

U.S. Const., 8% Amm+ ( Cruel = Unusval punishmeand Clause ).

No State shall deprive any person -of life, liberty, or
Pro)oer%y,,’ withoud due process of law. U.S. Const. |14
Ammdé, ( Due Process Clause )
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

| _+iled this H2 U.s.c.§ 1983 achon because the guards ot
T~
Scotland Correchenal "ns#fu*hon ("sci1”) ‘Forced me Yo sit ot H-seat
_ +ab[es with inmates the 3uards choose -For' me 1n the d»mnj hall
cfuwnj meal hmes, as 1f the choice of seat were theirs ;; not mine
by rights 7' common sense ¢ as a Mushm, they force me fo sit wrth

Inmates ea.‘hrg swine or whe’s “company My Farth otherwise com -

mands me 4o avoid

- X

as one aware of stgma, they force me ‘o
st unth gangsters 3 +roublemokers ’:‘ as one concerned for my
own health 3 SQFe\‘y, they force me to sit w:+h Y visibly 7 sick
People,% in Seats most vulnerable fo blindside attacks.

I£ 1 dechne +the 3uqrds’ seovhns de.s:res) +hey order me “o throw my

food away " for fert my l'lgl'l'f‘ o eat at all ¢ 1f 1 dare to choose

my own seat AND shll try to eat anyway , Sct juards will fight me_
with violence to forcibly remove me From the dining hall, drag me
to sejregqhon f uthmately run me ~H1rmﬂh the disciphnary process
So 1 can PoJrenﬁaHy lose Good Time Credits ofter 1’m convicted of
d;sobeyprg " lawful “ orders = " assauld on, Staff ,‘\"C‘-Chari‘ges;
Gif T dare o 'P(jh‘f‘ back ).

jmy or;smal Compllmn'l' | threatend to ™ stab the shit ou+ of ” the
d:mnj hall staff 1f they persisted ¢ +o avoid havmj to carry out this
+reat, to avod d:mrzs hall staff = +o gve the district court +ime
to intervene via injunchon, 1 filed for protective custody (“Pc”), pack-
ed my own property Up = went to administrahve seq— without
incident or chaufjes - pendxrﬁ a PC ass jnmen-fjlno\de His move

4o hove mercy on my dental cavites ot the +ime also, which caused



5.

me +o eat slower than chms hall staff could tolerate
without harassmg me about it.
]mr’nedzo&ely upon ecewing Hns lawsuit  Respondents

“ordered “ me 1o leave seq — 4o suffer the dm;rﬁ hall st+afF

In reﬁular populathan (“r~pop”)* z: ran me "HWOUjH Fwo

d)smp?mary processes when 1 “refused.”

Twem‘y- Four hours after | lost Good Time Credits for d:sobey»
ing the " lawR! order “ fo return to r-pop, Respondents sent
other officers o drug-'f'es‘f me § before this, 1’d been at ScCI for
exacty 3% years without ever belrg drUﬁ~+es+ed S

Respondents accused me of both Fa:hnj, e 'ReFuszrg, this one.- = -
Only dr‘Uj test, then manufactured “evidence ” that failed, even
so, to convict me at my dlscaplmary héarmg this time.

Such were the infrachons of Respondents.

- But the courts would add +o the 1ssues ¢

Every hme | have ever asked for counsel as a pro} se mdgen*l'
prisoner, NC courts refused to appoint any, as they refused o
here. NC never did comply with Dounds v. Svth, 430 U.S. 817,
86!8(!9’7’7)(re<zun-mj "adequate law hbrares or adequate gpssis-
tance from persons traned in the law.” ), so there was no
law library accessible to me during, or Ieadmj up o, this lihgaton
(nor 1s there any now ), : the purported alternative compliance
with Dounds — namely, NC Prisoner Legal Services, Inc. — admits
to being choosy with 1ts resources, providing no caselow 1o

prisoners whatsoever ( see Append:x E ) : declned to assist

me perscmally in other Il"hga'-ﬁan.
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Turner v. Safley, 48& U.s. 78 (1987), governs this case 3

when +the Magistrate Judje’s Turner analysis disfavored Re-
Spondents (™ Mos+ nohbly,De-Fendan-k Pocle has qrjuably failed

4o demonstrate a nexus between the Sewhng policy 2 Iegrh-
mate ﬂovernmen'}' interest. ” Appendrx C, page l0, + nt 5 ), the
District Court repealed Turner ‘: used a Y™ Circuit case from
1963 +to uphold the dimng hall seahng pohcy , making prison din-
ing halls en-hre)y off limits fo Pederal courts per se, thus preclud-
Ing the need +o qpply Turner to 1+ ot all ( see Appendix D, Pg 1&,#t
nt S ). Nerther court applied Turner +o the pohcy of pumshmj
inmate refusal of r-pop.

:\ln\hts 8% Amendment analysis of my d:mnj hall claims, the Magq-
1strate used elhpses to hide my spread-of - con+a310ns ar-sumen'f'
(compare App.C, pgs &} 13, with actual Origmal Complant ) § the
District Court Failed to menton Hus anodysrs ot oll {( nor did 1t
conduct 1ts own ), 'H'nOUgh it was required to review my claims

“ de novo (APP‘B; pg 1 ). These failings come only ofter the ad-
vent of Covid- 19, which made it impassible for these judges *a
both Quote my “sick PeoPle “ concerns AND shill deem the claim
meritless. Defore Covid- 19, the Majts-lra*l'e cited my “sick people”
concerns verbahm (see App. D, pg 1 ).

Since these Judjes denied my mohon for anUﬂC:hve rehef,
the violence ) went out of my way +o avoid — the 3uou-ds’
Violence against me — ul-hma-l'ely came t pass : 1 Suf-
-Fered full bod)/ contusions, a broken nose, ¥ such cu‘H‘rnj

blows from weapon Strikes of more than ten 3uards ot one
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+ime while my hands were cuffed behind my back that 1
had o get 8 shtches In my foce = 5 staples 1n my
Scalp o clese ‘the gaping wounds — a bit of bru‘/'o«h*l}/
the lower courts dismissed (see App.C, pg 5,ft nt 3 ).
- On/y after s abuse was | *Pmall}/ transferred Away

from Sc¢l — a move the courts S‘ay rendered my enticre

case  Moot.”

And Since 1 have never read a case that discussed
mootness, | was ' unable Yo rebut the State’s ar-
3umen+ “ that my case had become moot ’~Jus+ as

Dounds predtd—ed 1 would be. See /d.7"130 U.S. at 8K6.

And with qualified immunity in the mix, Respondents
neither have to pay me for Htheir crimes agamst
me nor do ‘ilhe_y have o Stop prqc'hcmj any of
them ( because moatness barred declaratory rehef ).

And n a )—la?F-Paﬁe per curiam “opiman,” the H™

Circuit dismissed my appeal " for the reasons stated
bY the District Court ” (App. A, pgR of & ).

So for the 7™ +ime as a pro se prisoner — : for +he
Yt +hme 1n R0A0 alone — 1 am CompeHec’ by necessm‘y
+o pethton +Hus S.Ct+. o review the work of NC

1

= the Y™ Circuit.

]
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

The courts below lie, cheat, cover up claums they acknow -
Iedjed urntil Corgonavirus mconvemenﬂy enlou-sed +he merits
[]

of them, Supersede S.ct. direchon % make every excuse for

the outlandish obuse perpetrated by the prison Suards herein.

\hen they soud " Plainhff doés not allege that Defendants de-
pou-‘f'ed from state Procedures reso\rdmj protechve control ¥
| (APP-C> Pg. 17 )“— that was a lie f//)—if‘o‘cﬂ 1 devoted ot leas+
3 pages of my BVrief [aaq:ns+ Summary Judjmen'l‘] +o
Showing just how Defendant - Respondents departed from
+he PC Pohcy (APP' F) based in Iarje part on o P’amly Froud-
vlent PC mveshga-}—lon repor+ (APP. G )I-I-he S.ct. Sr-cm'l‘s

certiorari, 1 will pont out other lies from these courts.

W hen 'H13y put el_hpses i Plac.e of my allejorl'lons,“whlch +he‘y know
P'annl)/ State an 8% Amendment clam (App.uc,pg.a ), 2: +ook what
I called “ sick peoplg v:s:bly % audnbly Sneazing ‘%cou3hmj at the
+able “ (App.CD, P9 1) z', called them " people he finds repug-
nant or dcmjeraus “ (APP. C, P9 13 ), +hey coyered up, omited
from due analysis, % unJusHy belittled my Sage claims.
Call 1t what you hke $ Hus 1s Fraud from the bench, z they know
1t Jus+ hke 1 know it, % 1 know fraud when 1 see fraud. But 1t
must be asked 3 1f | refuse To eat beside “Sanjmembers “ z:
" sick people ¥ — so what ? How 1s that a problem fo the suards i
//TiTS _Unbehevable.' Avoodmj W donjerous “ 1s vnlawfl now T How 7
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WwWhen -H':e\/ reJec:'f'ed Turner v. Squey, 48K U.S. 78 (l‘?8'7),

after Seeing Turner favor me * fal Respondents une@wocafly,

the courts below rePeodeJ % SUPerSeJeo' clear, lohjs-i'andnzﬁ S. ¢+,
directon. in order to defrauvd me ':- to keep the abuse of prisoners
a sure 'Hunj. The S.ct. has reversed for similar “error” See
Wilkins wv. Gadd)/, 559 U.s. 34 (51010)3 Y ...+he Fourth Circuit
has strayed from the clear holdmj of this court....” +d. ot 36.
Ten years later the same 4% Cireurt has not stopped going
astray but has S‘l'ro.yed even further here instead : In
Wilkins, they cited the governing law but “strained ” +he

W readmj “ of 1+. See /d. 559 U.S. ot 39. But here, the same Y
Cirent did not merely Strain the readmj of TTorner v.Safley,
Supra $ -H'le)/ abandoned 1t a"l‘Oje-H?er) Pr-e-Perrmﬂ Y¥h Cireunt prece-

dent 1nstead. See App. B, Pgs H-S./Lie-ﬁm‘l-ely can't
win hke +hat. -

\/hen -H'zey refused to qppom+ counsel to assist me,
then claimed how 1 failed to Say the one or two magic words
+hat (4 guess ) would’ve chanjed +he outcome of +this case

in my favor 3 7' when +he\/ claimed my claims did “not rise
to the level of a constitutional vielation “ (App. B, pg S, #
nt 4 ) whenever they were uncontested claims that sur-
vived frivahty review as a matter of law — the courts
below cheated me most shamefully. "TheY cheated me out
of meanmj‘F’ul access to the court * a fair trial before

o fair z lmPar"hal adJudacocl'or.
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The sins of the courts aside, the S.C+. has looked
to other prisons Ffor 3uudance n r'ulmj for or Qﬁaln3+
a prison rule. See Johnson v. Cali., 543 U.s. 499, 519
(2005)(™"... Califorma’s Poth )s an outher when compared +o
natonwide Pr—ac‘hce. ).

‘Neither the dlmnj hall policy, nor the Pumsh:n3 of prisoners’
refusal to be in r-pop, has ever been tried before in the
UsA — until now, that is. Thus, these policies de-P\/

nahonwide prochce.

Decause 1 beleve my PC claims implicate o “Sq,-F-e,-‘i'y
interest+ ” rather than a ™ JibeH}/ interes+,” 1 feel
thot Hewit+ v. Helms, 459 U.s. H60 (1983 ), i1s mnapphec-
able here (see App. C, P9 17 ). But even f ‘H'zey do 1m-
plicate o hber'l‘y interest, one was created by the
State (3 violated by her ajen+s)here where PC s war -
ranted £ ‘i am “ unable or unuunllmj to adjus-l- ‘o r -
pop (2 1 was punished for reFusvn3 r-pop, which 1 was ob-
viously " unwv”rng to adjust” to ). See App. F, pg 1.
_/Lr;omcqlh/, this policy 1s c)early based on the premise
that+ prisoners have a legal du"h/ to " try Surviving ”
In r-pop — @ premise | contend 1S legally untenable.
;Iao not find,in S.cCt. precedent,a legql du+y o brave the
o‘anjers of r-pop, so that 1 can be ' Iawﬁ;lly ordered “
to go there f'f Iqw-&;lly pumshed if 1 VY refuse. /_l\can-
not be “ordered ” into the most danjerous part of the




| 1.

prison— +his 1s cléar from +he PC recLues-l‘ form Stﬁned
(App. H).2 f sign the lower half of this form,

A} )

I request ” r-pop “where | assume all risk involved ”

with bemj there = M will not hold “ +he 3uard5‘ W responsi-

/

ble ” f + get hurt, because “[t]his 1s my decision.’
| did not sign up for that.

T
This 1s how it’s suppased 4o work ¢ the Buards can

“offer ” me r-pop, at which tme 1+ Y s my decision”
+o o«ccepv" or r'eJed‘ this offer without needrnj +o
JUS‘h‘Fy i+ one way or the other. This aint The Hunje,r
Gomes § 1'm not obl.jo:hed to enter the Arena [of r-pop]

on the feel-lke-1t say-so of some sadist[Scl guards].

Responden'fs moved aﬁqms+ me m;thaousl\/ ‘be cause 1
refused +o bow down +o thewr insane dnmrg hall +yranny.
The lower courts +then further abused me . | now have

Scars on my foce because of 1t.

}’m +ired of bemﬂ oppressed. I’ve lost 15 5+rq17h+ fow -
—_— —_——
Suits in NC courts 1n a ’7—year- span. That’s ;mpossvble.

The 4" Circuit has dismissed 9 of my appeals (out of
ten appeals ) with a one-page Say-nothing per curiam
“opinion ” lhke the halF~page version at issue here.
That’s derelichon of duty, 1’s collusion * abuse of discret-

|
jon. = 1+’s ver‘y unJus+ on So many levels, : m hred of it.

> \
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See also U.S. ’Bancorp Mor-ljaje Co. v. Donner Mall Part -
nership, 513 U.S. 18,34 (1994 )( no-hnj “our customary
Skephcism +oward per curiam dzsposrhons that lack

the reasoned consideraton of a full opinion “).

As +this case Hlustrates, Hth Crrcurt prisoners don" +
Stand a chance n court, ‘H’:OUjh a Ffair chance
N courd Is arjuably +Hie most ;mparv-}qn'}'

Prmc:Ple N our §Ys+em o*PJus-hce.

One wonders what can be done about the awful way-

wardness of the 4H' Circurt,

but to see what can be done about Ne¢’s defiance
- of MDounds wv. Sm)'H'??SUPr'o\,

i
¥4

2 +o determine whether these courts wron &HY ex~

posed me to bodily harm ft approved an Unduiy

perilous enviroanment for Nc prisoners,

]
2

2 +o decide the }ejal|+y of PUI‘HS"?H‘B prisoners whoa
refuse to go into 7"63u/ar' population (¢ whether
ReSfJondm‘l"s n’!equl}/ retaliated ajams+ me at all)

i
2

2 o decide issves of cluahﬁed immunity

1
Z Mmootness

— ‘H’HS cour+ should Sl"ah‘f' Cer"har-m-, )"Iere,



For the record, some of the cases cited herein were
given +o me cour*f'esy of Interns at Commumé}/ Leﬁqf
I—%rmaﬁon Center 1n Chico, California.
_1f +h€t/ can help Pr"zsowers all the way n NC with

763q/ Feseqrch7 why can't NC Help NC prison -
ers with ?eﬁai research ¢

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Qgse>£ Rgf .&‘ 1;21&
Date: MD‘Z@
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