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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

At what point is the fudiciany obliged to cuntail efforts to proced-
wnally ban inmate Litigation and considen grnoss salient factons that ane

persuasive even considering PLRA and/on AEDPA?

Hene, dated 3 Decemben 2015, at-bar plaintiff appealed to the Calif-
onnia State Auditorn fon help 4in uncovering the guile alleged in Parnell v
Chen, Case No. 19-16163, of the concented coercing to cause indigent inmate
2o sdgn-fon and accept expensive onthopaedic fooiwear with no genuine medi-

cal need.

Even following at-ban Litigation prompting CDCR to hevamp Lits Linmate
co-pay system with the adoption of "Notice of Change to Health Caxe Regula-
Lions," (attached heneto at Append&x.lg_ , and notifying the distnict cournt
04 duch changes by §iling "Objections to Repont and Recommendation of Magis-
trate Judge," filed on 5/13/19, in Case No. 2:16-cv-0749 JAM AC P, aﬁﬁixed
herne as Append&x.égﬂﬂ ), the counts below have never condescended to even
netont that the "changes" wene meaningless.

Only the judiciany moves as though the corruption L& uneventful.

In "Motion fon Onal Anguments" PLaintiff apprised the circuit count
that his failed aitempié to whistle-bLow did noih&ng but overwhelm him
with count §iling fees.
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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

Plaintiff contested the medical need and tﬁe.c04t 0f onthopaedic shoes
he was prescribed by prison physician.

The ét{puﬁation reganding the cost of the shoes was that L4 Anmate
nemained indigent fon thinty (30) days the cost would be expunged. However,
PRaintiff believed that the nust withdnawal signed by him would be trans-
ferned to a sounce which would allow the vevdos 0f the ontho footwean to
collect the cost even Lthough inmate was indigent.

PLaintiff was noxt permitted to Ary-on the footwean unfess he signed
the Fonm-193 Tnust Withdrawal.

Plaintiff did not want the ontho shoes. instead he wanted a Light-weight
canvas shoe, Anexpensive, such a shoe had been previously supplied Plaintif
wherein he A{gned thust withdrnawal fox eight (8.00) dotlans.

Plaintif beﬂieued‘ggﬁggggég@ was the impetus of prison medical foncing

Anmate to sign fon stated Cost of ontho shoes on g0 without nequested nelief.
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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

[Whethen the Sytlabus given below nises o the Level of Racketeen
Influenced Connupt Organization (RICO):

From the onset Plaintiff filed habeas Conpus action to contest these
practices. Upon neaching zthe fedesal count Plaintiff was ondened #o file

28 U.8S. C § 1983. Pannell v Mau‘/mez No. 19~16393,

! PRISONER FILED HABEAS CORPUS ACCUSING PENAL AUTHORITY OF COMPLICITY
BY THE PRISON GUARDS UNTION (CALIFORNIA CORRECTIONAL PEACE OFFICERS ASSOCIA-
TION (CCPOA) FOR ASCRIBING MENTAL TASKS SUCH AS SWEEPING AND MOPPING FLOORS
TO PRISON GUARDS INSTEAD OF INMATES.

FROM VARIED SOURCES PRISONER WAS TOLD THAT STAFF MUST PERFORM THE
MENIAL CHORES BECAUSE GENERAL POPULATION (GP) INMATES COULD NOT WORK IN
ADMINISTRATIUE SEGREGATION (AD/SEG) BECAUSE OF LIKLIHOOD THEY WouLD SMUGGLE
WEAPONS AND DRUGS INTO AD/SEG.

PRISONER RESPONDED THAT AD/SEG INMATES WERE SINGLE-CELLED AND CUFFED
AT ALL TIMES WHEN LEAVING OELL, THEREFORE THEY COULD ONLY USE A WEAPON
AGATNST ONESELF. ADDITIONALLY, AD/SEG I/M's HAVE LESS Funps THAN G. P,

I/Ms AND WOULD THEREFORE NOT PRESENT A LUCRATIVE MARKET FOR DRUG SALES.

THEREFORE ULTERIOR MOTIVATIONS MUST EXIST PROMPTING PENAL OFFICIALS
T0 ADVOCATE USE -OF GUARDS ASSIGNED MENTAL TASKS,7SUCH AS JUSTIFYING AUG-

MENTED MANPOWER NEEDS .

///
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Parnell v Mantinez No. 19-16393, is inconporated henein because the
cineudit count detenmined Chen and Mantinez in a s4ingle voice. Both cases
are verisimilan in that at-bay plaintiff managed to cause the penal awthonity
to change thein procedunes in a drastic fashion.

In Chen CDCR nevamped the entinety of its medical Co-pay system because
0f the connuption uncovered by Plaintiff. Plaintid4 cannot -prove his cause
because the district count shielded dedendants through powens of the mag4s-
trhate judge. No nespondent was even held o anéQen because no nespondent
would have had authornity to sweep facts alleged fnom scruting as did the
magistnate fudge. Any measure of "discoveny' would have Zthrown open the
tLoodgates.
| Though the Chen court nevex assdigned a nespondent to answesr the validity
of Solano medical assdgning onthopaedic gootwear fon any and all oot mala-
dies, Plaintiff neceived subsequent diagneré from prison medical away
from Sokano, and impanted said diagnoses to the counts below. The distrnict
count simply ignoned the new Anfornmation provided by Layman via Motion zo
Take Judicial Notice, and exhibit attached heneto shows that the clreudt
count deemed noiidication 04 duch changes "unnecessany,” (see Memorandum
dated 9/16/20, in 9th Cix. No. 19-16163.) ‘

Needless said, the cost of said ontho footwean should Loom targe. But
the distrnict count fully Lgnoned Pﬁaintiﬁﬁ'é Motion 2o Take Judiciat Notice

0f gnossly exaggenated Co8Ts. Especially unden cineums tances whene modical

authoﬁ{ty vouches that no such onthe footwear should have been diagnosed.
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JURISDICTION
[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case.
was 9/16/20 . _

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

[x] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _ (<gnoned) :

» and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _.

[ 1 An extension of time to fil
to and including:
in Application No. ___A

e the petition for a writ of certiorar

i was granted
(date) on

(date)

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

[ 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
Abpplication No. A . ,

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



LIST OF PARTIES

M Al parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
[ 1 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
Ppetition is as follows:

RELATED CASES
FPARNELL v CHEN 9th Cin. No. 19-16393 p.c. No 2:16-cv-01556-mCE-Ckp

PARNELL v MARTINEZ 9th Cin. No. 19-14743 D.C. No. 2:16-cv-00749-JAN-Ac



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: -

to

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

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ ] 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 to
the petition and is

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

}%] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

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

[X] reported at 16 Cal’..App. 4th 869 ; 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

[ 1 reported at : — ; O,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is riot yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished. B
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- CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY.PROVISIQNS INVOLVED

RACKETEER INFLUENCED CORRUPT ORGANIZATIONS ACT  (RICO) -



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The case of Parnell v Chen (9th Cin. No. 19-16163, D.C. No. 2:16-
cv-00749-JAM-AC) 44 a Whistle-Blowern cincumstance Antended to expose the
cornupiion of prison ofgicials pandening to vendons {on purchase at exonbi-
Lant costs. '

Plaintiff is an hononably discharged Vietnam combat vetenan with zthe
dame jungle-not foot conditions that has plagued him since the mid-sixties
- when he senved.

UnﬁontunaZQZy, Plaintiff's nemedial expendiences to alleviate foot pain
did not comport with prnison medical. Giving full defenence #o prison medi-
cal 45 a given that cannot be denied, Howeven, zhe obdunate diagnoses of
CSP-Solano medical is an aberrnation even among California prisons, in that
said medical facility's sole nemedy fon all maladies 0f the feet entailed
purnchasing of onthopaedic footwean from thein chosen vendon,

The ontho footwear is expensive. Reconds will show Ihat Andigent
Anmates wene often requined Lo s4gn Fornm-193 Trust Withdrnawals in excess
0f fourn hundned dolfans (& 400.00) to covenr coszts.

The nemedial footwean at-bax pﬁiéonen sought to alleviate his pain and
discomfont had pheviously been granted him by CSP-medical, at a sdigned-fon |
cost of $ 8.00, a f&ghiweighi canvas shoe, issued by jails across Amenica,

at no change.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The case of Parnell v Mantinez (9th Cin. No. 19-16393, D.C. No. 7:16-
ev-01556~-MCE-CKD) was Anitially §4led as a habeas conpus petition. The
SVLLABUS sel fonth in Question Presented was the Antended bas.is 0§ the
habeas action. Petitionen was seeking to expose such mattens gollowing
his voluntany ansfen from anothex prison  (CSP-Conconan) whene he had
f<led in the Kings County Superion Coudi contesting gang-related violence
at the prison.

Trhansfen to CSP-Lancasten was Lniended Lo panticipate in a newly
established Positive Pnogaam Facility (PPF) began at CSp- Lancastern. Upon
arnival at the PPF facility Petitionen was placed in Ad/Seg forn Lack of bed-
dpace. He was placed in a snip-cell unden the same punitive conditions as
Anmates placed there forn disciplinany nules viokation neponts (RUR).

PnLéonen explained o all available cans Zhat his trnansfen was #o
avail him to PPF progham.  Theredin when he obsenved staff membens sweepding
and mopping tiens he volunteened in that he was wot placed in ad/seg fon
necaleditnant behavion, but menely awa&iing bed-space. 1t was then that
dtafd informed prisonen that the menial Rabon muszt be done by staff fox
neasdons set fonth in SYLLABUS. Prisonen nemained in ad/éeglﬁoa approxL~
mately three Qeeké, awaiting the nequired medical fLowen bed. When prisonen
wa.s deﬁeééed from ad/sea he was moved 2o a cell where only the upper bed was
aQaLEdbze.:ifhe PPF program was in fact a Sham, with worsening conditions
UREL prisonen nefused a wiinalysis dnug test forn which he neceived punish-~

ments gno&aiy exaggenaxed Lo those subscribed by dtatutes. Therne follLowed



Evenso, Parnefl v Mantinez is not the cause of instant Petition gon

- Wnit of Centionani. The nekevance of Mantinez 4is nestrnicted to that in
onder 2o deny Plaintiff in Martinez, the counts beéow had to ignone that
CDCR had o ne-wnite significant pontions of its Code of Regulations to
evade allegations posited by petitionen's habeas conpus action, whenrein
Petitionen was then ondened to m&he'éuch allegations in a section 1983
Complaint. Therein CDCR eluded beding made to take a stance on CCR Title
15, § 3084, rnequrding inmates %o enclose copies of all neferenced documents,

most:-of which would be prnison-generated and available only through the

prison.

Vet, Parnell v Chen 44 awash with the evidence presented herein.
Layman begs protocols indulgence to\examine the exhibits presented hene
the degnee o4 RICO.
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

In Pannelt v Chen (9th Cin. 19-16163, D.C. No. 2:16-cv~-0049-JAN-AC)
Plaintiff filed his § 1983 Civik Rights Action because he saw ovent conruption
perpetrated upon taxpayers, éﬁggg_ggég, by the medical department at Sofano
State Prison in California. Plaintiff clearly showed an adamance by prnison
medical staff to coerce vulnerable Anmates, no matten thein indigency, to
84gn in necedipt fon onthopaedic shoes/boots, a CDC Foum 193 Thust Withdrawal
fon monies to be taken grom thein accounts.

Depending on-the medical assessment deemed,needﬁue gon the prisonen’s
§oot condition, the ortho shoes cost as much as $ 400.00. At-bqn Plaintif4' s
shoes wene deemed 2o cost & 60.00. However, evenything about the supply and
demand forn %he ontho footwean was a sham, a scheme devised to scam monies
from gunds made available to prison medicdﬂ offLcial s 5on.tneatm2nt 04 Lvmatos .

The counts hefow woutd neithen Logh pon desine to see. The Table o4
Exhibits which was affived 2o the Complaint, cleanly apprised Inden~of-fact
0f <ncongruities. (see TABLE OF EXHIBITS, attached)

Moneover, unseeing the counts below wene, fhe Penal Authonity took heed
because prion to the district count denying PLaintiff's action, the State
took notice and on 4/5/19, amended its Health Cane Regulations with Numben

19-01, whene at Page 5, neganding antificial appliances, stated.:

"(Alnd prescrnibed appliances shatt be provided at state expense/. J"

{undertine addéd forn emphasis.) (see Exhibit NOTICE OF CHANGE, attached. )

Evenso, when Plaintif4 moved the Ninth Cinewit fon onal arguments %o



prompt focus on the coinupiion, and moved the cinewit count to Take Judicial
Notice of the amending o the Health Cane Regulations which opened the doon
to froud and connuption by bitling Andigent inmates for monies they did not

" have non anticipate acquAning, the cincuit count, in Lts MEMORANDUM disposing
of PLaintiff’s cause, 5ta£ed, "Parnell's motion to Iake(judiciaﬂ notice is

denied as unnecessany. AFFIRMED."

At-Bax Pfatntaﬁé fiLed a Complaint which daved Zaxpayers thousands o4
dollans in connupt pay-outs. Aside from causing a change in the statutes
negarding co-pay cosits gon pniAonené PLaintiff accrued §ALing fee costs

against his prison account which, because of his perennial indigency, he

WL Likely neven be able to pay. 1In the Least prisonen believed he would

be able %o defray the costs 0f §<Ling the complaint. Instead, Plaintiff is

now gonfeiting 60% of his monies. Penalizing Plaintiff fon akenting the
Judiciany of these ovent acts of cornuption i85, in The Least, d&AheanzenLng -

Plaintiff moves this Count to neview Parnell v Chen, in that appoint-

ment of a magistnate judge %o function as nespondent preempted allegations.
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

J. PARNELL x ~ §:, ;, U

Date: __ DECEMBER /4, 2020
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