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PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS
Questions Presented for Review

1. Did the Court Error in ruling that '"the complaint failad
to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)?

2. Did the Court Error in ruling that "Plaintiff, instead
makes several conclusory, fantastical, and nonsensical allegations,
which are insufficiesnt to state a constltutlon claim, in light of
the FACT that on December 30, 2020 (Appendix A) Hedrick's conviction
was overturned (VACATED) by the Unitad States Court of Appeals for:
the Fifth Circuit?

3. Did the Court Error in ruling to dismiss "...plaintiff's
"claims arising at the Federal Corractional Instltutlon Fort Dix,
for improper venue." when in fact the assaults on Hedrick occurad
at -all facilities that Hedrick has been incarceratad at81nee FCI
Victorville to and 1nclud1ng FCI Fort Dix.

4. Was the Bureau of Prisons ("BOP") in DEFAULT of its
Administrative Remedles Program (aka 8,9,10,11,tort claim) system
by "failing to respond" in accordance w1th the Programs "TIME

LIMITS" to respond to Hedrick's complaints?

5, Did the Court v1olate ‘Hedrick's Eighth Amendment rights
to "access to the courts" and was Hedrick subjected to "cruel and



unusual punishment" with "deliberate indifference'" by the BOP
officer's who are the subjsct matter of Hedrick's BP-8; BP-9, BP-10,
BP-11 and Tort Claim for Default Judgement?
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LIST OF PARTIES

1. Petitioner, Robert L. Hedrick, is an individual; the
Petitioner herein;

2. The United States of America is represented by. the Attorney
General of the United States;

A ‘3. Dr. Patrick Craft is a contract MD to the Federal Bureau
of Prison; : :

4. Officer Cunningham is an officer in the Federal Bureau of
Prisons;

5. Officer Campbell is an officer in the Federal Bureau of
Prisons; :

. 6. Officer Williams is an offfCef.fﬁ‘tﬁe‘Fedéfal‘Bﬁ}ééﬁ.of

Prisons;

7. Officer Stancil is an officer in the Federal Bureau of
- Prisons;

8. Officer Conyer is a BOP SIS officer in the Federal Bureau
of Prisons; .

- 9. Associate Warden Rupska is an Associate Warden in the
Federal Buresau of Prisons.
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IN - THE
" SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS
OPINIONS BELOW

Petitioner respectfully prays that a Weit of Mandamus issue to
review the judgment below.

The opinion of the United States Couct of Appeals appears at
Appendix E to the petition and is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States District Court appears at
Appendix F to the petition and is unpublished;
S _ JURISDICTION

1. This Coucrt has jurisdﬁction under the All Writs Act,
28 U.S.C. § 1651(a) to issue "all writs" necessary and proper in
aid of the Court's appellate jurisdiction by exercising its control
of the United States Couct of Appeals and the United States District
Courts to insure that '"due process'" rights, equal protection under
the law and access to the courts to present evidence is propecly
affopded to Hedrick without prejudice or outside of the administration
of justice.

2. The case befoce this Court is of“an "expraordinary' nature
which challenges the validity of the Federal Bureau of Pcrisons
~ Administrative Remedies Process as defective and unconstitutional.

3. The case before this Court challenges the right of BOP
Officers Cunningham, Campbell, Williams, Stancil, SIS Officecr
Conyer, AW Rupska and Dr. Patcick Craft to, in their official positions
and personally "attack and attempt to kill'" Hedrick subjecting Hedrick
to cruel and ungsual'punishment in violation of the 8th Amendment.

4. This is a case in which the BOP is in default of it's
Administrative Brocess; ;therefore, Hedrcick is entitled to anm ocdecr

to ocdec the BOP to pay him the Monetacy amounts due.



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

CONSTIT!'TIONAL ' PAGE NUMBER
SIXTHH AMENDMENT 7,16
EIGHTH AMENDMENT 31-36

STATUTORY PROVISIONS ’

28 U.S.C. § 1254(1) ‘ ' i,1

28 G.S.C. § 2255 3

28 U.S.C. § 1651(a) - ALl Writs Act 28-29

28 U.S.C. § 1331 - Federal Question Jurisdiction 30

Administrative Procaduras Act 30

28 U.S.C. § 2253(c)(2) v 3

42 U.S.C. § 1997e(a) 20



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The sibject matter in this case, irn one form or another, has
been presented to the courts at all levels over 21 different times
over 11 years; yet not one single time was the government ordered
to respond. Hedrick's claims have never changed. Only the facts
and hard and verified evidence from government agencies '
investigacicns have been addad.

Now, Hedrick's conviction has been overturned by the Court of
Appeals for the Fifth Circuit cn Dzcenmber 30; 2025, Unitead States
v. Hedrick, Civil Case No. 5:17-cv-36: Criminal Case No. 1:11-c¢i-
715. Motion Under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 To Vacate, Set Aside, or
Correct Sentence bv a Person in Federal Custody filed February 24,
2017. SENTENCE VACAIEU OGN AFFEAL (APPENDIX A).

The court ruled in VACATING Hedrick's 1uagement'

"Te obtaln a C0A, Hadvick must nake suo tactial showing of
the denial of constitutional right." 23 U.5.C. § 2253(c¢)(2);...He
will satisfy this standard '"by demonstratlnz that jurists of
reason could disagree with the district court's resolution of his
constitutional claims or that jurist could conclude the issues
Dresented are adeauate to deserve encouragement to proczed
further."...To the extent that the district colirt rejected his
claims on thelr merits, Hedrick "must demonstrate that reasonable
jurists would find the district court's assessment of the
constitutional claims debatable or wrong.'"...If, however. the
district court's ruling is construed as a dismissal on procedural
grounds, Hedrick must show '"that jurists of reason would find it
debatable whether the [motion] states a valid claim of the denial
of constitutional right and that jurists of reason would find it
debatable whether the district court was correct in its procedural

ruling."...Hedrick also argues, however, that the district court
erred in denylng relief without considering the claims that he
presented in his § 2255 motion. '"Relief under...§ 2255 is

reserved for a narrow range of injuries that could not have been
raised on direct appeal and would, if condoned, result in a
complete miscarriage of justice."...Allegations of the ineffective
assistance of counsel, such as those presented by Hedrlck, are
proper in § 2255 proceedlngs .Moreover, some of Hedrick's claims,
such as his assertion that counsel should have challenged the
restitution order on various grounds do not appear to be related
with the conspiracy theory..

"Accordingly, reasonable jurists would debate whether the
district court erred in summarily denying relief without .
considering Hedrick's ineffective assistance of counsel claims to
the extent they (a) were not previously raised and (b) do not
_ pertain to conspiracy and other such claims previously rejected by
this court and the district court...As a result, COA IS GRANTED as
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to. this claim. His motion to proceed in forma pauperis is
likewise GRANTED. As further briefing is not necessary on this
issue, the judgement is VACATED and the case REMANDED for further
proceedings in accordance with this opinion.' (citations omitted).
Jones, Costa and Wilson, Circuit Judges. :

The "ineffective assistance of counsel’ claims in Hedrick's §
2255 motion are: . _

"The defense theory at trial is accurately described in the
Opening Statement of Edward Stapleton III (Dkt.182 f 422 at 15-
25)(Exhibit A). Trial counsel was ineffective as shown below:

1. Failed to challenge witness's credentials and
creditability who claimed to be an FBI Special Agent representing
the FBI and giving expert testimony; perceived by the jury as
belng authorized by the FBI to testify in Hedrick'’s case.

In his testimony on May 17, 2012 government witness Jacob
Baillie testifies (Dkt 182 1 1038 at 14-25):

QueStions by Ms Wirsing:

Q. Please state your name:

A. Jacob Baillie.

Q. How are you employed?

A I'm a Speciali Agent with the Federal Bureau of Investigafion.
Q. How.long have you been with the FBI?

A Since September 2004.

Q. .What'ére your duties generally?

A. I mainly investigate crimes against children. More to the
point paople iavolved in the production, alstrlbutlon and
possession of child pornography.

Exactly to the tee as to Hedrick's charges. These
statements, unchallenged as to credibiiity, present a false, but
strong, impression to the jury that the FBI was investigating
Hedrick and that Baillie was a part of the perceived #B]I
investigation involved in the authentication of all of the child
pornography photographs presented by the goverament. |

-Baillie then testifies to authenticate photographs alleged to
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be from the cbaby series. Presenting to the jury that he was
somehow involved in the cbaby series investigation in 1999-2G00.

b) The video was the source of the photographs in 1999-
2000 and not the photographs the source of the video. ‘Therefore,
if Baillie was involved in the cbaby investigations he wouid know
the "exact" dates. .

Again trial counsel was ineffective by not challenging
Baillie's testimony as third party hearsay. Baillie testified to
an I'BI investigation where the govarnment provided no foundation
that Baillie was giving first hand testimouny. WNo foundation was
created to support Baillie's claims to be a spacial agent of the
FBI. '

Thus being third party testimony. The Confrontation Clause
of the Sixth Amendment protescts Hedrick against this type of
hearsay. Hedrick was denied his right to coanfront the “outside"
actual participant’s in the cbaby investigaticn.

[Tlhe Confreatation Clause is viclated by admissioa of witmess
estimony that relied con hearsay as a basis of non expert

tes ,
testimony cffered to establish the trluth of the wmatter asserted.
U

.S. v. Dukagjini, 326 F.3d 45, 59 (2d Cir. 2002).
Defense counsel failed to challenge Baillie's credentials

even when he was listed on the government, Witness List (Dkt
73)(Exhibit B): ,

[8.] Jacob Baillie, SA, Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI) ) ’

The Federal Bureau of lnvestigation in re: Robert L. Hedrick
v. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Civil Action No. 15-0648(KBJ)
(D.C. Cir.) listed in list of cases herein at 15, acknowledges that

- neither the FBI nor any of it's agents were involved in
Hedrick's criminal case and found no records in the FBI's CRS
System of Records showing Jacob Baillie as a Special Agent for the
FBI or any documents of any kind related to Hedrick's case or any
documents that would support the govérnments ciaim that Baillie
-~ was a SA of the FBI.

In the FBI's Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for Leave to
Take Depositions by Written Questions (Dkt 15)(Exhibit C), the FBI
states:

[Slpecifically the FBI found no.refponsive_;egords concerning
. ‘



the Plaintiff’s own criminal case...Id 1 1 at 9-10.

[T]he Plaintiff is currently incarcerated for...convictions
related to criminal proceedings in the United States District
Court, Southern District of Texas. - Case No. 1:11-cr-715-001. No
FBI investigative records were compiled in relationship to these’
criminal investigations. Id T 2-3. ' :

In it's MEMORANDUM OPINION the United States District Court
for the District of Colombia reconfirms:

[H]edrick is currently incarcerated...for offenses in the
Southern District of Texas in 2013. Id. 1 at 9-10.

[Alccording to the FBI's Memorandum of Law in Support of its
Motion for Summary Judgment, there is a complete lack of FBI
records related to these convictions which in the Agency's view
means that "the criminal investigations' of these charges were
most likely related to a local, state or Federal Task Force
investigation of some type which did not include or involve the
3L, (Def's Mem at 2 n. 1)(ExhibiT D).

Jacob Baillie did not represent the FBI and had no permission
or approval from the FBI to testify about other FBI investigations
(the cbaby investigation) nor to represent himself as being
directly involved in that case. This failure of triai counsel to
verify the presumption that Baillie represented the FBI and to
challenge the perceived impression to the jury that Hedrick was
being investigated by the FBI injured Hedrick's perception with
the jury. Baillie is not an FBI Special Agent. This impression
- made on the jury had:

[Sjubstantial and injurious effects or influence in
determining the verdict of the jury and warrants habeas reliet.
Brecht v. Abahamson, 507 U.S. 619, 023, 629-630 (1993). See also
¢y v. Plier, 551 U.S. 112, 119-120 (2007).

Even the FBI recognizes that the mere mention of the FBI in
relation to third parties is detrimental and damaging. In re:
Hedrick v. FBI in the FBI's Statement of Material Facts Not in
Dispute the FBI states as fact:

[Bleing connected to an FBI investigation can carry an
extremely negative connotation...would subject these individuals
to possibie harassment or criticism and focus derogatory
inferences and suspicion on them.

Hedrick was not under investigation by the FBI; but the jury

was déliberately left the impression that he was.
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[PJrosecutorial misconduct might so infect the intecrity of
the proceedings as to warrant the grant of habeas corpus relief
even if it did not substantially influence the jury's verdict.
Rosecrantz, 560 F.3d at 589 (Quoting Brecht, 507 U.S. at 638 n.
9). :

The iheffective assistance of counsel to quastion the
governmant's and Baillie's claim of being an FBI Special Agent
involved in the cbaby investigation and leaviug an impression on
the jury of some sort of FBI involvement in Hedrick's case was
prejudicial against Hedrick. It automatically set in the minds of
the juror's that Hedrick was connected in some way to an FBI
investigation on him. This created an extreme and negative
connotation with the jury. Allowing third party hearsay
concerning the cbaby investigations violated Sixth Amendment
rights to confroatation of the actuai investigators in the cbaby
investigation. ’

Hedrick's conviction should be vacated as Counts number 3 and
4 are invalid and all counts using the cbaby series as evidence
are also invalid. .

2. Trial counsel was ineffective for failing to summon
Patrick Cunningham to testify for the defense and to ndtify the
court that Patrick Cunningham was "intimidated and threatened" by
the governmeuts iead investigator Joseph Guy Baker.

Trial counsel arranged with the court to have Patrick
Cunningham to examine the Blue Dell Laptop computer. The
prosecution was against thnis and éttempted to block the access to
stop the examination of it for evidence of remote "hacking”.:

Mc. Stapieton: With the Court's permission I'd like an IT
person wlth me when...we look at it |[sic Blue Dell Laptop] in
addition to us. There wili be an issue as to whether or not any
of the child pornography is actually accessible from that
computer. And if it is not I would iike somebody besides me or
Mr. Martinez, or Mr. Hedrick to be aware of that. (Dkt 181 ¥ 121
at 8-10). :

Warsaw objects over many pages of the transcript.

Mr. Stapleton: What I want to do is Mr. Hedrick
says...there's no way--maybe they're on there, but there's no way
to look at them on the computer and find themn because 1 was
looking at it. And I don't want him to carry that whole burden at
trial, so I want someone else present...

The Court: I'm going to allow ydu to use the ITvpgrson...as
‘far as I'm concerned any IT person you hire is a part of your
7



detense team. (Dkt 181 ¥ 123 at 19-25/124 at 1-2)

The Court: Mr. Cunningham nas been identified as the IT

person for the defense.

Mr. Stapleton: Correct...We met last week with Mr:
Cunningham and Mr. Hedrick and there were specific items that Mr;
Cunningham identified...What we requested was that he find a
couple of things about the hard drive. And he said he would feel
more comfortable making his own clone, as the government) had
done...any kind of searches that he did of the clone would not
disturb the original. (Dkt 181 f 132 at 25/133 at 1-22)

The Court: Is there any objection from the government if
they make a clone if the clone stays locked in the courtroom?

Ms Warsaw: Yes your honor, we do have an objection...
The Court: Well, don't ya’ll have a mirror image of it?

Ms Warsaw: We have a mirror image that is in law enforcement
custody that they have access to...but we do object to them having
a mirror image of the hard drive.

The Courct: Why?

Ms Warsaw: I would need time to research to be able to give
the court specifics. _

The Court: ...but why?...practically, why? They've offered
to say...we want a clone that we can look at and do whatever we
need to do to get ready for trial. So we don'‘t distrub the
original and we're willing to leave the clone locked in the
courtroom. What's wrong with that? (Dkt 181 9 i34 at 12-25/135 at
S 1-13. : v _

Warsaw runs out of viable arguments.

The Court: I'm going to let them do this. I'm going to
ocder 1t kept here. I'm going to order Mr. Cunningham to not
distriib, not to change,...mess with, delete aanything to do with
the original. Mr. Cunningham, if you create a clone what do you
create it on?

Mr. Cunningham: An external hard drive.

~ Ihe Court: [ understand...Mr. Stapleton...is that you wanted
special access to the Blue Dell computer because it contained the
‘business files which is going to support your defense.

Mr. Stapleton: 7That's correct. Now let me teil you
basically there's.been an issue that the pornography was not
visible to the normai user from the Delli. (Dkt 181 1 135-138).

Warsaw continues to argue with the Judge for seven more pages

8 .

e 2



2§ the transcript then when the Judge admonishes her she states:

Ms - Waroaw ...we would therefore request that Mri. Cunnlngham-
come to the ICE office [Slb 1600 Pared;s Line Rd.] their compute
analysis room.

Ms Warsawt: - Can we have someone present while they're making
their clone?

Mr. Stapieton: We don't care your honor!

Shortly thereafter WMr. Martinez and Mr. Cunningham went to
the ICE office. Cunningham made an “exact" mirror image [clone]
of the hard drive of the Blue Deall Laptop using the same softwaré
that the govefnment used to make their original mirror image.

The moment Cunningham completed,the mirror image, before
getting to examine it, Joseph Guy Baker [lead investigator in my
case] threatened Cunningham and said he was going to arrest him
‘for making and being in poSsession of child pornography. Mr.
Martinez interceded and demanded that the clone made by Cunningham
be scanned for chilid pornography. Cunningham was asked by me to
verify that there was no child pornography on the Blue Dall since
I believed there was not any. ICE [Baker himself] scanned the
clone made by Cunnlngham and there was no pornography (chlld or
Adult) on the hard disk of the Blue Dell Laptop. |

ThlS means that there was also no pornography on the
governments original mirror image of the Blue Dell Laptop hard-
drive in July when I was acrested and indited using child
pornography élleged to have come from the Blue Dell.

Cunningham and Martinez left ICE without ‘the mirror-imagé
that Clnningham made. We were never able to examine it before
trial as the Court had ordered. Cunningham was so upset,
frightened, and scared that he refused to testify at my trial or
have anything else to do with my case. _ |

Martinez was ineffective for failing to report these threats
by Baker and raquaesting an investigation of Baker for "threatening
and tampering with a witness'". Nor was Cunningham summoned as a
witness which he should have been. do pornography on the Blue -
Deli Laptopi No wonder the prosecution refused to give the.
defense access to it up to and including the day of.jury selection

9



where 100 potential juror'svhad to be sent home. See also Chain-
of-Custody]. '

c) If cailed to testify both Voros and Cunningham would
have testified that theres was no pornography of any kind on the
Blue Dell Laptop!. That the Blue Deil Laptop had been remotaly
accessed using a virus or worm like STUXNE1 or Flame Virus to do
the chats. That overlapping words and the sudden ‘burst of music
on the telephone rzcording allaged tc have been made by Hedrick
and a detective was proof that the telephone convarsation was
manufactured after acquiring pravious recocrdings of Hedrick with
his wife [thus the "bérning' of Hedrick's zeli phone to erase all
evidence of this illegal tap of his c=211 phene]. The burstc of
‘music on the recording indicates that one side of the conversation
was a computer and the other side the detactive. They would have
testified that the virus notice on the governments video evidence
indicated that thne video as a "capture” from Hedrick and his wifes
SKYPE conversations in eérly 2009 and downloaded to a file for
future playback and is the ra aldudl of the virus used to make that
remote capture of the video. It indicates that the video was not
a "live feed". See Voros Affidavit (Exhibit E).

Virus Notice on Governments Video
Gov' t Exhibit #/

3, While viewing the Governments evidence (Exhipit 7) aka'the
masturoation video, a virus notice was displayed on the screen
‘waile Hedrick was on the witness stand testifying in front of the
jury. The video was bsing operated aind played by Ms. Warsaw from

the governments Laptop.

“Quastions by Stapleton:

)

Q. ' Let me reter yuu nexi to the September 6th capture and f‘LL
ask you...we've...Did you sze what just ilashed on tne screen
there? '

~A. I didn‘t catch it quite. Go back.

Q. See if it does 1t again?

‘A, Yes.

10



Q. All right. The question that I have [of] you is well, in the
previous demonstration of this dld you notice a notlflcatlon that
there were viruses?

A. Yes, I noticed the moment it was played when the file was
accessed to. the jury. (Dkt 144-21 117 at 4-21)

Judge Hanen immediately called a sidebar to stop the defenses
chalienges of the governments prime evidence |

The Court: This is as far as the Court is concerned, has
been, usea as a demonstration. If you want to talk about this
flle, we're going to admit it into evidence and then we'll taik
about whether it has a virus or doesn't have a virus, but it's not
right you borrow their exhibit and and then criticize it.

It was my belief that that is what the adversarial process 1is
about. The government presents it's evidence and the defense
challenges it. Trial counsel was totally ineffective in
recognizing the importance of this virus notice as it goes to the
roots of my defense that I was 'framed" and the pornography, chats

and video were manufactured. This video was already in evidence

as Gov't Exhibit # 7. It is the same video that the government

intended to show the jury as a "live feed". Hedrick testified
that it was a video between him and his wife not a ''live feed" and
replayed to the detective by someone else.  Trial counsel failed
to have the video entered into Defense evidence for the fact of
the matter asserted as it was direct evidence supporting my
defense.

If the video had been examined by Voros and Clinningham for .
the presence of a remote access virus it would have resulted in a
different outcome in the jury's verdict if the presence of a virus
was detected. (See Voros Affidavit - Exhibit E).

Trial counsel was totally ineffective.

Telephone Conversation (Gov't Exhibit # 21)

Overlapiag, Slurced Words & Burst of Music
Trial counsel provided ineffective assistance of couasel in
regards to the alleged phone conversation between Hedrick and an
undercover detective (Gov't Exhibit # 21). Counsel failed to
investigate and examine the recording itself prior to trial or

have an expert sound engineer examine it. Counsel allowed the



prosecution to enter it and a transcript without objection as to
it's authenticity or chain-of-custody,

"The tapes must be 'audible and comprehensive enough for the
jury to consider the contents.'"United States v. Slade, 627 F.2d
293, 301 (D.C. Cirk.1980).

"Tape recordings must be shown to be clear and convincing
evidence to be authentic, accurate and trustworthy.' Springer v.
United States, 388 A.2d 846, 852-53 (D.C. Cir. 1978).

"To establish the proper foundation for admission of the
recording the proponent of the recording must show that the
conversation on the recording was fairly reproduced." Butler v.
United States, 649 .2d 563, 566-68 (D.C. Cir. 1994). The
proponent must also establish a proper chain-of-custody for the
recording.'" Id. at 568.

On May 18, 2012 trial counsel questioned Hedrick about the
alleged recording between Hedrick and an undercover detective.
Hedrick testified after the government played the recording as
follows:

Questions by Stapleton:

Q. Then they played the undercover phone call and you've had a
chance to listen to it carefully. Have you not?

A. Yes.

Q. And was there anything about that phone call that led you to
believe that it, in fact, was a manufactured call?

A. Yes. .
Q. What is thatl? (Dkt 201-203 P. 1347 at 13-19)

Ms Warsaw objects [Stapleton continues |:

Q. Well. yoa can recognize your own voice, correct?
A. Yes

Q. And was there anything about that phone call that led you to
believe that it, in fact, was a manufactured call?

A. Yes.
Ms Warsaw objects.
Q. Well, You can recognize your own voice, correct?

A. Yes.



Q. And you can tell if you are normally saying words and it's
being properly recorded, correct?

A. Yes.

.

Q. And you can recognize the sounds that wouid likely be...in
your home? .

&, Yes.

A. And so were there voice discrepancy and sounds that were not
consistent with you having made that were not consistent with your
having made that phone call?

A. That is correct. They were only consistent with a:machine.
Q. And what were those? (Dkt 201-03 P. 347 at 24-25/p: 348 at 1-
10). .

Again Ms Warsaw objects and Judge Hanen calls a sidebar in

which I was not allowed?

The Court: But he can't tell that's a machine unless you
qualify tim...I'm going to instruct the jury...to ignore the
answer and not consider the answer that stated that there were
voice discrepancies and sounds that were consistent with a
machine. (Dkt 201-3 p 1349 at 19-23).

Trial'counsel was ineffective in that they failed to qualify
me as an expert sound engineer which I am. From 1980 to 1984 I
‘owned and operates a sound studio called Studio One in |
Bryan/College Station, Texas. Studio One was opened on th=
recommeadation of Mickey Gilly in Pasadena, Texas and the owner of
the Texas Hall of Fame in Bryan, Texas to handle the "overflow" of
country artist's who wanted to book into Gilly's Scund Studio, but
could not. The following country artist's recorded in my studio:
Waylion Jennings, Willie Nelsod, Barbra Mandrell, Eddie Rabbit,
Johnny Rodriques, Jim Stafford and Lynn Anderson, Don Williams and
“Charlie Rich to name a few. | | '

In additfbn, I managed, promdted and produced two bands: Ten
~Minutes Late and Bradford Express. I booked Ten Minutes Late into
~the Chelsey Street Pub Circuit. Bradford Express, with the
assistance of Charlie Rich was booked into the 1982 State Fair
Circuit as the opening act for Alabama. As a results of that
exposure Bradford Express was hired to be the Opening Act in Las
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Vegas for the stage play of "Best Little Whore House in Texas".
From that exposure we were offered a record 'deal" with Columbia
Records. A name change was made to the band and the rest is
country history. Members of the band were Brad Bradford, Base
Guitar for Freddie Fender; Jesse Capps, Lead Guitar for Johnny
Cash in the Nashville on the Road Tour; Chris Barrow, former Organ
and Steel Guitar for Oakridge Boys and three other headliners for
other groups.

In the studio, a sound engineer from G. Rollie White at Texas
A&M University produced and arranged the score for three songs.
Two of them were purchased by Jim Stafford. The third, owned
solely by me was recorded by Don Williams. FOOLS GOLD went to
number 14 on the Country Billbord Charts. When Barbara Mandrell
cut it; it went to Number 1 in the US on both rock and roll and
country charts. : v

I also cohtracted and produced a CD called Shades of Blue and
Gray about the Civil War which was sold in National Parks Civil
War Battlefield tourist centers. The demand for the CD increased
to a volume that I could not keep up with the demand...I believe
this qualifies me as a sound expert. ’

Trial counsel failed to qualify Hedrick and continued the
questioning and/or failed to summons an outside solind expert to
examine the recording. - ' o

The questions by Stapleton continued:

Q. When you were listening to the tape, were some of the words,
as you listened to them, inconsistent with the way yol talk?

A. Yes.

Q Describe that;:

A. A sudden burst of music at one minute & 58 seconds into the
recording. (Dkt.' 201-3 P. 1350 at 16-22).

In addition, as Stapleton states in the sidebar the tape
recording had overlapping words, chopped and slurred words. All
of these are consistent with poor dubbing, splicing and sound on

sound overwrite's used in sound studio's.

"Defendant employed expert to examine tape and expért found
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breaks .and changes in the background noise. The failure to eagage
an expert, or use one properly, can be a basis for an ineffoctive

assistance of colinsel claim, or can otherwise be prejudice to the

defendant.'" Brownlee v. Haley, 306 F.3d 1043 {iith Circ. 2002).

5. Trial counsel was inaffactive by failing to call Dell
Computer Expert Joseph Sa'ndor Voros to the witness stand to
testify for the defense.

In re: Stewart v. Wilfengarger, 468 F.3d 338, 361 (6th Cir.
2006) the court ruled: |

"Counsel's failure to investigate favorable witness or to
call 2 additional...witna2sses was pcejudicial bacause testimony
“"would have severely undercut prosecutions strongest witness."

The Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit fuled the above

failures of trial counsel to be ineffective assistance of counsel.
Wrongfully Assessed Restitution |

"(4) The prosecution did not present to the jury any
photographs that any of the government witnessas identified as
“being from the "Vicky" series, "Cindy" series, "Misty" series, or
the "Jan-Feb" series. There ace no refsrences to any of thase
series that are connected to any individual photographs contained
in the trial transcripts. dedrick was assessed restitution in the
amount of $5,406,463.03 for these series's without them being
presanted ocr authenticated to the jury. '

No government witness from the National Center for Missing
and Exploited Children (MCMEC) testified to authenticate that the
allegad photographs were real children or that they were a part of
a series and not a computer simulation or recreation or
ragression. ' l

The "Vicky" Series for which Hedrick was assessed restitution
in the amount of 803,924.59 was "withdrawn' from evidence by the
government on May‘1432012 (Dktv197 P 391 at 14-19). See COUNT
FOUR AND EXHIBIT 00. | |

' Ms Warsaw: ...there are a couple of them that were admitted
on May 2 that ths government is no longer going to offar. Those
include Exhibit No. 55, a CD-ROM containing the Vicky series of

images and a video. And we ace also not going to be offering
Exhibit 49 or Exhibit 50, neither of which were preadmitted.

Hedrick was wrongfully assessed restitution for the "Vicky"
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series which was never introduced into evidence as well as all of
the other series.

The failure of the prosecution to present these "series's" to
the jury; then, turn around to use them to justify "huge'" amounts
of restitution violates ''Hedrick's'" right to confront each photo
and series of photos alieged to be a part of that series as being
authenticated as a real child and in the series and not a computer
simulation etc. as well as the withdrawn video; whatever it was,
under the Sixth Amendment to the Constitution of the Untied
States. United States v. Davis,v393 F.3d 540, 548-59 (5th Cir.
2006), United States v. Mayer, 556 F.2d 245, 248 {(5th Cir. 1977).

Trial counsel was ineffective and appellate counsel

ineffective in taking this stronger issue on appeal. Ground Two,
P. 57-58.
GROUND FOUR
‘Trial and appellate counsel were ineffective for not
challenging the constitutionality of the $5,406,465 in restitution
that was assessed against Hedrick or the legal and statutory basis
of how it was calculated.

(1) As discussed in Ground Two, the '"Vicky" series for which
fledrick was assessed $803,924.59 in restitution was withdrawn as
evidence by the government on May 14, 2012 (Exhibit 00).

In addition,a the government did not present to the jury aﬁy
photographs that were to have been a part of the Vickie series,
the Misty series, the Cindy series,for Jan-Feb series. No
government witness from...{(NCMEC) appeared to testify and

authenticate that any photographs presented as evidence came from
any of these series's. Or that any from these series's were in
the possession of Hedrick. Nor did they appear to testify that
any of the photos were of real children. _

Hedrick's right to confront the authentication of each of
these photos being a part of some alleged known series was
violated. All restitution should be voided and none assessed.

(2) even if restitution were to be assessed by the court
defendant's portioned allotment, was not properly calculafed by
the court. 7

(3) The prosecution did n%F identify nor did the court
[ ‘,



consider the total number of individuals who have been ordered to
pay restitution for possession of photos from any of these, in
Hedrick's case, alleged series's of photos. Instead, the court
ordered:

The Couri: ...it is orderad that he is jointly and severally
liable along with other defendants ir unrelated cases for the full
amcunt of restitution totaling $5,406,463 (Dkt 205-1 P 1672 at 4-
7). '

Hadrick's case can be characterized by its chaotic events,

tampering with evidence, manufacturing evidence, video's, voice
fabricétion,.manufactured conversations, harassment, threats,
assaults, attempted murder, serious and untreated medical injuries
and a SMOKING GUN. ‘

On December 1, 2014, Hedrick filed a '"Motion to Compel the
Return of Personal Property of Robert L. Hedrick as Previously

Ordered by the Court and Sanctions for Failure to Comply with Th
Court Order". (Case No. 1:11-cr-715, Dkt 250). ‘

On January 20, 2015 the Court issued it's order which states
that: |

"The Government responds that the property at issue has
either been returned to Defendant or continues to be available for
retrieving..." (Case No. 1:11-cr-715, Dkt 258)."

The SMOKING GUN:

Included in the returned property (Returned to Hedrick's
Attorney Edward Stapleton IIL) was an ATM Cash Receipt from an ATM
machine loated . in Van Nuys, California (APPENDIX B) for a
withdrawal of $20.00:

Van Nuys Housware
8533A Van Nuys Blvd.
Van Nuys, CA 91401
818-781-1441
Terminal # DAIO5704
Sequence # 0849
Dated: 10/15/2011
Time : 14:28:38
Business date: 10/15/2011 $22.00 with terminal fee

This receipt is dated 89 DAYS AFTER HEDRICK WAS ARRESTED, his
property seized by Joseph Guy'Baker, and placed in the ICE secure
property room UNDER SEAL. '

LR
i
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HOW DID THIS ATM RECEIPT GET INTO HEDRICK'S PROPERTY
SEIZED BY THE GOVERNMENT - 89 DAYS AFTER HTS ARREST?

This was discovered by Hedrick's sister after Staplaton
returned the property to her, who noticed the date on the receipt
as she took an inventory of the sealed racords.

In December 2016, Hedrick requested information concerning
the receipt from Stapleton and specifically how it got into the
sealed property returned from Baker (the Gov't)? Stapleton
replied on December 16, 2016 (Appendix C).

The parsoa who "framad" Hedrick, fabricated esvidence, and has
bees the person behind all of the attempts to wurder Hadrick
accidently dropped that receipt, when conspizing with Baker, to
"frame" Hedrick. Baker gave Alaniz access to the ICE Szaled
Zcoperty Room at ICE. This c2ceipt connects Baxer and Alaniz to
ail cof the attempts to murder Hedrick in the BOP. And who paid
Dr. Paticick Craft =t al (investigated by DOJ-OIA & FBI) to murder
Hedrick. This is supported by facts, hard evidence, and witnessas
who can be issuad a subpozna to tastify. The facts are clear and
indisputable:

1) Someone tape recorded Hedrick's conversations to
manufacture the detective/Hedrick phone call.

2) Someone deleted the "capture' software installed on the
Blue Dell that resulted in the 'vicus' notice.

3) Someone dropped the Van Nuys ATM Receipt,into‘Sealed‘
Evidance Bag # 14 in the ICE S=al - Property Storags Room.

4) Someone gave access to that person to the ICE Sealed
Property Room. .

That person was Joseph Guy Baker. Richard Alaniz
“accidently" dropped the receipt while planting child pornography
- photos in Hedrick's sealad property.

This is why Warsaw fought to stop access to the Blue Dell
Laptop and why Baker threatened Cunningham.

Fedarico Gonzalez (Inmate # 31225-177) will testify that
Richard Alaniz owns a large home in Van Nuys, California. Sprint
telephone records release to Hadrick (Appendix D) show that
Richard Alaniz placad five (5) telzsphone calls to Van Nuys betwean
06/08/2007 and 06/09/2007 using the Blackberry phone assignad to
him'(656-455-2277).
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This Van Ndys ATM Receipt is the SMOKING GUN that proves,
without doubt, that Hedrick was "'framed" and his case is_not
REASON FOR GRANTING THE WRIT

On June 8, 2021 the United Statss Court of Appaals issuad its
Judgement (APPENDIX E). On July 5, 2021, Petitiouner filed a
Petition for Reshearing. The Court of Appceals DENIED Patitioners
Petition for Rehearing (APPENDIX F). In August 30, 2021, the Court
issued its MANDATE on the judgment of the court on Junes 8, 2021
(APPENDIX G).

It is from this MANDATE that this Petition for Writ of
Mandamus arisa2s.- With the filing of this Writ of Maudamus thersa
ar2 NOW two (2) Petitions for a Writ of Mandamus, f£ilad by Hedrick

befora the Supreme Court which ara basad upon common =vants and
t

issu=as:
1) Hedrick v. Unitad States, William Barr, Michael
Caravajal, No. . 3 No. 21-5039; USDC No. 1:20-cv-03591-RDM

2) Hadrick v. United States, Craft, Cunningham, Campbell,

Williams, Stancil, Conyer, Rupska, Casz No. ; App. No. 20-
7036; USDC No. 5:19-ct-03302-B0. '

I would resquest that tha Supreme Court combina thass two
s2s for a singlz dacision. 1t makes both economical and
udicial sense that this be done. This is a logical step dle to
hs following: ' '

- 1) The harassment, threats, assaults and attempts to murder
Hadrick insides of the Federal Buc=au of Prisons happeded at avery
BoP facility he was sent to.

2) The failure of the Federal Bursau of Prisons Central
Inmate Monitoring (CLM) Program in which Hedrick was placad
because "You require szsparation from another/other individual (s)
who may or may not bz currantly confined in the Buraau of Prisons
for the mutual protection of all confined." (Appandix H).

These assaults arz2 well documented in Hadrick's BOP Madical
Records; in SIS records; in DOJ-0ffice of Internal Affairs and the
FBI.. Thesa assaults at Butnmer II/FMC [Craft et al] resultad in
hip, spime, calf, h2ad and livar damagas. The assaults at FCI Fort
Dix rasulted in additional injuriss to Hedrick's spine, hip and
h=ad. , ' '

3. When the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit VACATED
@e%rick"S"conviction, PHedrick , in fact, was no longer a convicted
felon.
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Therefore, he was a private citizen awaiting a court order
for the BOP to releass him. 4as such, the harassment, threats,
assaults and attempted murder are actionable thcu direct complaint
to the FBI waich Hedrick has done. PLRA no longer applies to
Hedrick.

Reason # 1: Did the Court Error in ruling that "thes complaint
failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procadure 8(a)?
Riile 3. General Rules of Pleading

) Claim for relisf. A plsading that statas a claim of
m

(a
reliaf must containb .

(1) A short and plain statement of the grounds for the
court's jurisdiction, unless tha court already has jurisdiction
and the claim need no new jurisdiction support.

(2) A short and plain statement of ths claim showing that
the pleading is entitled to relief; and -

(3) A& demand for the relieaf sought, which may include
ralief in the altecnative or different types of reliaf. '
Court's have rculed on this issue:

"The liberal notice pleading standards under Federal Civil
Rule 8(a) 'Do not requira that a plaintiff specifically plead
eavery element of a causs of action.'" Roe v. Aware Women Ctr. for
Choicz, Inc., 253 F.3d 678, 683 (11ith Cir. 2001). The complaint
must [2016 U.S. LEXIS 9] only 'contain either dirasct or
inferential allegations respecting all the material elements

necessary to sustain a recovery and some viable legal thaory.” In
re Plvwood Antitrust Litigation, 655 F.2d %27, 641 (5th Cir. Unit
A 1981). See also Bell Atlantic v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555-56
(2007 .

Here it is sufficient that Hedrick alleged in the complaint
that:

1. "The Bureau of Prisons is in DEFAULT under the provisions
of 42 U.S.C. § 1997e(a) for failure to respond to the BP-9 (BP-
229) or to raquest a 15 day extension to respond. The BP-9 was
filed bv Hadrick on Novamber, 2017 [APPENDIX I herein] and
caceived by the Wacdan. (S2e Exhibit A) to Original Complaint.
The warden acknowledged that no response was made within the
responsa deadling until 19 days after the required response
DEADLINE. Even if a 15 dav =xtension had been granted:; the
response is still in DEFAULT. {See Exhibit B to Original
Complaint. Butner Medium I FCI Acknowledged that no response was
made within the response deadline; until 19 days after the
response DEADLINE {APPENDIX J) Even ~if~ a 15 day extension had
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nad been; the respouse wocuid stilil be in DEFAULT. (See Exhibit to
Ociginal Complaint.

Hedrick seeks_damages in thz foilowing amounts (APPENDIX K):

"no action has been taken to treat the blcody sores on wy
head or for my 7-8 level back pain i suffer caused by Craft. This
exnibits continuad 1nsen51tLVLty and ilack of medical care. Tae
BOP is the proximate cause of these biooudy scres. <Craft
alsregarded the treatment plan of an outside dermatologist to
infiict pain. My medical record snows the first scre appeared
01/10/4u15 and has not beerni cured."

'For physical pain and sufferlng caused by the BHF and Cr
I demand compensation of $100/day from 0i/10/2013 to 08/04/[40]
the day Crafts actions actions for the bloody sores; $200/dqy fi

08/04/[40117 tc date aand continuing at $400/day.

Totals: 0i/10/2013
08/04/2017
08/04/2017

08/04/17 \sores; @ $100/day -
current (oores) @ $200/day
current | Back) @ .$400/day

i
- P
N \
|92 e x

N

(]

<

To 12/08/i7 = TOTAL = $242,300

Continuing at $7 00 per day until treatea.' amended Complaint Page
8 of 10 VI. @ 9-17.

In VII. Relief Hedrick demands that:

”Due to failure to compliy with 42 U.S.C. § 1997e(a) Hedrcick
seeks lifetime damages in the amount {to age 82 of $30,684,900 for
the 1n1ur1eo cause[d] by the deiiberace actions of Dr. Patrch
Craft whio, in COHSerdCY with the other Defendants retaliated
against Hedrlck causing furthner phy81cal injuries that Hedrick
suffers that are described below.

As of the date herein neither the scres or the back inijuries
have ‘been treated. It is pLysLaL ciear the Hedrick did demand BY
DEFAULT for failure te respond " Amended Complaint FPagz 8 of 10
VII @ 29-33. : :

Reason # 2: Did the Court Error in ruling tha: "Plaintiff,
Lnsteao makes several COUCLUSOEV, faricastical, and nonsensical
allegatlous which are insuffi ient to state a constitional ciaim,
in iight of the FACT that cn December 30, 2020 (APPENDIX A')
Hedrick's conviction was overturned \VACALEU) by thé United States

Court of Appeals for the Fifch Circuit?

It is a FACT that Hedrick was placed In the Centrai ianaate
Monitoring (CiM) Progrem at FCI Victorville. (APPENDIX H)-: That is
not a frivolus act on the part of the BROP. The threat was and is
still real. Hedrick has suffered and been physically anc mentaily
injured. Harassment, threats and serious assaults started 10 days
after his trial and have continlied for ii vears. These are FACTS
that can be subscantiated by issuing a subpoena or taking Written
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Ouestions from D2CJ-0IA Investigators, FBI Agents, DOJ-Criminal

Division, BOP Qfficers, Staff and Contractors and the following

iamates:

FCI Butner II/FMC

John Delco . 26064-034 Arthur 14154-082
Msvron Peleck 58891-052 Jeff Hicks 24886-279
Steven (Steve) Bush 19970=006 Darrell White _ 56358-056
FCI Fort Dix
Cassie Dill 27853-055 Michael Austin 76013-0%6
Rodnay Spain 12455-056 Byron 95154-056
Valenta 35910-068 Ferando 65853-051
Charles Anthonv Davis 13548-021 Michael Wilkerson 67860-066
Johnny Chaparro 45030-424 Chris Crank 91606-083
Kraeger 69684-067 Wayne Carter 14495-084
Shumaker . 59309-019 Doug Crowliey 1 91743-083
Robert Yates 93¢88-038 Harvey Cox 22623-171
Jenks 17701-033 Ming 44837-0564
Paisley 21793-084 Jackie Bagley 63477-037
Rephwan Saleh 85571-054 Scott Sulik 21905-032
Alando . Sublet - 18301-033 Beamon 47902-066

All of these inmates will provide written affidavit and will
also file a Certificate of Interasted Persons and Corporate
Disclosure Statement followed up by an &mecus Brief on the
harassment, threats, assaults and attempts to murder Hedrick that
they personally witnessed.  This case is not frivolous.

The Court made an Error in ruling that the complaint was
"frivolous':

"Plaintiff's filing is fragmented, fantastical and difficult to
follow . .('"Hedrick has a history of filing pleadings in the
district colrt and this court raising fantastic.claims centering
on a wide-ranging comspiracy involving a drug cartel, federal
prosecutors, law enforcement, and a federal judge arising out of
an effort to frame him onm child pornography charges and mucrder him
S0 that the cartel could import contraband ianto the country using
Hedrick's cargo facility.'")(quotation omitted). See Note # 1: "The
Fifth Circuit, additionally, sanctioned plaintiff due to his
history of frivolous, repetitive, and abusive filings. (citation
ommitted). .

As noted in Appendix A the Fifth Circuit no_longer considers
Hedrick's filings frivolous. His conviction has been overturned
and statingt

"To the extent that Hadrick is complaining about his access -

22"



te the law. library and is alleging that prison officials or othar

)]

are tampering with his mail, such claims are not cognizable in §
2255 procaedings....To the extent that Hedrick is challenging his
zonviction based on substantive claims thet a conspiracy framed
him and is attempting to silenca him, wa declina2 to consider such
claim." APPENDIX A, P. 2@ 23-29. (citations omitted).

A petitioners complaint is not frivolous if that complaint
presents a substantial question and supports that complaint with .
legal points arguable on their merits. '"...the district coutt
properly dismissed tha complaint as frivolous...district. court may
dismiss as frivolous a complaint whose factual allegations 'rise
to the level of irrational or wholly incredible." (Citations.
omitted). Other coucts have disagread. 'Plaaded facts which ace
merely improbable cor strange, however, are not frivolous..." Ancar
v. Sara Plasma, Inc. et al, 964 F.2d 465; 1992 U.S. App. LEXIS
148563 1992-Trade (CCH) P69r889; No. 92-2003 (June 30, 1962).

dedrick has acted and filed his complaint in good faith in

expectation of a fair review by the district and appellate courts.
In re Howard v. King, 707 2d at 220 (bth Cir. 1983) the court
ruled that "a party demonstrates good faith whan hes seeks

appellate review of any non-frivolous issue, but he nead not show
probabla success on the merits. The reviewing court may ornly
2xamine whether the appeal involves 'legal points arguabla on
their merits." Id. (quoting Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738,
744 (1967).

The United State District Colirt for the Southern District of
Texas, Brownsville Division, 600 Fast Harrison Street, # 101,

Brownsville, Texas 78520, Tn re United States v. Hedrick, No.

1:11-cr-715; No. 5:17-cv-36 is currently investigating the
"P‘;&r.ﬂ':lssmar_lt,i threats, assaults and attempts to murder Hedrick at
all locations within the BOP and in specifiec FCI Foxt Dix. The
Uniteds States Attorney, 1100 Louisiana, Suite 2300, Houston, Texas
77002 (713-567-9568) has rasponsibility for this investigation.

On Jaonuary 29, 2021, tHedrick filed a Motion For Compassionate
Release (Dkt. 387) for tha purposa of investigating the attempts
within tha BO? to murder him over the past 11 years and at FCI

Fort Dix specifically. On Februvaryv 1, 2021 the Court ruled
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(APPENDIX L) that "The Govermmern: is ORDERED te file'a reasponse to
‘Defsndants’ nmotion (Dkt 387) by February 16, 2021."

On February 15 2021, {Dkt. 391) the Government filed.
Governmant’'s Motion to Obtain Copy of the Sealed Preseatence

Investigation Report and Accompanying Addenda, (APPENDIX M)
raquesting that:

"The United States of Americal..moves this Homorabla Coiirt tc
diract the Unitad States Probation Office to make available and/or
provida a copy of the sealed Presentence Investigation Report
(PSR) to the govarummentl..." Page 3 @ 11-14. _ .

On February 15, 2021, the Gevernment filed Government's
Moticn for Extension of Time tc File Respcansz to Defendants's
Motion for Compassionate Release. {APPENDIX N) stating:.

"The government is still waiting to receive reqhastad records
from the Bureau of Prisons to assist in preparation of its
respounse. The government has also filed a sesparate motion to
obtain a copy of the ssaled presentence investigatinn report in
this case (Dkt. 391), which will further assist the government in
preparing a comprehensive responsev The government has not had
the opportunity to consult with Defendant regarding nis position
on this request for extension of time." Id. Page 1 @ 17~25.

Ou February 18, 2021, (Dkt. 393) the Court issued its ORDER
(APPENDIX 0): :

"Moreover, the Government explains that an extension of time
is required to allow review of the sealed PSR (Dkt. 1&3) and '
additional yat-to-be-received records from the Bureau of Prisons.
(Dkt. 392 @ 1.) Finding that good cause exists for both requests,
the Court concludes that the Government should be permitted both
electronic accass .to Defsndant's sezaled PSR (Dkt! 1€5) and an
- extension of time to file its responsge.'" S22 Fed.R.Crim.P. 45(b)
Id. Page 1 @ 16-19; Page 2 @ 1. "It is furthar ORDERED that the
deadline for the Government to file a response to Defendant's
Motion for Compassionats Release (Dkt. 387) is EXTENDED to March
19, 2021. id. Page 2 @ 7-8. : -

On March 3, 2021, Hedrick filed = motiomn with the court to
pravent the BOP from refusing te provids his records withia the
BoP and within SIS titled Freedom of Information Act/Privacy Act
: éFOIA/PA) and Court Order Dated February 18; 2021. In this notion

APPENDIX P) stating: : ' :

"I absolutely desire that the United States Attorney's Office
have all of my records within the Federal Bureau of Prisons 2ad
investigative offices at the Department of Justice and the Federal
Bursau of Investigations and in specific in the FBI Richmond,
Field Office (See below) and in the possession of tha BOP.

On March 5, 2021, Hedrick filed a Request to Grant U.S.'
Attorney Additional Time to Respond for an additional 14 days
(APPENDIX Q) explaining® : ' ’
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aant that the U.S. Attorney bave ALL documents ia

M1t dis iaper: u.s
the custody ¢i the Federal Bureail ot'Drisons et al. tc meke &
truthful, adequate and coumplate respons mke cttempis to hara
assault and/or murder me centinuced this weak
On February 12, 20z1, The Departaent of Ju tlce/Oif'" 2f the

ingpecier General respended to umy comgla'nts concercning the
ass aulto cn me at For: Dix {APPENDIX R) stating:

"Thank ycu fOJ your correspondence dated )7/09,h . The U.S.
Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General,
investigates all&CuLLOu: of misconduct by employ=es anc
sontraciors of OJ as well as waste, fraud and abusc affecting
DOJ programs and operations. Aftec reviewing your colipiaint, we
nave determined that the matters you raised are mors appropriate
for review by another cffice within the DOJ. Therefcore, we have
forwarded your eunte<ponde ice to: Federal Bureau of Prisons Office
of Internal Affairs.” -

On March 14, 20Z1 {APPENDIX S), as the assanits continued.
Hedrick filed a Request for a Court Order to the U.S.
Attorney, Houston, Texas to contact the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI) in Washington DC and the Special Agent-in-
Charge, Agent Schoffstall, FBI Field Office, 1970 E. Parhan Road,
Richmond, VA 23228 Who Has Been Assigned as Hedrick['s] Agent
Since 2015 to Bring Criminal Charges Against Fort Dix SIS Officer
Atkinson for Violations of Title 18 U.S.C., The United States
Criminal Code. Charges as Applicable.

Michael Wilkerson, Dixon and SIS Cfficer Atkioson arce uader
investigation by the Depertment of Justice Criminal Division in
Criminal Investigtion No. 4297960. <{he foliowing witnesses can be
caiied 20 testify to these incidencst BOF Officer Cutler, Lt.
kiown as '"Ms. G", AW Smith, BOP Officer J. Sanchez and Cfficer T.
Brito. ' '

On March 23, 2021 (APPENDIX T) Acting U.S. Attcruey Jennifer
"B. Lowrey and Carrvze Wirsing, Assistant U.S. Attorney, for the
Southern District of Texas, filied the Government's Second Motion
for Extension of Time to File a Response to Defendant's
Compassionate Release Motion (Dkt. 404).

On March 23, 2021 (APPENDIX U) the Court issued its GRDE
‘ruling: ' _

" ernment requests tnat the Couct extend the
deadliue to & response to Defeadant:’s eompaSeL(n ate ralease
mOEZon (Dkt. 367) to at least March 49, 262 (1d.)

"Having comnsidered the bGV~Lum=Ft 3 mOCLQu {bkt. 404) the
Court concludes: that the Goverament's feilure to LESpUrU b) March
19, 2021 waz due to excusable neglect. See Fed.R.Crim.F.
45(bj(1)(A). The Court also concludes that good cause exists to
further extend the response deadline. See Fed.R.Crim.P.
45(p){1){(A).

For the foregoing reasons, the Court hereby EXTENDS the
deadline for the Government to respond to Defendant's Motion for.
Compassicrnata Release (Dkt. 387) to March 29, 2021. The Court

25



ftttcr DENIES as MCOY Defendant's "Request =c Grant U.$. attorney
i

a

Additional m2 to Raspoad™ (Dkt. 4010 Yzcauss the Court conzludes
Lbdt the additicnal time to respoad granted here appcopriately
resolves Lafzndaat's ‘quast " Fage 1 @ 16-23; Pagz 2 @ 1.

The Jourt also note "Defendant vcequested a l4-day exteusior
o the Cuurt's original nacch 19 2021 dzadline (Dkt: 461 a«t 1.}
The Court finds that the axtensicn granted in this Order is
sufficiant to ellow the Govaromaab to maka a"eruthful, adzquata
and compete rasponsea.'" {(See I[d.) Note i, Page 2.

In Apeil 5, 2021, Uedrick requested thet the Couart GRANT
anvtrier Extension of Tima Until April 30. 2021, \APPENDIX V) dua
£0 a potantial relzase of ROP iamates when a decision ln re United
states v. Davis, No. 1:10-cc-00041~JRN-BXKE on Appeali NO. 10528
{ITth CIc. Féb™2. 2021y :

The Assaults Continue

On April 29, 2021, Headrick f11°d Evidentiary Declaration # 1
- Identification of Witnessas. {APPENDIX W) which idencifias
Fredacico Gonzalez (31225-171) and 14 membars of his Mexico/U.S.
Drug & Weapons smuggling operation who will testify that Richard
Alaniz is & Master Planner for the Colombian Drug Cartal’s who
wholesale distribuces cocains and automatic wzanons and armaments
in both Mex;uo, Latin America and tne Unit=a States. Alaniz heas
an apartmeat in Bogota, Coiombia, a nousa on tne Brownsvillia Golt
Course LVQflfled - Gonzalez], an “under ground house n=zar San
Autonio |verified bv Gonzalez] and a house in Van Nuys, California
| zew evidence by Gouzalez]. He has offices in S5 Mexico cibias and
in Panama Citv (3 vacifizd by HeOrLCK/NUbKULo/RObEEtSOH].
Gonzalez's tastimony outline (APPENDIX X)

. On Mav 13. 202i {APPENDIX Y), dedrick was assauited
[Witnzssed by Harvey Cox - 22623- 1711 and suffersd sevare iniucy
to his spine, hip and caif's [documented in madical records].

tn May, 11, 202i(APPENDIX Y). I was in the shower on the lst
FlOOL abuut'7 OO pal when soma2one, who [ did not know. vyva2llad &t
me. "'Way don‘t vou drown vourself and die!" 1 looked thru the top
1/4 of the shower curcaln which is clesar plastic and asked “'Wno 13
that?”" No answeri"

On HMay i3, 202i, a follow-up assaudlt occurred.

"4t 12:00 whan lunch was called for Bidg. 5751. wa exitad out
of the back door. Tae ofiicers use two (2) rocks to keep the door
open. Ona of the rocks is tha 3iz= of a softoall; Lt wes wot
urider the door, but in front of th2 duor. 1 was gushed and
stepped on ity it collad and I hit my back and hip on the adge Of
the step; ce-iajuring wy back, hip and calf. Page 1.

I repocted it co Dr. Patsl ia mzdical aud the AW of Safaty.

At my appointwment with Dr. Fatzl uc x-rays were taken, 50 MRI
or CAT Scan was done. Iu“.bug Patzl touild ma to cub the
bdpod*CLn Cream 0.025%' that was prescribed bv Patel for my back
injurv FROM BRutner: instead of the opsration that FMC Butner
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instead of the coperation that F¥MC Butner ordered.

\"U

An Additicnal Assault oa Juiy 3, 2021 at 1.45 pm cceucrec,
- T was asgsaulted by inmate Ralph Caszius (aka Marine) (APPENDIX Z)

who

", ..assaulted ma2 ia ths rccm allctted for legal work while I
was on this typewriter uypiag legai work. Ha ripped the paper out
cf cha typewriter, spilled cofice c¢in me and yanked the typewriter
out of my hands on the desk. When I stoppad him frem swmasahing the
typewriter ne verb dLLy dbbaULtEG me and tnreatened phvsical harm.

There are five (5) wit 1353&8 to this assault. “Macine™ works
directiy for Dixon out trasn 3 times per day.

When tnis assault failed a moce carefuliy piannad assault was
devised (APPENDIX aj.

Dixon, Atkinson and the head of Education Brian womack., with
the assistance of Lt. W. Hamptomw devised a way to have me xilled
(APPENDIX b).

womack posced oin TRULLINKS that I was scheauied to take the
Final Exam for a GED Ciass at Education. 7This schedula was a
fraud because it stiowed that I had already completed 4 parts of
the 250 aour GED class and was Test Ready. I did not spend one
single minute in that class.

Wnen I weat to Educacion to chalienge this, I was set-up to
be put into the SJU for savzn (7) davs because [ rafusad tc take
the test. Mv PSR, & copv of which is in Unit Team and my BOP
ca2cords claacly show that I graduatad from Waxahachis High School
in 1969 and Texas A&M Universitv in 1973w A _

Dixon and Aiusworth attempied te weite me a "SHOTY which
failed because Waxahachie High Sciicol sent a copy of wy digh
School Transcripts and Dipiowma directiv tc Ainsworth. See
Evidence In Support of Supplement to. Lomplalnt of Harassment,
Threats, Assaults & Attempted Murder \APPhNDIX a).

However, [ was put Lato the SdU for 7 days in a celi with an
inmate who was told to kill me. He said that he had killed two
inmaces with sex offansas at Victorviile. He said that hs was
told by the SHU oificer that he was putting me in the celil with
him so he could kill me and thz officars would let it havpen. Ha
rer“od to do 30 Decause for the first time since ne was zi veais
old (aow ovar 50) ha was going home without a jail sentenc
pending. This was witnessed by Otficer Wiliiams, wno was'assigned
to tne SHU at the time., and Unit 5752 Managa2r Ebingsr whe came to

2¢ me out of the SHU

Wnili2 at Butnz2r FMC 1 requasted under the Freedom of
Information Azt all of mv racocds contained in my Unit Team File.
Matthew Ma2iiady, Regional! Attorney for the BOP relz=asad 85 pages
of my Unit Team Fiias. In Sapcemver 29. 2021, showad Unlt T2am
Counselor Ainsworth a copv of my I'nmate Skills Development Plan -
Program Review: 05/13/2015 (APPENDIX d} which shows: Faciiity -
PEM: Assignment -~ GED HAS:; Description - COMPLETED GED OR (IS
DIPLOMA: Start Date - (04-06-2013; Stop Date - CURRENT.

. Ms Ainsworth, theu, looked in my Unit Team Fiie and found the
30P-Unit Team Copy of not only this one bdbu: those from every Unit
Team - Six Month Evaiuation I have had. 7Tne harassm=nt and
illegal confinement in the SHU to murder me is proved by tiuis hard
evidence.

§ . : ! 2 7



On August 2, 2021, Hedrick filed a Supplement to CompLalnts of
Harassment, Threats, Assaults & Attempted Murder (APPENDIX c) in
the case. 'Thess are assaults that have baen investigatad and
croven by evideuce to be true.

Richard Alaniz instigated these attacks. Dr. Facrick Craft
and the other defandant's in this case wece paid or infiuenced to
haruss, threate 2n, assaults and attempt to murder Hedrick. At
Butner II1/FMC; the Departmenc of Justice, Office of internal
Affairs investigate Jraft finding that he did, in fact, assault

Hedrick. As a result,. Craft was turned over to the FBI for

U

investigation, arrest, inditemernt and trial.

3. DBid the Court Ercor in ruling to dismiss "...plaintiff's
claims arising at the Federal Coucrectional Institution Furt Dix,
for improper veudie” when in fact the ass ults on Medrick cccucrad
at all facilities that Hediick has been incarcerated at since FCT
Victorviile to- and including FCI Fo Dix?

I'he Federal Bureau of Prisons is an agency of the United
States Governmeut which is locatad in the Dist:itt of Columbia.

a G
The harassment, threats, assaults and tenpts to murder hkim

at
nia, Nortn Carolina and New

occurrad ia Texas, California, Vicgl
Jarsey. Aithough an appellate court "™...is required to make
ind: v ation of facts to decermine whethsr accused

ial unfattered by olitside influences.'" Tasby

L
teda
(1974 GA 8 Ack), 451 F.2d 394 Cert. Den (1972) 408

rece
United States.’
U.S. 922. ALl of these BOP facilitizs have twc things inm common.

At gach one Richard Alaniz sent or paid for individual inzluding
t

5
BOP Officersy Staff, Contractor's and inmates to harass,

threaten, iunjure or murdzr hiwm. These threaus originated L[rom

outside of tne BOP and have followed Hedrick from cicocurl to

circuit. Su, where does venve lay? 7This is a coatlnuous string
F i |

of theeais from Vicrerviile to
before the bugf&mc Court should vz cons
Page 19 at 1lc - 33.

‘The All Writs Act

w welt of mandamus against a lowar coact is
C. § 1651 ay: The United States Supreme. Colrt
blished by #&ct of Coungress may isste all wrics
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aid of thelr jucrisdictica and

necessary or apnrurc1et;vin

agra2ablez Lo the usagss and principlss of Law. This is a "drastic
and extracrdinary'" remedy reserved for really extraordinacy
causes; TI'ha traditional use of the writ in aid of appallate
jurisdiction both at common law aud in the federal courts hnas been
to confiae cthe court against whicn wmandaamus is wought. i3 a lawful
exercise of its pre ibed jurisdiction. ﬁlthoﬁg% courts have not

O":

3¢
coulinad tneamiselves to an arbitrary and tachnical dzfinition of
”jurisdiution oniy exc untional c11cumstaave amounting to a
1JJiLid; usurpation of pOW“r or a "'clear abuss of power", or &
claar abuse of discration” W’ll justify the irnvccation of this
extraordinary relief." :

Petltioner baliievas that the Cocct has the jurisdiction under

a
the All Writs Act to ' combine the two (2) cases aow befora the
£

(%)

Supreme court to sz=e the "entire" set of facts aud evidencea.

4. Was the Bureau -of Prisons in DEFAULT of its
Kdministrative Remedies Program (aka 8, 9, 10, 11 Tort Claim)
systam by “failing to respond' in ccordance with tha programs
"TIME LIMITS" to respend to Hazdrick's Complaints?

Default Judgement

s curt actually ERRED when 1t classifiad the
Nature of Suit: 2555 Prison Conditions actiom. It is not and
never was!

This case 1s a raquest for a DEFAULT order to the BOP. The
Bur=au of Prisons is in DEFAULT of the Bureau of Prisons
Administracivs Rededy Program Undszr Program Statement OPI/CLT
Nuabar 1330.18 (January b 2-14). The cour: doas not Yave to
spaculate. The EOF has aiready been givan th% pporctunity to
raspoad to Hadrick's BP-8, BP-${BP-229)(IN DEFAULT) BP-10, BPF-it.
and BEOP Tort Claim. The large number of axhibits filzd with
Hedrick's complaint are all a part of the internal BOP |
Administrative Remedy Program whicti is in DEFAULT. The "time

limits" ia the BOP Administrative Remedy Program are®
BOP Form No.  BOP Time Liwmits Processed to:

BT -8 ' 10-Days ’ Unit T2am Ceinsiar
Bp-9 (BP-229) 15 + 15 Days Warden

BP-10 (BP-230) 20 + 30 days : Rzglonal”Director
3P-11 30 + 30 Days antral Vffiga

BOP Tort Claim Six Monthis (1SC Days) BOP Legal Councal

It the BPF-9 to BP-11 ar2 DENIED ths igmats mast f£iis an



“internal® BOP Tort Claim within ® months of the denial of the BP-
11.  If dissatisfied with the BOP's dezision the inmate will can
file a Tort (Claim in the district codict. This Tort Claim for
DEFAULT judgment, under the provisions of 42 U.S.C.. § 1997e(a),
that appeal. The BOP is in EFAULT of its own Administrative

Remedy Yrogram in that the Warden at FCI Butner did not raspoad

~

to; rnor requast an =2xtznsion of 15 days to ra2 pund to Hedrick's
B?2~9 (BP-229). Sae Amendead Coaplaint Page 8 ci 10.
APPENDIX J & APPENDIX K.

Warden Andiews admittad that he did not respond until 19 days

f")

“9-30. See

after the statutorv daadline to raspond (15 days) and even if he
nad reqgucsted the extension cf 15 days he would stiil be in
DEFAULT. AlithoYgh Hedrick allowed_the BEP to respond by filing
BP-10 thru Tort Claim, the BOP Jdid not deal with ths issl

does not'change the fact that thz BOP was DEFAULT.

in
In ce: Bovd v. Corr. Corps. of AM, 380G F. 93835 996 (6th Cir.
094)\H0101ng that Administrative Remedias are exhausted whan
prison officials fail to timsly respond to properly filad
griavanc2; through d¢istinguliszhing a cas2 whara the prisonzr could
process without a d=cision,
The courts have further rvled:

'mhe Aduinistrative Procaduras Act (APA) nrovides generatly
that [a] Pacson suffaring legal wroang bacause of agancv'" ac Llo
or aévarsaLy affactad or aggravatad by agency acticn within the

m2aning ot ralevarnt, statutas is antitled to judicial reviaow
therect.

The court further rula

Title 5 U.S.C. § 702 - The AP4 is not a grant of jurisdiction
to Faderal Courts. Thay have jurisdiction of APA claims undzre
General [edacal Quastion iurisdiction of 28 U.S.C. § 1531  Kanz

v. Winn. 319 f. Supp-’ 2d 162, 210 (D. NMass 200 4)(u1t1nz Califano

v__Sangars, 430 U.S. 99, i¢5 (L9779, . TTTTTTTT

Thzre ar2 only two issues in this case:

i, The BOP is in DEFAULT of tha ARP and Fadrick's DEMAND for
Compansation is by DEFAULT: and

[Craft =t ali can bz hald

2) Undei "Bevins" BP officers
) - - - . »
kK s phvsical and mentsl inijurias.

cciminally accountable for Badricl

The moment that #Hedrick was "attacked" and physically injurad

and still suffers frow thosa injuriess [provan by medical ra2cords]
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~whick Wwas set-up by Alaniz/Craft the term "frivolous™ lost any
legal standing sinca in each court cass Hadrick has .arguad
consistently, that the attacks started~ 10 days after his trial
and continue. © to the curraent data. The hard evidence is in the
filas of FCI Butier SIS Officer Lt. Lloyd! With the arrest of
thiee "two-man" hit teams sent to kill Hedrick and the RMOKING GUN
a reasonabla man would not call what happanaed to Hadrizk
frivolous:

The court makes specific ceference to¥

"The Fifth Circuit, additiomally, has sanctionad plaintiff
dua to his history of frivoloilis. rapetitiva, and abilisive filings®
Sze_Hedeick, 735 F. App’'x at 164! United States v. Hedrick, 433,
4347(5th Cir. 20156), Mandate.(APPENDIX F) Page Z Note 1

(xa

The "truth" is "repatitive' bacausa it can ba noting else.
Neither the district court, the appellate cobhrt ncr tlie
Supreme Court can expilain away the existence of an ATH receipt
from Van Nuys. Califurnia in the "sealed" evidenze bag # 14 sHored
) 5
at ICE in Browmsville, Texaz that is dated 89 days after Hedrick
was arrestaed. (APPENDIX B)

Tn o Pmployee. Painters' Trust vl Ethan Enters . Supg.

' : Enters, 4390
993, 207 0.S. Appl LEXI§ 5957 (9th Cir. Mar. 166 20uU7) the ccurt
ruled that Y... amended complain: qualified as 2 pieading
subsaquent to originel complaintiiiit was ifmmaterial whather

3 T ER . . e . e - N
amended conplalnt asserted new cr additional claims.™

The Clerk of the Court failzd to.éntec. aw ordec:for = . ..

default pirsuant tc FediR.Civ.P. 55(a). Sea Epron 0il Company v.
Mascneori Diakohar F.36 90 95 (2di Jiri 1993).

codcit to 20t an order

m
Q.
'
3
[ w3
s
[
o
.
w
[
e
o
P

i
Thz court should

DEFAULT" judgemant?

C
[N

5. Did the Court violate Hadr

ick's Eighth Amendment rights
. . . . . . - . . . , ) . . .
to "access to the courts and was Hedrick subjacted to "cruel and
nnusual punishmeat" with "deliberate indifference" by the BOP

Cificer's who ars tha subject matter of Hedrick’'s BP-&, BP-9, LP-
P Ny A4 - N A L b - \ Oy ¥
10, 3P-1ii and Tert Claim for default judgemanti

Access Ho the Court & Cruel and Gnusual Punishment

In attempting to avoid having tc maka a hard dacision. in

~

rsed the excuse “"frivolous"” to DTSMISS tha casa.  New that

+ (0]
favor of Hedrick, based on DEFAULT by the BOP. the district cour:
LS
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Hedrick's convittion has been overtwrned it proves that dedrick's
arguments were not frivolous.

"The right to access to the courts not cinly protects the
ability to get into court: but to ensure that such =2ccess be
adeguate, effective, and meanlngful." Christopher v._ Harbury, 536
U.S, 403, 415 n.2 (2000 App. LEXIS 30)(Hatrbury 111)(citations. .
omitted). See Harbury v Deutch, 344 U.S' App. D. L 68)

Hedrick was denied access to the court and to make an
argument that was “adequate, effective and meaningfui®™ bv the
Cierk using Fed.R.Civ.P. §(a) befors the complaint was served by
ttie Court or USMS as requested bv Hedrick under PLRA and as
“indicent'’. The Fighth amendment protects au inmates rignt to
medical care. The Supreme Court explained that tnls is because:

‘faln inmate must rely on priszon authorities to treat his
medical needs: if the authorities fail to do so. thouse needs wiil
not be met. Estelle vi Gamble, 429 U.S. 97, 103 (1976).

Medical recoras clearly show that, not oniv were plaintiff’s
medical needs not treated at FCI Butner 1I/FMC [nerve, spine and
back injuries]: but continued not to be treated at FCI Fort Dix
where assaults resulted in additioaal untreated iniuries.

Dr. Patrick Cratt caused [bv denying prescribed medications]
treatment of Hedrick's sarious msdical needs that were diagnosed
by the Vateran's Administiation as a U.S.A.F. active duty combat
injury/disability tnat requires continuing trzatment as well as
his Type II Diabetes me ilitus. USDC Exhibit T. Page 2 (@ 35-54:
Page 3 @ 1-15: See Hiil v. Dekaib Reg i Youta Det:’ Ctrf; 40 F.3d
1176, 1187 (1i1lth Cir. 1954).

The failure to treat Hedrick's existing medical iniuries

suffered in the physical assaults at Rutner and Fort Dix resulited
in further siznificant injur? and the unnecessary and wanton
infliction of pain in violation of the Eighth Amendmeht. tﬁEEil&
429 U.S. at 103: Jett v. Penner, 449 F.3d i0%1, 1695 (9th Cic.
2606 . ' '

In Hedrick'’s case the court must look at:

(1) Uhether a reasonable doctor or uatlcnt would consider
tne neea wor chv of comment or treatment:

(2) Whether the concditions siznificantly affacts dailv
activities; and

Y



(3) Whether Hedrick has Chrenic and serious paifiv"

Hedrick meers ali of this criteria which the distcict court
igrnored. Dr. Craft's actions and the "assanlts" aggravated all of
Hadirick's iniurias and added more.

Dr. Patrick Craft and AW Ripska wera fully aware of fedrick's
medical injiries with full accass to his medical r=cocds. They
new Hedrick's medical needs and '"deliberateiy" failed to respond

to taem. In fact. the evidaice shows that thev ware not onlv

-

“delibaratelv indifferant"; but, in fact, "engiheered" this "

pain
and suffering" as a part of th2 attempts to murder iHadrick. S=e

alsc Scott v. Ambani, 577 £.2d 42 (6th Cirt 2009y, Spruiill v.

Gillis, 372 F.3d 218 (3d Cir. 2004): Meloy v. Bachmeier, 302 F.3d

845, 849 (3th Cir. 2002).

Rureau of Prisons Correction Officers Campbell, Cunninghan,
Stancil, Williams aad othars yat to h2 idantifiad conspired to
intarfare with fdadrick’'s treatment causing 2dditional pain and

mantal str=ss by assistiog othar inmatas to attempt to murdar

"Hedrick ané Steven Bush (19970-006): witness to Hadrick:s assault.
adrick was dzanied his coustitutional ght Lo madical trzatmant
for a VA Disability (Pars Inte:articular ancerior fratftturs Jdefec

@ Lw2) causzd by an active duty {(U.S.A.F.) injoury! Therefors,

Szotion 1983 applies to this actiom.

Dir. Patrick Craft holds a wedical licensa to practice in the
State of North Carclina ahd Uses thisz licems2 to practice a
Butnar as a contraztor to tha BNPY  Accordingly. Craft’s illagal
acts were accomplished .unde: color of state law". If not for :tha

tat2 of North Carolina liczns2 to practice madizins wizhin tha
State of North Carolina Craft would nct heve qualified to werk for
the B30F at Butner II/[NC.

BOP Gfficer’s Campbell: Cunaingham, Yililiams, SIS Officer

Conyar @nd Associats HMarden Fupske aaterad into a 'campaign of
I e N
of the

-‘harassment" to rataliate for Hedrick and Bush's exposmure
iavolvemeat ¢f Craft in the attempts to mucder Hzd

in the physiczal zttafk by inmates on St»

\'4
Lioydj. Calhoun v. Hargcwe, 312 §.3d 73C {5th Cis- 12); Witte
v. Wisconsin Dept. of Correcticns, 434 F 3d 1031 (7th Cir+v 2006 ).

. —



This case also reaaches the thureshold undzc B2vins v. Six

Unknown Hamad Azents of Faderal Bureau of Narcetics. 403 U.3. 388
(1971} in whica the Supreme Jouct 2stablishzd the right to bring
tawzoelt fos wmoneay damages against individual 1law 2aforcement

RN - ~ -~ AR T I -
officinls acting under color of federal law, for violsitions of
comstitutional cights. Both of the two wmaia 2lamznts of a Bavins
acticn are met in Hadrick's casel

(i; A federal acrtor [BDP? Correccions Officer's and a
Countract enploynzj zggaultad Hedrick. and

(2) these acts war:z unconstitutionall

Craft was Hedrick s sssignad wmedical cace physician and knew
all of Hedrick's chronic iajuries and chreaic paiam. "Agafn, the
courcs are crystasl claar:

> - . - [ > - .

‘The existgnce of chrenic and sHb"tamtlaL pain, itself
demonstrates a "sericus medical nzed’t  Lzvauder'v. Lambart, 242
. Suop. 2d 821. 845 {(D.C.0r 2029).

"laflictisn of physicleogicel pain caff vicla®e &th Amendwent
protibition ageinst cruzl and unususl punl ament, " Perkias v.
Kansas Daept. of Correctioms, 155 F.3d 803 (10 Cir. 1375). 337 alsc
Newnan v. Alabami. 503 F-2d 1320, 1251 (5eh Cis . 1990); Tillsry v.
Owans, /.9 F. Supp. 1256, 2305-06 (S.D.Pe 1989); inmates of |
N — : i - - - y - -~
Oceopuan v, Baxly, 717 F. Supp, 854, 867 (D.D ¢. T985,; Lightfost
e P P h L . = . -~y ((. " —— o
v. Waeikaer, 486 F. Supp. 504, 522-24 .D T11 1989),

Prizown officials can ba h=2ld liable zvaa from the advica of

13 A L - - . e
priscn medical offlczr: tt . 13 obvious, even tc a lay pers:cn,
that a person i3z in azed of hosoitalization or othsr critical
necical care:” MoRavan v. Sandsrs, 577 F.3d 974 (8th Circy 2005).

Bevins zlso astablishad the right to bring a lawsuit for
money damagss agaiast iadividusl dindividual law 2aforcamant
offi i dgeral law!

thern

ihe vioclaticu must have been the 'p
‘n1ury which m2an that axcspt forr tha con
injuries and damag~° ware the raasvnable
or omissions in ;ooue- Jacksoun v. Sauyl

L such
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TR e A, )
(iith Civy 2000,.

“Champion V. Nutlocek Nashville, Inc., 380 7.3d 893, 906-07
(5th Cir'l 2004), MAff[icrming prilscners patu and scffering and

awarding $900,300 in dcﬂaﬁe .

Ranzolao v. Court of Nasszu, 370 F.34d 239, 245-247 (2¢ Circ
2004) twardiag 5300 009 foc pas: pain and suffaring rasuviting roc
nrisoners 1n|unvmo slifferszd in an assault:

Consalo v. Gzcrge 58 F.5d {1st Cir. 1935) ”Affirming damagzs
in an unpudbllsnzd amount for pain aud svif2ciug rasulcing froa
denial of medical care.'’ S22 also H.C. by Hewatt v. Marrad, 786
F.2d 1080. 1083, 1087 (D.Kan 1984)7 Craft is a contractor or
Private Provider:

Employees of orivate provider wac did mot act con Jdisbetics's
nead fer insulin coliid be found deliberately iadifferent" iicks v.
Froy, 922 F.2d 1450, 1456-38 (6ch Cir. 1993) "Upheliding judgement
against =a2mpicyaz and dismissal ageinst cozporatioa. Natale v.
Cawmd2r County Correcticnal Facilivy, 318 F.3d b75, 582-83 (34 Cir!

2003).
Negligence

he. Pacrick Craft and Associate Warden Rupska failad to usé

reasonable care. They had a dity ro do so in their madical
positions with the BOP: brz2achad that duty and causad ths pain.
suffering and iajuries to Hedriik's hack. spine. head and nerve

demagz in hoth lagse Tn addition. they aidad and abatted thrze
(3) cwo asa’ hit teams to attempt to wmurdar Hadrick and Bush
Dne of the msabacs of thase "hit teams" was Damian {(DOM) Gasdaska
wicnessad by Stzveun Bush (1%270-006), Castlebarry, Joan D2icso
(257647034 ). acthur (14154-082). Jeff Hicks (948856-279) and
Darreil Whize (586358-(456) and otherst Then the

3| v

tec Hzdrick ia thz U by thr

1 law enforcemant caugat ona of

—
(4
—

LA
T

r ¢} a
", . " . 4 A . — e N
hit ==zams’ s2at by Richarsd Aleaiz, Camvon County, TX Sharciff Ousr
4 a

P e 1] oy - ~ oz anaits s el
Ja3dsmIN thozats assavits andc

USHS once a month for the past two
issued for tha2se czcords Hedricx suffers from high anxisty,

sleaplessnessy stress and high blocd pressure; In reb Thompsoa v.




Opeiu, 7& F.3d 1492 (6th Cir. 1996) the court ruled that "Damages
Tor emotionszl dl;tra:t may be app- opriot whera nlaintiff suffars
sleeplessness, anxiety strass “z2 a'sc United Statas v.
. . - - . ( " | - - L—* -4
Flguerua Ecarnacion, 343 F.53d 23 {(ist Ciesi 20037,
Default .fudgment
fed.X Civ P. Rule 55. Default: Dafault Judgmant
{a) Entering a Default . When a party whcm a iudgwent for
efiirmative ra2lief i3 scught has failzad ¢ idrwise
wi

0 plz2ad or ot
defend, and that further is shown bv affidavit or other
clerk must spter the partv's defaultl

(k) Entering a Dafault
(2) By the Court. In all other cases, tha party must apply
to the court for a default judgament.
(¢) Judgment against tae Unitad Scates, it s officers, or its

agancias only 1f the claimant establishad a claim or right :o
relief by evidence that satisfies the colirt

55 (a)s; (b)(2)
nst the United States,
th2 BNP and Officars and contractor to the BOP. No Fi;? more.

This cas2 wes filad in accordance with Rula

and (d) for entry of a default judgment again

Th= District Court and the Coﬁct of Appeals mad=2 an ERROR in it

bring anything moc2 than that.
SUMMARY

d2drick hrings this app2al to tha Suprceme Court of tha United
States in good faith. Sometimes thaz truth is greater zhan fiction.

a
Th2 courts have rulad that Hedrick s argument s are 'repetiti

ve -
That is a trila fact. They ars repétitive” bacaitse TRUTH is the
TRUTH. Honorable men and Texes Azgi=s t211l tha truth hayond all

~else. Tt is odir cread

fn ruling that Hedrick's argument's are "repetitive' the
courts, themsalvaes confirm that Hadrick's argumants are
consistent, without deviation 2xcept for. the new =avidance of

attempts to murder Hadrick. The courts hava failad to quastion

iy

. . 1" . . .
any of the "first hand" witnesses, examin2 any of ths svidence, or
even demand that the govarnmant raply or d=2f2nd thamsalvas. Ask

yourself why? Hodrick is willing to taks a polygraph test on any
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aspect of these proceedings. Will the BOP offizer's, and in
pacticular. Dr. Craft or $7S Officar Convart -

~EBvan tae main witness. David Turnage, has not been questioned
by any faderval iantalligance agency. Why not? What iz the
Government afraid of? The truth? '

Tha invastigation reports mada by ROP-SIS at Victorville.
Petersblirg, Butner LI/FMG and Fort Dix are available by subpo=na.
Thae FB[ and The DOJ-BOP-0OTA investigation raports ara avaiiabiz by
subpoena. Again, What is the Court and tie Governwment afraid of?
Tha teuth?

The trutn is what the justice system is supposed to be abolit?
Isn't ith ‘ '

If We, as American’s. let the truth be denied; then what
Amarica stands for is lost. We b2com2 an anarchy and will slip
into chaos. That is what China, Russia and North Korea are!  Is
that our fate? ,

I would pray that the Court overiurn the decision of the lower
courts and ordar the district court to isswa a DEFAULT Order

against the BUP and awarding the damages sought by Hedrick.

2 _ Raspectfully submitted,
NS Jomdn ¥
DATED: Getober—27 2021 _ Wy 9 U
Robart L. Hadrick Pre- Se
94886-279 Unit 5751

Fedaral Bureau of Prisons
FCI Fort Dix

P.0. Box 2000

Joint Bass MDL, N. J. 08640

PROOF OF SERVICE

moNemer 13- 1, Robert L. Hedrick. do swaar of affirm that on this date
Geteber—27 , 2021, T hava servad the abov2 documant on tha Selisiter
Gleneral of thz Unitad Statas, Department of Justice, 950 Pénnsylvanis
Ave, NW, Room 5614, ¥ashington, DC 20535-0001 by deposition an
nnvelopa containing ths above document in the Unitad States mail
[Prison Mail Box Rdlc] propartly addressaed with first-class postaga

rapaid. :
o ol

Robert (. Hedrick Pro Se
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