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QUESTION^ PRESENTED>*

I* Did fhe Untied States District Court Error by denying

ihe January 13,2020, initial No.l CSX Transportation 

Corpora+e Headquarters Address -ho expedite process.

2. Did the United States District Court Fa i L to disc Lose 

ihe U.S. Marshal's returned unexecuted Summons 

information that prohibited Petitioner From complying 

utith the Statutory requirements under Fed.R.Civ.Procrt(m)?

3. Did the United States District Court deprive EchoLs 

Right to Notice of Summons And duty to discLose this 
Factual information pursuant to Fed* Rule CiviL Proc. 26?

H, Didthe United States District Court depriv/e EchoLs oF

his riqht under the 

Tit La IJ. uiith the physical impairment oF Stage III. cancer 

to proceed Luithout counseL under 28 \J,S.C.Sec. 19 IS (e)Ct) ?

5* Did the United States District Court deprive EchoLs oF 

remediaL and humanitarian provisions under FELA LAU 

iha+ impo.se.£ L/dbji.i'J'y +o pro+ec-f the safety of railroad 

employees set Forth in FELA *tS U-S-C. £St ?

6. Did the Um'+fid States District Court Fat L +o hoLd CSX 

Transportation Accountable For EchoLs FELA CLaim 

by violating OSHA and FSAA regulations designed 

to protect peopLe From UnsaFe LJorK environmentsf 

uiithin the meaning oF FELA US U*S< C* ££ SI - 60(2012)?

I. Did the United States Court oF AppeaLS For the 

Fourth Circuit Abuse its discretion by denying 

Appointed CounseL under 28 U.S*C*Sec. l<H3(e) (t) 

relating to Covicl- 19 Limitations (i.e* No Sxl laui 
Liabrary Attendance to Access Local rules,prepare 

inFormal hrieF or certification to CSX Transp*JTnc*) ?

Americans uiith Disabilities Act (ADA)

CL-
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[yfFor cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix -A. 
the petition and is
[ ^reported at Fourth U.S.Circuit No.Zl-lSHI • or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

to

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix /3 
the petition and is
[reported at £-D. VA . No, 3 f 3 C\/ OOQH 7 - f ljH • or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

to

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix_____ to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix

court
to the petition and is

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

[ For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
Hanuarv S 2.022,was ¥

No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
, and a copy of theAppeals on the following date: ____________

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No.__ A

(date) on (date)

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).
This FELA Case has been revie.bje.cf h\/ -the U-S.Courty

OF Appeals For the Fourth Circuit At Appendix A ,
The Petition For LJrii o F Fert. contains A Concise statement
On grounds herei HjOn efhich j or / sc/ici/on js in voKed
Under Federal requirements OF Aule it./ (e)m 

[ ] 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_______

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
--------------------------------- , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including____
Application No.__ A

(date) on (date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

FederaL Employers L/afcw Lity Act (FELA)jSection l 
HS U.S.C. £§ £1-60 (2012), AS Amended

Americans ujith DisabiLities Act CADA)
Ti+Le U-2*2000 General-physical impairment Cancer

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure Rule H (m)

Federal Rules of CtviL Procedure Rule -5 9 (e)

Erie Rat l road Co, V. To mp Kins , Supraj 3oH u.s* 6M. 

Erie doctrine - Erie RuLe.

Federal Rule ZB U.S.C.Sec. 19 IS (e)(t)

Fed era l Rules of CiviL Procedure Rule 26, - RuLe 36 (c) 

Rule 26 A O^/Cd) ~ Rule 26 G (rv)

Federal RuLes of AppelLate Procedure RuLe HS

LJ..S. Constitution Amendment 

U-.S. Con-sf/fuf/on Amend ment fVrj 

U«_S. Constitution Amend ment fx/vj

QccupetionaL SaFety & HeaLth Administration (OSHA) 

Under FederaL Regulation - Hazard Exposure

FederaL SaFety Appliance Act (F SA A) Sj FederaL 

Railroad SaFety RecfuLation (FRA)

FederaL Rules oF Civil Procedure RuLe II

3



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Roy FranKUn EchoLs, Jr., ("Petitioner'and/or''EchoLs1) 

proceeding prose, A Sixty -+ujo year oLd Virginia State 

inmate and SuFFers lji+h physical impairments From 

HodgKin'-S Lymphoma Stage ill cancer disease *
Due fo the Coronavirus pandemic, Pet-itioner has 

been on A LocXdoum At Sussex I. State Prison under 

Covid-19 restrictions since March 01,202.0,and unabLe 

to Attend the Sussex h Lau library to retain Legal 
Assistance From A CertiFied Lau CLerl<.

A previous railroad employee of the CSX Engineering 

Department betueen ApriL 1981 to September 1991* 

Re+Mioner LUGrKed As A CSX tracKman in various ratL 

yards/ Subdivisions and uias exposed to environmentsL 

hazards on A daily basis + On or About August 29,2011, 

the Virginia Commonuealth University (VC u HEAITH) 

diagnosed Lymphoma cancer* (See: Fed. Exhibit No* n ).

Under this medicaL condition On January 13,20 20, 

Petitioner Filed Civil Action Against CSX Transportation, 

pursuant to the Federal Employers' liability Act (FEIA) 

And the Americans uith Disabilities Act (ADA ) to protect 

his Constitutional Right under this physical impairment of 

Stage 111 malignant cancer* (sect Fed. Exhiforl No. I )«

Per Covid-19 restrictions including (i*e. No Sussex /. 
Lau Li bar y Attendance, Access to research or Directory )* 

Pe+i+ioner submitted f3) CSX Addresses that he thought 

uiere reUabLe to serve process on CSX* ThereFore, on 

May H,2o2o, RodericK C. young, LJ*S* Magistrate Judge./ 

deemed the Action is Filed* (see: Fed* Exhibit No* 2. )*
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FoLLoujing A one year Covid-19 FederaL District 

Court deLay / LocKdoiun . On March H, 20 21, ELizabeth 

LJ^Hanes, U.S. Magistrate Judge. Files A Memorandum 

Claiming:":It is not-the obligation of ’the Court, nor 

the Marshal's Service, to discern uihich of the three 

,Addre.s.£e.s is the proper Location to effect Service. 
(see J Fed• Exhibit No. 3 ) . ^

On May H,20t\, Petitioner provided the LocaL 

CSX -500 East Main St. Richmond, Va. 232/9 (Main OFFica). 

(See: Fed. Exhibit No* H ). To Assure process,on May 21, 
202/, Echols Submitted the AForementionad CSX Address/ 
to comply Ljith Fed* R*Civ.Proc»ul(rn).(se~e: Fed.Exhibit No» S)a 

FederaL Court records -SHolj that on June /7,202/, 

Judge Elizabeth U,Hanes Filed A Memorandum that Echols 

has not shousn good cause under Fed, RuLe Civ, Proc* HCm)* 

Under due process of Laiu, Judge Elizabeth LJ. Hanes had 

A obligation under the United States Constitution to 

NotiFyjState or inForm Echols in her Memorandum order 

that **on May 2Hj 2021 j the U.S* Marshal Service returned 

the Summons For CSX unexecuted because the Address
Echols had provided uias the Address For A Church *

(s e e f Fe d • Exhibit* No. 6)
Therefore, ujith No Notice of this Fact. (Td«). 

Under Covid- M restrictions on Tune 27, 202/, Petitioner 

informed the Court that CSX couLd he served At "CSX 

SOO E.Main St, Richmond, VA,23211^ (See:Fed.Exhibits No7,8,9) 

On July 21,2021j Judge Robert £. Payne, Filed A 

Memorandum order''EchoLs has not responded uithin 

the (tt) days oF the date of entry.fsee: Fed. Exhibit A/o./o). 

Accordingly, the Action uiilL be dismissed uiithout 

prejudice , Nevertheless, Judge Robert £. Payne,
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FalLed fo^j've notice in his Memorandum opinion of 

the MarahaL'-S neiurn oF service denying Petitioners 

Constitutional ri^ht fo Amend the FELA Action, 

Appropriately * (see: Fed. Exhibit No. il).

On the 9th day of August Zozt, Petitioner Filed A 

Petition For Reconsideration under Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 5$ 0s)o 

EchoLS provided the Aforementioned (C£%j) Addr&ss and 

A UJaiver of Service to CSX For the Marshal's fo SBrvecSx. 

(see: Fed. Exhibit Nos. i2, & 13). The District Court Failed 

to FiLe A timeLy response, to shout that EchoLs complied 

utith the reCjuirements of Federal RuLe CiviL Procedure H(m).

XnterestincjLyj On November 01,2.02.1, CTudc^e Robert 

E. Payne Finally disclosed that on May 2N, 2021, the LJ.S♦ 
MarshaL Service had returned the Summons For CSX 

unexecuted because the Address Echols had provided - 
the Address For A church. (memorandum order paye 

2)(ECF No.Zi)). Echols Motion For Reconsideration R.5Q(e) 

ujiLL he denied . (Appendix £3),

Under the Covid-19 pandemic Delta / OMlCROn 

LocKdoLjn restrictions At SXi State Prison (i.e.no 

Laui 'Library Addenclence, Access to Data FiLes, CierK 

Assistancej googie/ Directory or computer research)* 

Petitioner, on December OVjgozi, proceeding under the 

physical impairment of Stacie lit Cancer respectfuLLy 

recjuested the Hth LJ.S. Circuit Court of Appeals to 

Appoint? :, COunselj/n Order to Appropriately prepare 

the in For ma L brief and execute Proof of Service, 

as required by Supreme Court RuLe 29 , According Ly.

On January OS, 2022, the Court of Appeals Filed 

An Order dismissing this proceeding For Failure to 

prosecute pursuant to LocaL Rule HS.(Appendix A)*

uas
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Argument Presented

In FhLs Above - caption matter, Federal Court 

records Shouj Elizabeth U.Hanes, U.S. Magistrate 

Judge by Memorandum Order entered on June 11,2021^ 

Concealed Favorable information that demonstrated 

r/On May 2H, 2.02.), the United States Marshal Service 

returned the Summons For CSX unexecuted because 

the Address Echols had provided tuas the Address 

For A church (see : FederaL Exhibit No* 6)*

Judge ELizabeth U. Hanes made A prejudicial 

error by FaiLing to discLose to the District Court 

and to Petitioner in her Memorandum that the 

initial No. £ CSX SOO East Main Street, Richmondt 
Virginia 23219 uas An incorrect Street Addressf in 

Order to serve process on CSX Transportation* 

EchoLs could have correctly re-Submitted the 

No. I CSXT HEADQUARTERS Son Luater Street TacKson- 

viLL&j FLorida 32202 that he initially AnddiliCjentLy 

provided in his FELA Action on January !3,2020/ 

documented and screened by RodericK C. Young, 
U.S* Magistrate Judge . (X* d.)*

Judge Hanes clear error caused A deprivation 

of procedural due process to CompLy uith the (U) day 

shout cause order required by Fed. Rule Civ. Proc. H (m) 

that is Found in the Frameuor K Of the Fifth and 

Four-feen+b Amendments to the U.£. Constitution. 
Judge Hanes Ljith - holding the U.S* Marshal information 

deprived EchoLs of Life, Liberty and Limb uiithout’ 
due process of LaLj.U.S.C.A* Const* Amends*!?. &i A7Vc» 

to timeLy serve CSX and pursue this Civil Action 

under FEIA Statutory Lau * H5 U*£*C* §£51-60(2012)^

n



On July 27,202/, Robert E. Payne > Sr, U,S. Districi 

Judge, by Memorandum, neglected to disc Lose, on 

June HjZoZh Judge Elizabeth u. Hanesj uithheLdthat 

^'May 24, 202/, the U._S. MarshaL had returned the 

Summons For CSX unexecuted-"(see: Fed, Exhibit Mo.//). 

The Federal record clearly demonstrates that betueen 

May Z^jZOZt, thru July 27,202/, Judge Robert £. Payne 

Bnd Judge ELizabeth U,Hanes representing the District 

Court FaiLed And /or neglected to discLose ''the U.S. 

Marshal's unexecuted-Summons on C£X?The prejudicial 

error deprived Echols the Constitutional right to serve 

C£x.LJithout due process and procedural Fairnessthat 

regutras notice and the right to A Fair hearing be 

Accorded prior to A deprivation 237 U >£• 309 •

On November /,202/, Judge Robert E*Payne, by 

Memorandum Orderj discLosed "the MarshaL Attempted 

to serve CSX At the Address EchoLs provided to the 

Court, ( EC F No ZS.at 4.) , Once Echols learned that the 

Address he had provided uias incorrect, it Luas 

inc umbent upon him to Attempt to Find the correct 

Address (.See : Appendix a).

Petitioner uiill Submit to A Poly • Graph test 

And /or testify under oath that he had NO 

KNOWLEDGE or NOTICE uhat-.so - ever that the 

MarshaL Attempted to serve CSX Until Nov./,202/.

Xn .addition, the FederaL record corrobrates this 

Fact/that there is no memorandum order(S) until 

November ijZoZi, ( Appendix 0) discLosingthis Fact.£Zd). 

To Further support the Petition For Ur/t OF Certiorari. 
(■See ; EchoLs /AFFIDAVIT A+fached ).
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Lj/ihouf ''Notice, of this Fact" the Court Abused

its discretion that prohi bited EchoLs on his part to 

Find A Correct Address For CSX? to comply un'th 

the June Hj 2021, shout cause order or Appropriately 

Amend his Motion For Reconsider aiion Rule, 59 (E), 

Challenging the J'uLy 21/2021/ order to dismiss ujithoul 
prejudice - (See ? fed. Exhibit f*lo. il).

On January I3j 2020, Echols provided NoJ CSX 

Transp*/ Corporate Headquarters plus fuio (2) Additional 
CSX Addresses/that uas a *reasonable, diligent eFFort 

+ o eFFeet service on the deFendantVenable ,2,00 i 

LjL £IH533H/ at */ (citation omitted)# J~n Accordance 

Uiiih the March H,2o2iy Memorandum order / thi3> Court 

Failed to Cite A relevant controlling Case Laut uith 

Authority For EchoLsyto discern betujeen the CSX 

Street Add resses provided to the Court. fJT.ef.). 

(see: Fed. Exhibit No. 3).
The United States Supreme Court's decision in 

Erie Railroad Co. \f. TompKins .Supra, is instructive. 
Under the Erie doctrine A Federal Court exercising 

diversity jurisdiction over A case. For uthich no 

Federal La lj is reLevant must Apply the La us of the 

State in uthich it is sitting• According to the Erie 

Rule.j EchoLs has demonstrated good cause For his 

Failure to timeLy serve CSX under Fed. R.Civ- Proc.H(m) 

by SatisFying the Abuse of discretion standard, 

the decision oF the District Court must be reversed. 
The Erie Railroad Co. V, TompKins, is relevant to EchoLs 

FELA case,to prosecute under Fed. Rule Civ.Proc. H(m)

guaranteed under Due process Amend.31. and Equal 
protection CLause Amend. XTXf. oF the U.S. Constitution.



The Untied States Court of Appeals Abused

its Discretion in Denying Petitioner's______
Request For Appointment of CounseL

Petitioner moved the Court of Appeals on 

December Mth/£og/^ For Appointed Counsel. 28 U.S.C.^IcUS(e)0)r 
Petitioner demonstrated he ljas proceeding pro -se 

under A physical impairment of Lymphoma Stage HI* 

Cancer to represent himself in this FEIA Motion under 

guaranteed protections of the Americanos ljith Disabili­
ties CADA) And FEIA Statutory Lau *i5 U.S.C. Sec* £1.

EchoLs explained/that he ujas 

Covid- IQ Sussex I. Administrative restrictions incLude:
Litigating under

(\*e* No Sx/ Lauj Library Attendance /Access to re­
search material/ Computer^ directory or Appellant Rules') 

in the preparation of informaL brief in g or to properly 

Serve Proof of Service on Counsel of record For CSX 

Transportation required by Supreme Court Rule 2Qm 

(see ; FederaL Exhibit No . IQ ) • T he Cou rt of Appeals 

deferred consideration of the Motion RuLe 28 U.S.C. 

Sec. IQ IS (&) O) pending raviaui ofthe AppeaL »
(iee.* Federal Exhibit No. is )•

The Court of Appeals dismissed the proceeding
Local Rule HSFor Failure to prosecute pursuant to 

on J’anua r y _5th, 20 2.2./ Concluding the Court dismisses 

this Appeal pursuant to LocaL Rule HS MAN DATE. 
(see: Appendix A)> That RuLing H£ Mandate is 

revieued For Abuse of discretion ^Goodman V.Johnsonj 
52 4 F. AppJx 881, 8 Q I (nth Cir. 201.3)# Because there is no 

fight to coun-sel in A Civil casej BaHer V. United States. 

GHS F. App'x 266,21 i (Hth Cir. Apr. 16,2016), counsel 
.should be Appointed under 28 LJ. S. C+Sac* 18 l£ (e) (l)j

IO



Only in "Exceptional, circumstances"Such As uhen 

A case invoLes "unduly complex Facts or legal issues* 

Goodrr%ar\j £2H F. App1 x at 8 91.
Since January 13,2.020; EchoLs Su bmitted (H) motions 

reneiuinq his request For Counsel beFore the District 

Court 3nd Hth U.S. Circuit dismissed this FELA Case- 
Proceeding pro -se, under A physical impediment oF 

Cancer, Narcotic medicaiion and Topamax From chemo. 

The Cov/cf-/^ pandemic restriciions have created A 

denial of procedura l due process Amend« 33T, to Attend 

the Sxi Lauu Library invoLvinq complex Facts and issues 

teqjjirinq the Assistance oF CounseL 28 U.S.C. Sec, I9IS(&)G).

Pursuant to the Court's decision in Goodman V. 
Xohnson >52H F.App'x 881,891 (9+h Cir* 2oi3).Xn both this 

Case and Goodman; the piaintiFF Alleged the case ljHI 

require siqniFiciant research, investigation , Expert 

testimony and Assistance to serve process, Accordingly, 

Echols satisFy's the AppUed test and counsel ShouLd 

have been Appointed under 28 U.S .C # Sec. I 91S (e)("<)• 

The Seventh Circuit Court of AppeaLs decieded that the 

judqe Abused his dis cretion because the pLaintiFF's 

Case mould LiKaLy require expert testimony and 

plaintiff ujould have to Serve process on (1) seven 
rle F/>ndantJs .(Sreeno V* Daleys 19 F.3d 6*7-5 (ith Cir. 200.5).

On^-he ba.s/_s For reLieF r undeta 28 U.S.C. S ec. 19 f£ 

(e)(i)> Echols has satisFied the requirements under 

ControLLinq Laui in Goodman V. Johnson, £2H F. App*x 

881,8 91 (Hih Cir. 2013). Montgomery V. PinchaKj 2 9*t f 3d 

H9 2 , H 9 9 (3rd Cir. 2002) j Greeno V. Daley» HIV F.3d 6 4_5 

(1th Cir. 2O0£),And uihether An Attorney mould maKe 

A diFFerence in the outcome Farmer V.Haafj 990 F. 
2d 319,322 (ith Cir. 1993).
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vS urn mar y of Allegations

This FELA HE U.S+C.Subsections E! - 60 (EOta) 

cause, under Petition For A LJrit of Certiorart RulaiO, 

invoLv es one or more Leqal questions of 

ExeceptionaL importance in \/i olation of procedural 
due process And A suFFicient Shouiincj oF A 

Violation of The Americans uiith DisahiLities Act 

proc eedinq under An physical impair ment of 

AqAinst a major corporation.
The exceptional circumstances Are uthoLLy 

beyond petition er^s control as to qi ve rise to due 

proc e s s protection by the Fourteenth Amendment- 
The judgment of the Court of Appeals 

Abuse of Discretion to deny counsel pursuantto 

Z8 u.£*C.£ 19 IS (a) (i) involving complex Facts that 

uiouLd entitle EchoLs to the Assistance of CounseL 

.Sfif Forth in Goodman/ 52.H F. App*x At B91.

In Echols V. CSX Transp. No. 3? I € Cv £ 9 H £.D. VA*
(june 13/2.011). EchoLs presented Competency reports 

(iie.Ji G of 7 O And Found ttuice incompetent to stand 

tria L in /997). DusKy V. U.S. ,3BZ U.i.MOi (I 980)• 

AccordingLy, Echols is not Acting in a representative 

Capacity to protect Liberty interest* -In Accordance 

Uiith the Federa l record .the Hih U.S . Circuit F&i Led 

to CompLy uiith the requirements of Fed- Rule CiviL 

Proc. Rule IT to Appoint counseL^in order; to protect 

An incompetent parson ui ho is un represented in 

An Action Ru La IT (c)0 The Sussex Circuit Court 

Further Supports this Fact that EchoLs AhsoLuteLy 

needs the Assistance of An Attorney*
(see ; Fed, Exhibit No* 18 ),

cancer

ujas An
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Reasons for qranting the petition Are the District 

Court FaiLed to prosecute the initial January I3j2020, 

CSX Corporate Headquartes 500 LJater St. JacKsonvilLe^ 

Florida 32.2.02. under Federal Rules Civil Procedure H(m) 

+haf violated Constitutional protections Set Forth in 

Erie Railroad Co* V. TompKin Sj Supra*

Judge E.LJ. HaneSj Ahusa oF discretion /to 

ConceaL the MarshaUs returned unexecuted Summons 

clearLy demonstrates her intentions to prohibit 

Echols From resubmitting the CSX 

in order j to protect CSX Transportation,Xnc .jFrom 

Accountability and responsibility under the Federal 

Employers' Liability Act (FELA) MS U >S • C* Sec. 51*

Under FEIA Lalu imposing Liability on Railroads 

For injuries sustained during empLoyment. The Due 

Process CLause AFFords Echols A protected Liberty 

interest upon Federal Judicial revieuj ava i table 

that Luould enlifle him to the proceduraL protections 

AppLied in FELA Statutory provisions*EchoLs situation 

presents A type oF Atypical > significant deprivation. 

In uhich the District Courf created A violation of

Corporate Address,

protected Liberty interest to Serve Summons on CSX 

that Affected EchoLs phystca L State Of ujeLl being,
A deprivation of proceduraL due process under the

FederaL Rules of Civil Procedure 4 fmj that caused 

this FELA Action to be dismissed Lauj Fully jlin
unreasonable and un constitutionaL*

13



The District Court dismissed the FELA Action

UJifhouf notifying EchoLs OF the incorrect Add r ess, in 

order to satisfy the shouj cause under RuLe (m) *
A reasonahLe person in EchoLs position, luith Notice 

of this Fact Luould have made A reasonable,di Ligent 

effort to eFFect service AFter paying the Court's 

Filing Fee o F Four Hundred DoLLars (£ NOO -OG). 

(.see; Fed- Exhibit No* l & ).
The Supreme Court OF the United States shouLd 

reverse the Louer Court's FactuaL Findings because 

of the Abuse of discretion that EchoLs had been 

Notice of the incorrect street Address by 

Off Leer's of the Eastern District of Virginia j As such 

deLay couLc/ ha\/a extended the (Qo) day time period 

to eFFect Service under RuLe H(m)j i nd aF initely <

3l ven

Petitioner Shouts the importance oF this decision
because oF the con FLict not only by the Supreme Courtj 
but by Future FiLings For other petitioner's inSimiLiar 

Situations that could be detrementat For purposes 

oF the proper Legal proceedings necessary to uphold 

Statutory controlling Latu to Litigant's that 

Compliance

Are in

Luith statutory reguirements«
The. decision to over •rule the time - bar under

H Cm), imposed on Echols An AFFirmative duty to exercise 

reasonsbLet dfLigence* Not only does this perpetuate 

the Court's in - Accuraices to judge / but Also hinders 

his over All Health (see: Fed. Exhibit No*Ft) in violation 

OF FEIA LALJ "remedial and humanitarian'Statute that 

imposes Liability to protect saFeiy of railroad employees. 

King V, Fac. Transp* CO 8£S F. 2d IH8£,IH88 n*j (loth Cir. 1988).♦ /
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2+ is A mani fest duty of the Federal Courts 

to vindicate (juarant ees of ConFrontafion, 

CompuLsory process
to AccompUsh that /t is essential, that All relevant, 

and Admissible evidence be produced to defend 

one's Constitutions L rights. U .S.C.A.Const. Amend.5j6.

In this FELA Case, Judcje E. IJ. Hanes, violated 

procedural due process of the Fi Fth Amendment, 
and EchoLs Constitutional, ri^ht to Full disclosure, 

Fair hearing under the Si xth Amendment.
U.S.V. Richard M. Nixon, HI8 U.S. 683 (U.S. Dist. Col. I 9 7H). 

The Abuse of discretion, violated Echols Fundamental 
ricjht by cone
essential to Justice oF A pending Ci\/iL Action,in order 

to serve Summons o n CSX under Fed. RuLe Civ. Proc* 8 (m).

Under FederaL Rules oFCiv/L Proc. Rule 26 Ad),(it)* 

Mere, Judge E.U.Hanes, had a Duty to DiscLose the 

US. Marshal's discoverable information aLong Ljiththe 

Subjects of that inFormation that the d isc Losincj party 

may use
use LiouLd he solely For impeachment* Jin L/ght oF 

Nixon, the U.S.Supreme Coutt held the Constitution 

retires the production of documents that Are relevant, 

Admissible and sped Fi c to lit i elation . Sea s United 

States V. Nixon, HI8 U.S. 683 (181 H).

The Courts, Abused their discretion, to deny Court- 

Appointed Counsel under Covid-18 conditions and l3u 

Library restrictions pending AppeLlate Court revieui. 
There luas a violation under Fed. R. Civ. Proc., Rule 26 

the FoLlouincj proceeding is exempt From initial dis- 

cLo.sure 2.6 D(ivJ An Action brought Ljithout An Attorney 

by A person in the Custody oF the United States or State.

and due process cLa uses, and

eating the cl iscover y summons information

to .support its Claim or defenses , unless the
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The Constitution oF the United States Clearly 

establishes certain protections For citizens From 

Actions of the government shaLl not- be deprived of 

Li FCj H berty j or Limb lj ithout due process of LauJ • 
According to the deprivation OF Federal Rules oFCivil 
Procedure presented herein• There is An Abuse oF 

discret-ion by the Louier Courts to protect Echols 

rights under the V.^ VI.and Xt\/, Const. Amendments 

luithin the meaning of FELA Statutory Laus*
Therefore^proceeding under these exceptional 

Circumstances the Court Abused its discretion to deny 

discovery / counseL and clismiss the Appeal pursuant
to Local Rule HS.and the moving party is entitled to 
judjmen+RuLe 56(c). CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

'Rmj 7?cArdk» 1/7,.
J

Date: February/ JQ.2.Q2.2.
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