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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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appéndix to

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

[\/j/For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix A tothe petition and is

[/f reported at No 20 CR 509 éfé : or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the CERTIFY oW pAetr 5/; 20 ¢ court
appears at Appendix _ B __ to the petition and is
A reported at _ DESCRETZON ALY REVIEW . o,

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[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was ‘

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

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

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted.
to.and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. __A

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

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decidﬁd my case was (0h Z67F {_24
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix . '

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on ; (date) in
Application No. ___A . ‘ ‘

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a).
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Rouse v Brunswick Couﬁty S57177¢ ETNENT 0/; THE CAS 5/ \

1. Public employment {absolute immunity) police officers engaged in performing their
duties are public officials for the purpose of public official immunity and enjoy absolute
immunity from personal liability for discretionary acts done without corruption or

malice.

In the line of duties of Deputy Keith Bowling and Deputy Gary Green, both deputies of
Brunswic‘k County Sheriff's Department, were indeed in the process of releasing the KS
dog Roky. After the dog was released, Deputy Bowling told Deputy Green “not to run”.
It was dark, on a dirt road, and the deputies were stealthily moving through the woods
withqut announcing themselves. This is recorded on the body ca;mera of Deputy
Bowling. The question remains as to why there is no body camera recording for Deputy

Green?

2. Apolice officer is generally immune from suit unless the challenged action was {1)

outside the scope of official authority, (2) done with malice or (3} corrupt.

The K9 Roky should never have been used as a deadly weapon (force) for a

misdemeanant. The truck nor its occupants were used in criminal intent or action.

The K9 in question was used for approximately eight {8) years in training Iraqi police.

What the animal’s training or use was never brought up in trial.

Rouse, Stevén - Inmate # 1039894 - Letter # 2993524 - Rouse, Ann Page 5 of 9
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cases which arise from the Industrial Commission, a copy of the petition shall be served on
the Chair of the Industrial Commission. The petition shall contain a statement of the facts
necessary to an understanding of the issues presented by the application; a statement of the
reasons why the writ should issue; and certified copies of the judgment, order, or opinion or
parts of the record which may be essential to an understanding of the matters set forth in the
petition. The petition shall be verified by counsel or the petitioner. Upon receipt of the |
prescribed docket fee, the clerk will docket the petition.
(d)Response; Determination by Court. Within ten days after service of the petition any
party may file a response thereto with supporting affidavits or certified portions of the record
not filed with the petition. Filing shall be accompanied by proof of service upon all other
parties, The court for good cause shown may shorten the time for filing a respﬁnsee'
Determination will be made on the basis of the petition, the response, and any supporting
items. No briefs or oral argument will be received or allowed unless ordered by the court
upon its own initiative,
(e)Petition for Writ in Post-conviction Matters-to Which Appellate Court Addressed.
Petitions for writ of certiorari to review orders of the trial court denying motions for
appropriate relief upon grounds listed in N.C.G.S. § 15A-1415(b) by persons who have been
convicted of murder in the first degree and sentenced to death shali be filed in the Supreme
Court. In all other cases such petitions shall be filed in and determined by the Court of
Appeals, and the Supreme Court will not entertain petitions for certiorari or petitions for
further discretionary review in these cases. In the event the petitioner unreasonably delays in
filing the petition or otherwise fails to comply with a rule of procedure, the petition shall be
dismissed by the court. If the petition is without merit, it shall be denied by the court.
(f)Petition for Writ in Post-conviction Matters-Death Penalty Cases. A petition for writ
of certiorari to review orders of the trial court on motions for appropriate relief in death
penalty cases shall be filed in the Supreme Court within sixty days after delivery of the
transcript of the hearing on the motion for appropriate relief to the petitioning party. The
responding party shall file its response within thirty days of service of the petition.

. N.C.R. App. P. 21

- e

287 N.C. 671; 304 N.C. 739; 312 N.C. 803; 322 N.C. 844; 368 N.C. 1007, 324 N.C. 613; 345 N.C.
765; 354 N.C. 609; 356 N.C. 701; 363 N.C. 901; 367 N.C. 954; 369 N.C. 763.

hitps: /fcasetext.oomlmIelnorthvcarol|na-court-mles/nom-camkna»mtesof—appeﬂate—prowdurelamcle-v-extraordmary—wn”lslruler~21 -certiorari 24

Rouse, Steven - Inmate # 1039894 - Letter # 2993524 - Rouse, Ann Page 4 of 9
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Rouse v Brunswick County

Facts of Scene

1. Public employment (absolute immunity) police officers engaged in performing their
duties are public officials for the purpose of public official immunity and enjoy absolute
immunity from personal liability for discretionary acts done without corruption or

malice.

in the line of duties of Depufy Keith Bowling and Deputy Gary Green, both deputies of
the Brunswick County Sheriff's Department, were in the process of releasing the K9 dog
Roky. In the dark and down a dirt road, the deputies were stealthily moving through the
woods without announcing themselves. This is recorded on the body camera of Deputy

Bowling. There is no body camera recording for Deputy Green. Why?

2. A police officer is generally immune from suit unless the challenged action was (1)
outside the scope of official authority, (2) done with malice or (3) corrupt.
a. The K9 should never have been used as deadly force for a misdemeanant.
The truck nor its occupants were used in criminal intent or action. |
b. THe K9 was used for Iragi police training.
3. Actually stalked: no warning of K9 use. They were being as quiet as they could be.
Plaintiff (Mr. Rouse) could not hear the deputies or the K9 as he walked toward the

police and the one-car accident. There was no warning or any type of notice.

Rouse, Steven - Inmate # 1039894 - Letter # 2993524 - Rouse, AnnPage 6of 9|
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Rouse v Brunswick County

Anyone who could have been in the direct area of said dog could have been bitten or

possibly killed unknowingly.

4. Public employment in general, official immunity in context: (1) Done wantonly, (2)
contrary to the actor’s duty and (3) intended to be injurious to another.

5. {in Context) of determining malice for purposes of public immunity an act is “wanton
when it is done of a wicked purpase or when it is done needlessly, manifesting a
reckless indifference to the rights of others.

6. The three listed factors generally inform the énalysts of whether a law enforcement

officer had probable cause to use deadly force against a suspect.

List of Factors and Resolution:

The severity of the crime.

It was a one-car accident. Mr. Rouse was not driving. The state’s witness {Mr. Hewittj spoke
with Mr. Rouse and in transcript said “he did not smell alcohol”. No alcohol in truck. Truck

was not used in any illegat act,

Whether the suspect posed an immediate threat to the safety of the officers or others.

Was an immediate threat? Mr. Rouse spoke and asked Mr. Hewitt (witness) if he could please

pull the truck out of the ditch since it was dangerously hanging out into the road.

Mr. Rouse was trying to get in touch with wife in order to ask Doug Price to come pull the truck

off the side of the road. Danny Seine (driver) called wife/girifriend to pick him

Rouse, Steven - Inmate # 1039894 - Letter # 2993524 - Rouse, Ann Page 7 of 9
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Rouse v Brunswick County

up and left the scene,

Whether the suspect was actively resisting arrest or attempting to evade arrest.

Was suspect actively resisting? Mr. Rouse should have never been the suspect. When the dog
attacked Mr. Rouse, he was walking back to the scene to meet his wife and wrecker, who pulled

up shortly after the K9 dog attacked Mr. Rouse.
K9 Lawsuits

(1) Liability of supervisory officials and governmental entities for having failed to
adequately train, supervise, or control individual peace officers who violate plantiff's
civil rights under 42, U.S.C.A. 55 1983.

(2) Deputy quling instructed Deputy Green “don’t run”. Deputy Bowling knew how
dangerous this K9 dog of his was. Deputy Bowling said he had used the dog overseas in
the training of Iraqi police.

(3) Judge Highsmith denied plantiff's lawyer, Richard Pérrotte, the use of force fdrms, and
no use of force forms was ever presented to lawyer, DA or judge to the extent of my
knowledge (not in discovery), Page 262, 03/10/21, you submitted a use of force form.

Where?

(4) Under North Carolina law, mere reckless indifference is insufficient to show a

constructive intent to insure under malice, under malice exception to public official

Rouse, Steven - Inmate # 1039884 - Letter # 2993524 - Rouse, Ann Page 8 of 9




514-012723-015

immunity and instead a plaintiff (Steven Ray Rouse) must also show that the officials
actions were so reckiess or so manifestly indifferent to the consequences, where the
safety of life or limb is involved as to justify a finding of willfulness and wantoness

equivalent in spirit to an actual intent.

Plaintiff (Steven Ray Rouse) was not in the act of leaving the scené. He asked the State’s
witness to pull him out. The truck was still running. Witness saw plaintiff reach inside the truck
and take keys ouf of the ignition in turn shutting the truck off. Witness for the State never saw
ivir. Rouse driving the truck. He could only be a witness for the plaintiff {Steven Ray Rause} to
reéch in and turn off a green Dodge Ram placing the keys in his pocket. Plaintiff walked off

toward his home and his 1971 Chevelle that was up the road broke down.

Mr. Richard Parrotte showed such negligence that during Show Up he did not even address
these facts of the case. The flight instruction should have been plead. There was no flight or

resisting arrest.

Rouse, Steven - Inmate # 1039894 - Letter # 2993524 - Rouse, Ann Page 9 of 9




AN

15

REtsovs For_ernnimve  r#e PETTTZON,

ITF T CoviD SUST P/ERSE GET SOMEDNE

T0 Lpdik BT THE LTS O0F THLIS (ASE .

IN A WHILE THE CONCIVSEoO W oulD

BE S0 VERY DIFFERENT ., T HWE 1772LED

FERIM THE VErRY BESIONING To EXpLitn

M) THE FEALTS OF THE CBSE HVE REED

SWEPT VWD ER THE RU6-,

J~ WHS o7 DRIVEWG ANVD L0 gnE”

BAS EVER SPRW ME DRLVING THE GRLEENW

DODCE TRYLK, THAT wes DRIVEN FIRT

MORNVEWG , 70 GET FARTS SO T Covrp

SELL FHE CHOVELL ) TIFT wWhS Briré”

DOWN AW 75 MmIie oF THE RIAD, T

HLVE 6, AND AFTER (AUIWG My

WT FE  From OuR BIme  AND 31k i-

RACL 10 tHE TRVCK , WHS wWHEW T

WS BITACKkED BY A k4 DIG, 1HRT WhS

NEVEIT ANNawCeD, ANP pBS T wps

BEING DRVG ¢vT (F THE WdebDsS Far

No RERSNW , THERE wihS MY WIFE AwD

THE R € DRIVEKR , WHAT A

DIFFEREWCE 10 MINYTES woviP HAUE

MpDE, T ACTVpLL! DECIDED Td b rHE
ELoHT THIWG, T CovlD HAVE (EFT,

Bur T PIDWT, ANMD Lodic AT THE.




LaNCEQUEMEES oF my BCcTTovs . NdL

T Am SITTIWGE Iw PRISON FOR 1306~ j70

|\ mMoWTHS . ForR S6MmEeryrvt T DIP N6T

Do, Covip YoV ;0///7?)& Logik TWTO FTHE

/’/%‘T) 0F THIS cﬁﬁé” LHs1Elp OF

LOOKIW 6= MWAY, AVD FInd 1HE TRVTH.

SINCE L HAVE Brei T PRISOW

T e  GRADYATED FRem D.A.R.T,

L Am GETTEr G MY PBSS6CTATES T

PASTERAL MINISTRY, FROM TiHE ,mﬁzn/ﬁmnm-

COLLEGE AND STMIVARY, THE QUesTIoNS

L BRoUST YP ARE THE SAME T HAU BEEn

ASKLIG From THE VERY BEGCIVVY TG An/D

TE SemEont Covrp FIX THIS T LoviDd

BE THE SvPREME COVRT OF THE VNITED

57:6/@7} 7

SINCERLY,

At -
Dlpr oy, Aomer -
a




