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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

‘ ‘ ' For the Sixth
Did +he united Stotes court of Appeald
ciceoid review +he full focis of +the V@%ﬁpe? + fovnd
U
A A 1ed States court ot APpeolS error wWhen )
EP‘\?:\:M -\fhznc:eo\ LUSe of Horce Feport by 4hex C@mm\-k’rge
determined +hot £5rce wWaS used and Justifyed c\x_gamg?-l\r
petitiorer Should—the AppealS court hove reve r&d +4his
matter on Shat fact alone™

—Te +he united States courd of Appeals decision in condh1CF
with s own case Law in Combs V. wilkinson 315.F24d.
B4 In ligh+ Of the (eal {adks that +he use of force
Cornmittee completely determined -thot focce Was employed
Gepinst petitioner under Q.A.C. Pule 5160-9-03

Wich 4+he District failed Jo ackrowledse, SO did the
district on S own Strike the feal-facis of +he repoct

making FhiS matter consistent With combs V- wilkinsonT

Did he diStrigt court 2rror by not q&d@g&;ng‘%e videncl
and Matecial Within petitionees motion for Summacy
Judgment P ' S ' .
his mater 1o conflict wid 1S united States
gsrzrn‘és CQUan\' decision \n Scot Vo Hars 1 S 1 \\@h—‘( of Ihe
\ideotape | B
Did dhe District court @rror by not addressing O.AC, |
=150-0-02 aS Provided by pehitioner in Whole Within
& motion for Summary Jduds rend Yhod orc Was
offirmed gopinst nim Wich Would make clar of +he
So Called unrenackob e 8ecision by +he DIStrie+ Court P
o She st - by Stateing Yhat dorce
d ‘rhe disirict Couft effor o) ’
a:as not Lsed agoinst petitioner Lo +he entice
motter oot 4Ahen @*a-“rmnﬁ ‘hat no-focce Was uS2a
ag)ams%‘ petitioner |



Will +his United States eupreme courd exercige (s
SUPLEVISOrY POWET and rewriew the real fucls of
+he e Videotape and tewed, ag Sanctioned by thiscovrds

docision in Scolt VHarrmg a\o% with the regl fecords

and determination of +he use of force feports under
. A.c. hule B430- G.05 thot Was completely Progessed
Gopinst Pehhoner thad Wilk make +he unrenmarkapl2
determination by Yhe districd Court markatle?

T +he United States Couri ff' Appealg decigion
along With The Digtrict courd deciGion in error
i‘ﬂ?n& d}“‘}@ 0. AL BAR0-9-02 1N Vight of Fed.B.EVid Xt
cnd B Fed B.Evid Upd |



LIST OF PARTIES

-N?/All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

I;\f All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this

petition is as follows:
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

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

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

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

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

[
N is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district coﬁrt appears at Appendjxm to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ' ' —__;or,
[ 1 /has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[\ is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix 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 : court
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.




JURISDICTION

[\/ For cases from federal courts:

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

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.
[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of

Appeals on the following date: _ , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix .

[ 1 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___ . . S

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 decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix __

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

,appeai's at Appendix

[1An extensionof time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A . .

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




CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
This matter (rvolves petitioner Fight under Hhe Eight Amendmend:
-0 +he united States conetitution dsa prisoner 3o Yoe
Free From ¢ruel and unusal punishment by prison
Correction OfficerS. and petitioner (onstidutional ri g
under U3 W.6.C. % 1.9¢3 Civilactiom for deprivation of
rights, Wich States Hhat eNery persSon under Color of
any Statue, ordinance regplation Cuglom,OF USage o¥
State or +erritory OF 462 District of Columbia
Sublets, or causes Yo be Sublected any citizen of The
United states o other pecson within the mr\séncf}\on
Hheteof Yhe deprivation of any Fight CigMS, priviigyes
or \mmuniHes Secured by he ConsYidution md Laws
Shall be liable Jo the party indufed W0 a ackion Q“J'ta
LQ\N @U(+ ino ud,)(‘or Q%@r pf()pef Q('@CQed\ﬁg%f fearessS
ot +hot i any action bf@&l&h’i‘ agonst a LSU@\CI(Q‘
QXGQP* for anagt or OMISHION taken in Such officer
e capacidy imunc e rehef Shal not b grarted
u ; _ e
v decree was Violatead OC
Declaratory Feliet Wa T o Ao b,
6@3&,\0“ OnY acy ot COH&('@S\S apphla

(?Df;r?i\ao# columbia Shall be (ons) deced o be a

Stotue of +he oistnct of columbia.

' Avolves p@*i*'\,oner‘s constituhional and
under ONio Adminitrative code

\ Facks and conclu&on
and Ted B.ENvIdUoOA

“This Case QiSO
6‘\a~¥u-\*ory af '\%:ﬁi e
) - MO ] O —Ehn .
%ﬁ? iq;ed R.Evid FoDD
And petitioner conStidutional (ight Yo summary
Judoynent Order Tederal Bule OF CWil procedure
5(@(0(\2 .



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On AOVEMber 95, 019 petitioner {iled sUi4 aguinsd Wardery
EdoS, unit Monager Admimistrotion Cymhia DAVIS, wes Weleh
and Tyier Pansh. Tn +he ¢iNil complaint, petidioner yade 1+
elear +hot he wWas Wr‘ogéfu\\y housed On +he va-unit within
Fhe ©SOUTern ORIO COfE Yional Facindy, ond “hat Admini&tration
Wwas aware OfF Yhat £act. and thot On Augus+ AY, ‘3049
exYreme €XCESSIVL uGe o Jorce was used againg+
yifioner £or no expltinabl @ Teagon. by FeSpondents.
petitioner Frode 4 Clear that the video and fecord
Wwill pr@\lg h s Version of he QVQW“"S;T‘HQ ~m0§4i6+ra+€.
Tudge allowed petifioner Jo proceed With his £ @h-\-
Qmendmend, claim 6goinGY Dc\;&\ ::e_%*chﬁmd gqug: oy
Suo, Sponte fevigw purduaerr 1o The PHsT Y
m?gcmom ?@-%Vm Ach of 4995 - 804 B U.E.C 4915€%g
| @oB, a8 L.&C. 4a95AD .
on April 9%, 9ol petitioner £iled @ motionfor Sumimacy
Judgment purssent Ahe ¢ivtl Rule of Plocedure DI |
asdin&t parigh. on danuary 86 3633 ke magisirat dudge
iEsued O fepory and Fecommendation Yhot petitioner
motion Sor Summary Judarmert Sheold e denied. the
- DSt Courd adopred Fhg Feport and rewmmendaﬂan,
on Aprt| 8%, 2033 pedihoner Yren+ ed a moYion for
Summary Judament, agams-% welch. peditioner provided
material and BNidence provina-that force was apphied
agoin'é+ i And hat abilidy Can e imposed acainSk
Davis. The District courd did not address the +acts
within petitoners motion Sor Summary Jud ment, The,
Dishricd Courd denied petitioners motion +OF Sumimary
Judgment ond ofa nted Cespondent (ross metion for
Surimary Sudgrnent on March 93,9033, On Aoci |
A4, 203> pehitionee did £ile a Yimely nohce Appeat
30 e United States court oF AppedlS For +he Sixth
Circuid the Appeals Court did Not address (Oger
facts and affirmed 4he District court decision On
-?abr‘ucfy 1,034 _

(H



- REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION |
The (eason +his Honorable Supreme Coury of 4he United States
Ehould grant A& pedition is becavse +he decision of Lhe
united States (ourd OF Appaals for +he &1 XM circw Y order
Appendix A TG in COmPpieke CONEICY With Fhe decision and
Low of tnis eourt in the cage of Sﬁa‘r-\r\V; Horr s, 550 U.S AT
Sem AN S O+ 1768 LEJ 3d blp acoT’ with Stotes Yhay
when oppoBing Paries et Ywo different StorieS one of L
WiCn 15 blantantly (ontradiChed By G \10€O fecorc\sgv %3 * oo
no feasorabie Jwery (ould believe \+- @ _gépur%v 6&@\ : r& ‘ |
et Nersion 05 events of Hhe facks—of purpOSes O N
Fuling ON G motion for Summar Judament, TnsSyead ThoSe

Sackd Snowd e Viewed in a Wgh depicked by Hhe Videotape
o -~ W

~The Appeals Coury Adopted The VerSion of everts Jhat Where
b\m%gn%\y Contradicyed oy he fecord, Wieh 6669(€€*‘_€
Raci6 wiithin the Videotape. This entire use Of Torce
Wit WS Cgp%»-ur,ed on Nideo camera. _Oc++dched Jo a USe
of fosce Tepory Under OAC-Pule BAI0-G-03 ON AU..@U‘S’* AT,
2044 pFNoner Was on “he )ﬁa‘Um“" W\th\“ Yhe
Southern Ohip (orcectional faciidy. By po) iy oF Hhe
orison Admimsrration [ ules and Law. Pe¥ iFioner had.
LNy € 5h+ not 4o be Nouged o thot um+_ at that Yime.
because e Was Pending legal \11igation O‘QO\T\&"\' '%e”wnw
Seroeant and (orrechion oéf\cer& o +hat ame Unit
bebare e united Sades DiSHICY courtd in (a6e NO- A9~
Cx- 000DD Hor G SRriouS mokter Wit h Gllgged ~that
pefrhioner assautted +he Sergeant and the Same
Corcection OFicerS Within 4Ahts mat+er, The unit manage
AdmimGrahion did place petihoner 10 Narms way by
honina M Yoused &n +hat BQ-Uni+ While he Was pending
\ikigdhon QqoInSY Ane Same Stadt of hat uni, ‘
Paded on that petitioner Stated 1o +he CorfectionS

o that Ne will no¥ cudfup ~for Yhem, becgause
3@%3 ol read Shrecmmd naro +oward Pe4ityoner
When +he Lt er"wed petitioner explained the £4c18

o€ +he Situation includin “Fhat he Was \t}e’-‘ndmg ‘H:i aton

against +he oFficers. The Lt Processed e eXIraction

+eam for no reason, peyitioner did nov retuse +o

CuEf up for Hhe L+ The extraction LSed eXireme +orce,
T .



hand cuffing and removing peditioner {rom +the Cell, eepondents
welch and paTisn opplied égﬁvreme force On pg~*1+\omr-+hraugh
Out +hiS entire inC10ent respandents escorted petitioner
—from e cell Hhroson the hall-Woy berdin and |
Iwisting NS Wrist and arms, aad —then BEnding hi S hardS
and 6F07S all Yhe Way up 1S back Srapping NS k&)
out oF Plage, Petidioner nade it Clear Fho +he Video will
Coun S Completely Prove NG Veroen of overs aloro
with Hhe cecord,
Tnlppendix B 4D Yhe magigtrate Judae made i4 Clear
Ahat petitioner WAE €scor+ed In 0 Untémaraple fashion.
The mMagishra1e Judse did not eddress +he Hacks, Lvidence
and LOW Withkin peyhioners esotion —fof Summary @u@men«lﬁ
—The district courd decision Was (ompledely and blartant)
contradicted By -the reord. pehitioner (Qgently provided the
+he ol Law 6 ohio Adminstrotive Code 5130-9-03
Wich (ontrols ohio use of =force 1ncidemys only, S
5150-9-62(D12 The committee Sholl dedermine Whot actualy
hoppend and Shall Make & condluSion a5 10 whether o€ noy
Mo SHaff member Wae Justified in Usina Horce and
Whedher OF not eXcessive 4orce Was oppiied under +he
CicomStances A bHrief Statement of the $acts “ound by
Ahe commidtes, and (1S Conclusion as 40 Whethes Or not
exessive $orce was employed olong, With 4he réosons
Supporting these ondusions. BAF0-A-030'D States:
}heraefore “‘he ase oﬂ_ ommitee repord (ontains
ndingS FesSulting trom +he committeeS Investaal
mMade pursSuont ~=}}@3~ @) a11e] @ﬁ-%n wsiﬁm eatigative
Ted R. Eid 302D The Appeals coury fecoqmze Hhat
4he commitiee and Warden dedermined +hat force
Was used aoouins+ pedihoner (See AppendiX A
Tho Appenld Stated +hat +he Warden dedermine dhe
£occe o be Slight. —the Appeals Courd Should of
- Fenersed the d \&rricd Court decision When |+
found that 4he committee ot irmed Horce against
eYi+oner \When the aighrict Cautt Never godeessed
Ahe real st 0F force Fepocts in s motter wich
Ihe court Woutd have 4o, +o make lear 6f ne
V1d€0. The DisYnct court Similadly «r dits on
Ysown Siriked dnhe real +tacts of +he fepoctS
G '\i\\fe%%s@ahons Yhat moke clear of -the Videp
when the (ommittee Afiemed 4orCe agoinS¥ peditierer
-



Under OAC, Bule B1LI0--0 ma%mg 4his moster exactly he
Same a8 Combd V. WIS 24D .84 BUD. The Appeals
coort did ok process the FaciS of Yhe video as Wwell. petriores
aemS ond Nandd Were Sorced @il Yhe way up hyS back béﬁ
Fespondents, Yhe DiSHTict courd Fecognize Fhat fock
Apperd X B 42 The priSon Lnik Tanager adoy mS¥roton
Can be held hable \n s Secouse She Placed 0o+ 1 oner
in harms way Dy Naveing iim housed on a Uni+ With Staf$
+had aleaed petitioner csauited Shem, While petitioner
WOS penéi? : l\‘%«\@o%'\or\ dhat ho raMe fever assaulted Svaff
ard Inay He Was ted on. AdmimSHrahon encovraged Yhis
nCrdeny OF MisScenduct oy platin opihioner 08 the
Ko-unit. Shehee . 1artrell 149 F.% 4995 3ootloyh 4999

pehhoner has Shown Undee Federa) Bule of cw\}@mﬁedum
Sita Yhat Sommacy Jadgment Was propel $or himn, ond
“hod $here was no aenuing dispute as Yo any moterial
Foct and he \Was enthitied o Judgment has a matyec
oF Law. Andecson Y. Liberdy Loboy Trc.

Aoain the commitdee AfFirmed the force agannst ooy rhonec
W s madder, The LT, admitded 1n S Gonduct
Fepord ond use of Fore repord That peFitioner Was
V«e&\‘ramed 0 S 'm0*\'+@f, *he Dié“’ﬂc* Ut Was

mghd Yo an exdend had a mador part 0F +he

marrer Was untemackabie, See @ Appendi X B - 4-3 . dheic

WAS 0 Bmied man Coveriao ond blotking Pey )
ond 0ems ducing Yhe eswef. And the xizé :3;%@(& hand

carmpietRly Machable When respendertS oo Wi
and amd arms all +he way up ™S Yoack O%"‘;dp‘g“(\%\nmegg

Ahe cel ot givin +he Law of oAC. fule B190~9-
“hat Force \;%;5 gﬂjrm@d aa0nSY Oefi'*ﬁ@l?ér‘q °
ond the law addressed 10 aSCo@r-% V. Bareis, =418
Clear Shat this matrter is directly by the record
wich prove eHitioner VersSion of the 2Vents, —Tn 4he
Vigt depicted by the Video |



“he diGirich Coort never addrased Jne FeportS, Ihe Diskerch

Court Fecqamzed JFhat force Was used a§ains+ pedhoner

bud i stated noY tor4he eptire mat¥er See
AopendiX B-453 250 +the united Syates court of AppealS

Caned 4o process +he Feol facks of +he DWSrney
gt She DS Coury

coutt Shill wich make clear
0 DAI0-A-0=a @ Wik makes

did not 008ress o.AC. Hhod |
o the oddmission of guiltot

C [ear of ¥he V1020 F
4o dhe So cail ed unfemarkobie

Lorce oy respondentS
maYHe T |
Even more +he (ouer of Appedls cEwEs \
cortradictS THSown (ase \aw in combS V. Witkinson
AT Fd BUB With pefihoner o ddeessed in Supford
of NS Appeal TO CombS The Dwstricy couct Steiked

o use of force e ports Without exXplanation
Ahe Feports OSSerHD Ahat he rea record SoYishies
Ahe definition of (Dlevont oNidence Unoer
Too h. BV $6H'D’
Tod B Evid oL dofines Felevany 2Vidence Noving
any Yendency Jo rnoke Fhe exiGrence o€ ary fact
‘2“3{* is ot gons@@;ume 4o the determination of
chon Mmore probable OC 1SS pro L\
be With +he gw)enc,e Under F%d 5;?&%5512& Would
"'H’LQ *?O“O\N\ﬂ\g Qe noYF QXOU&@& by the hQGF&Q'y cule
Teords, reports, Statements or data, Corﬁ?i\aﬂ@n&
N Ony f?o‘m of pubhic O£ 1ceS or Ogenc1es
&4 Lorth Gl action preceedina . factual
-ﬁmdmg(@&u\%m&—gmm an oV eShoaation madL
ourstant +o asthority @ram%ed Y \aw Uniess Hhe
SOVCLS ot im%rma%‘sgﬁ Or O+her carcum&—kameg
ndicate 1ack 0§ Frustworthiness

The Appeals CQUHF decision was in onflict with
&eovt F V. HaraiS at 224, and +he Appeals couct and
mh%m&;%d \iﬂ%g& woad \-l Corplete corndlict with '\4‘5
W CAS W infegard 0 COmins V. wil ‘
Sé %J'g?’ ;g%;¥d%ve% adéressed +he %cm\f iﬁ\fﬁ&ﬂe
oVMENIS G \mea ab
© ‘ox;}%o\md +hg Ceal 41@1%@ o

0 dec\Sion



o investsation under O.4.C. Pule 5420-9-02 the Appeals Court
gﬁi f‘:g;seh%t?gor '+\'e\o+ +rose doturments did Contarned the
+inding —that the Commiriee deyermined ~thay fofce \No.s;1
Justifyed. Under +he faets presented by petitioner he Nad
Shown Yhot respondentd ewidence ond the decisions
of Yhe AppeolS coord and +he district Courd lack |
S rusStworthiness. under Fed. R-Evid. 902D and Fed R.ENid Waj_

T 4he Distncd court fei -that a mador port of the

nC10ent WS uAremarkable, then i+ Shoul d have reliad

On +he reol reportdS of +he lﬂ\w&\’!@&%on:'}h@&' Would
make the Videg (ompletely markoble, agaim A4S i+ WaS
dotermined Yhat $orce Was used ggainst petihioner

“The V\dew_pe ShowS Yhat MeSpondents Welch, and pariSh
’b«en*“' p@hmmgr}s hands end arms all +he Way Up his back
in a fatal poSition, And Yhe UNcemarkable escort Would
have ‘o g0 o +he recard and factual Finding of +he
investiaation wich wag determined +hat 402 used

against petivioner under O A C. Rulg 5420~ 9-02.
 The District courd Strited +he realfindingg of +he
fecord ~that Was determined, “The Deputy “Warden
dedermined +hak complere Force Was applied agoinst
petitioner., TThe Warden opprove the %me‘ﬁné petitiones
provided the & evidence of Yhose Tepordks Within
his motion for Summary Judgment,
—The united Stodes court of Appeals has enteced @ decision \n
coafuct with i+S own decison in combs v. Wilkinson
Se Yhat ¥he Jisirick coued Striked +he real feportS
4hat was dotermined Yhat focce Was used agoins+
petihoner and mMofe. Also the Appeals courd-and +he Dighrict
Couct decision m 1S in conf ick with +his couct decision
T 1 Scort N Haeris, Hhe video will row 4hod oxIreme
£orce WoS Used Gopipst peritioner in this matder for
MO Ceasbn. The Appeals cour+ based QN Yhe $ocdS
pregen%,eﬂ hﬂ\f} SO “:Or d-ePﬂ(‘l'ea ﬂ?f“om#h@, O‘CCQP'\"QA
ond usual Course Of dudicia) proceedinas ond has
Sanctioned Suth A departure oy +he lower Courd ‘
as <o canl for dhe execcisSe of Ihis Courds SuperViSocy

POWLT

44



oo petifoner Provided cerhticodon hat beﬁiif?ﬁﬁi%
i \f‘iew Jr\nie Videotape By order Of the DISICIC ‘C\n o ot
'mer P€~\v'\-¥\0no,r Clearly prf owf:éhf\gegc‘ii::’(;l? N

Q ' orm R \ __
4\??1;21%\»5? &g C:‘\\gnbjc\ﬁx N A eXCuhion &Me &nqxz}pm\cﬁr

a’;@ riaht eloow out of Ploce oefore placeioa pe+\+x0n@

On %U\dé\(d@ waoicYs. NSIde a Suidcide Ce\\: 1d o \
11°90-12:90 OF +he Video, wich the D\&MQ QOur:Lg
é{cknowwagg “4hat fact o+ poge 40 c?ﬁ Ap@@nﬁ}\x - 2
Dot BN ENen rore pehivioner Was indeed dgmf,d redica
OHtention. FespondeniS Placed petitioner O SUIdcide Wokch
Width out petitioner ever Stoteing et e VOO Sudeidot

The Shikd SuperviSor donied petiFioner YO make any Feal
Statement \Negord 30 ony indurles petivioner may hove
Sutfered. and

Srotedhad peti¥ioner Was not allowed Yo
moke g

Staterment oecause he Wos on Suidade wakch.
Doc+ 58 Lenmn .

‘ the United Shates Districh court Will Show
ThiS ceort dhe reqy reporye,

_ FrOMm +he Depud of
OPErationS Use of e Aile, 4hay prop\fe yu\iljggggﬁ.c,
Pute 613@4909 Petitioner \WaS DO+ Allowed 4o Make
O Sraderne nd because e \Wa ' 30 Waten

AlSo Under ©.A. C. 5130-g. arehs,

‘ : Gy AW ,
O 1emed Hs maktec as LX+reme Use 0*2'\/ ._pgr‘-_éjgh M. Cool
Qustifyed loy (eOpondents, &ka\‘@mﬁ “hat respendents
&ru&fj\ec) With petitione

 and Mate, Deputy Warden
M. COo) Checked e Use oOF “orce /

oXx 1n s Madder
See Decdr B From +he Districd couct Ot orer
presented e eal Fepords Ond €acts within Mis Mmetions
~or 5um!mar\/ Qudﬁmenir, OoC ¥+Hyp,

” and 54 loefore the
D&Mk courd and he made i+ ¢

ear 4o “he unided Stodes
L o™ of Appeals for <the &ixdn ciecury Fhod R

'S Mohong
Was NoY- addressed On the Fadds and owiderce e oresonted
under +he Law <o overcome @@ ecpendonts C

COES- Motions.
The feal repor+d Surroundin

e Ausuet 47 8019 Use of
~“force goonst PRhitioner have beon

ri%ed By dho Dighech
Courd, Bocpondents inew il well hat !

potidoner Could not
have a Sair medical astestmeont When Jhey on Jhey -
oOwn tmmediadtely Slaced pedidioner on suidcide Watch
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\With ot potitioners consert, agam +he real reports prove
4o, and Jhe Video 18 not consiStent With <the tedical feports
~Proy are Habricated, Wich peditioner proved in Nis motions oS
el Exen rore petitioner had Yo Snogp NS Own 2ibow back
wdo place. | |

A ih‘f’ ot or would be 0f fmportance Fo Yhe public because
4 would Show the public the Teal facrye Of Yhe videotape Qﬁd
eCorad, UNaeYw Scoyd N HArm S ond comobS V. Wilhinson Ei\{m
dhe public the perfedy underatanding oW \mgwﬁtqh% 2%
O\ddress roal publiC fepordS and inv Yiaation deyermination

reporde Made purdaunt Yo any revise Tode ,Juch as O-A.c;%u\e
5190~ 4- 02 Involving 4 Vi dedtape , for any MiSundeStandin

' ' ) reportsS
Yape Yhe determinahion of Yhe record, and rea
?N_F\\ﬁ:vga%QpCledr 4o the Facts unless he record Yacks

YruShaorthiness Under The Low ad eXPlaned by PeFitioner
Within “¥he potition: .

.. CONCLUSION o -
petitioner PraysS dhat ¥his Honoroble Court €Xertige S Supervisory
POWEES in ~this notier ond Feview the Video and Cecord
Undec +he Low. . e

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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