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Reoly To Respondents Statement ok the Coase
Retitroner usil directly address the 1wsut ot hond, specifi cally Hhethe did het failde

sxdhaust s adminisiraiive remedies os 4he districh courrruled . Howeuer, Peritroner s
esmpelied e firsaddres o Few of 4 Responden®® blatart lies end holFtraths intheir so-

colled “stafemant ofthe cose™.

T. T satraedhad Petrioner was questioned ofrer o correctionol employee Lag injuted . Tris also
Yrue Thal Peritionet wos escacred Yo an R and wos oskad Yo retveve s do‘\lﬁmq(undv.\wﬂ.

B istrue that e ovord et g Physi (.&\\L\ ossawlied ofter \:unq%me{mm\) Petitvone r did
rennove his underweas and Aushinem dowsh the Totlern o kiv of rebellian, Rowewty, its

FASE fhol the. “clettang! (underenr) wes blocd shained and wes 2uidencd dhocrive .
T Sock, when defendant Branden Dowvis Wos directly osked oot this in
nterreatorics, e A1d NOT gespond and the defendantts foiled Yo present MY et dence.

o doLumErTTaiTn Showing & \o.q‘\\\mu\‘t meaclogical purpest forthe ovdec ot Pkones
to rervoue s Gnder weat and remarn naked 1nthe cell eher than hald allegatrons.

petibioner submitsheitthis and othes Blatant-hies houve been presaiied by the

Respondents soldly For prejudicrol volua m atempts To swaoythe courts on mere Feelngs

ond hot focks orlaw.

L. The Respondents claym thed the inveshigestor eshfied (Perihoner) refused to dvscass B, Bevecs
Srabbing " Howsesrer, #is 1 TASE | The tveshigater (kcym'\'ﬂetmﬁ drdnt ey to anq“mxg
because The alleged-teshmeny (Aent Hornés Midovi) wes reversigied | navdoted | not
astarized or stherarse verrfred B 1681 pot-3) ond was therefore wodwissolde
alang wth The edfidovits oF Branden Dowes [ECF 168-), pys \1), Vesrnen M aans [ECE 168309 13}
and D Strocey Swath E\":CF \68-9 ,pqs \‘-_31- Foebher,dhe dishiich coury erred W
considen ey voverified afftdants tharwere dearly wnodmissable -



REAONS FoR &rANTING THE PETITION

T. According s SLOC policy, exhoustion requires o Request Yo Staft Member (&TSM)veoorh\\q‘\N
inerdentuitin (8) eighi-deus, o grievenct with o copy of the ANSWERED RTSM edtached, and
o grievence appeal . Reianer asserts hie was preventred from ehoushng sdmynistratie
remednes vohere he Bled on RTSM +o Tonatolls (ne depuy warden) reporiing e wadet on
“re same doy Y oceidy ed (1.9.98) wile she filed Yo pespond or cerurnthar BIOM, See

Moose V. Beaneite 511 F.ad 117,735 (4th 2008) heldng®

“An odouinsstraive rmedy s o esnsidered fo hove been avalable 1t .
prisener, hrauah ne Foult oF s o, was prev ented From ovaling el of it

e slse, Foulk V. Chartier, 363 © ad 687 (8 200\) heding?
44 prysons Talure Yo respond teo o prisoness el tesolahien request wes sufia ot
basts o Wansch o deny dmrsso) of his clavans loosed onthe prsoners falare e

exdhoudrhis odmisiraive temedies™
wWhile fetitrener ceuld net presert the onginal 4.3.20 dacked RTSM s prect beeoause T wes Dever
reruvned be b, s depesitienteshrmen \ECE 161-3, pg6S, lines 1433, pq 66, lines 1-151 and
intrefrogatory response B 168, pgs & ~1T] o evidenca. troetf ond sheald hove suffieed.

further, on Tuly 27,2034 afrer the lovaercaurts had alresdy suled, Tana Halis Raally
Pro\s‘\éea docu mented proot that she recelved pefihoners w.9.3¢ dcked TSN reporhingthe
prhs.col assaatt. Whest she proviously ol Peihrenes ot she Sorvatrded Hhat RSN to police

30ICeS | e nows c\oins That shenever tecened o respanse boek tshich wauld explan bing she
never ahswered of returmed the 1230 dcked or tgnal BISM. See (Appendix Q).

IC, While s drue thot lewer courts ruled that Rbtionerfuiled fe telude ang evdenee of any RTSM
reporting fhe Inerdertt prorto Nowvember 39, 263 ha sulings woert cleasly eronesus. Perheness emdence
included on 1vestogatory respore TECF 168, pgs 6-11] deposition estimeng [EEF 1612, 5 65, lynes 35, g6,
hnes 1-15] ) an cfrdawit in suppert of summary yodgnent and other decaments That exphicitly Yestify

te Rehioners reporting e inaidente “Jana Holls onthe same daythe assaatt scccred (43.38) via
TS Tndead, even the 38 Novenber 319, 3030 dated TSN reporhing the assault srarts by 3egngs
“Hi, T had previously sent osrof request ond hor et hear bask
erthe fallovorng Wsue:
before aqmn teporhing the ossoult {ECF \68-2 e~ W i ch was agean riterdred by ather

C\cml\(\th‘\‘ea Q\ﬂd(l\c& YFLF \66 - Q ' H ‘5“ (plhhom‘ls %"\Q\l&‘\c& \J’i‘“ﬂu‘" an RIS ) .



REASONS FOoR. GRANTIMNG THE PETITION

T, Thevefore, the lower courts erveneausly mode uzd\h\\\\\ dcrermnnations and waghed the Repodents
cvidence on The 1ssue of exhaushon ofF admipisirative rededies evee Rt Weness, 1 contravention
of opphicable lons . See Anderson V. Liberty Lobby, Tne | 106 5.CF. 3505 . Seealse
Mownder V. Conpor, 165 Futh 14 (4t ¢ir, 2034).

TTIT, The Respondents dad NOT fuly comply uarihite discovery order [Ece 56} and therefare he dishrcy
Eourt ervenesisly qronted summary Judginent te o partythat ndt anly subverted o courtorder, bul
achily refused e @mply.

specifically, the Responderts subverted e discavery order inmrsleading the conrte belenve
ko FORCED CRUL MOWEMENT 15 NOT o PLANNED UST of FoReE (Laweh s abold ond
Botort tre) while then refusing fo prod ot e relevent policy .

Fucther, the Respendents faled b comply st the discovery ordes where as nated by
fhe magrstroke judee ivtive RBR (ECF 197, pg 29 (fetmete # Ik

e courthos revieied the wdes edvibir aubimitted by The defendants as ety A
Yo defendant Tisdole's offidoant. Hlolsever i ogpasss Hhat thek ot dees net
corfan e, Lorrect camera, Fostuge. asthe desciptron of euents os articuleted
by assecrate wasden Trsdale s offtdantt, does norcartespond withihe

wleo provided o the csury (dec, 168 Tisdales . \ines T-0Y.
These Fachs ndred tythe magisitate csuart, th conjunchion with ot Tisdales fesiimong that
andes axsted encompassing the avents described Tn s offcdavit (specifically Peitiovers
bang escoorted to Leck-up ) [ECF 168, pgs 1, shedvements 1-W] and Peitioners retuned
Mknow\u\qmn\-%m nahing
7 Al wideos attoched ore trrelevent and not iohat-was rquesred . No widess fram
Loc.\L-\x?\ ne Videcs trom \’\w\\\q heen escorted Yo lodk-up*

While never rled 05 o diseanry erder vidietion s ¢l ear\y ow dseoveny srder wrelgiion.



CoNCLUSION

For the foregoing rasons, Pehioner submits fhatrthe Peiiron Kro Wk ot Carttetarn sheuld be

granted and fha-the order abfhe dusiriet court Tece a3 granting summany Judgmertbe reversed
a5 Well a5 the W GireatCour ot Rop eals disanssal of IS appeal Ne. 23- 61609 affirwang

e m\w\% o F4he dastaict court.

A copy s Regly Briek hos been served onthe Ploviing by depositing the same it
pehonol el Fordebueny intothe US. ), postuge prepatd 8n ’r\\xs}_‘ic‘kc\q& Sephesber MG
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