No.

IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

REAINALD TACKSON  _ prririonsr

(Your Name)

CE.ousTy VS
Wearden Bitkiam rQ_AL— RESPONDENT(S)

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPE’RIS

The petitioner asks leave to file the attached petition for a writ of certiorari
without prepayment of costs and to proceed in Sforma pauperis.

" Please check the appropriate boxes:

4
N tioner has previously been granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis in
the Ioﬂowmg court(s)

L a “

A _

@Petltwner has not previously been granted leave to proceed in forma
pauperis in any other court.

M Petitioner’s affidavit or declaration in support of this motion is attached hereto.

(] Petitioner’s affidavit or declaratlon is not attached because the court below
appointed counsel in the current proceeding, and:

(1 The appointment was made under the following provision of law:
' ‘ , or

D a copy of the order of appointment is appended.

kam

7 (éxénature)




, AFFIDAVIT OR DECLARATION
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS

14 “/‘ ‘ #
I, R’ﬁfﬂﬂd (50.6/(50!\ o4 74‘9 , am the petitioner in the above-entitled case. In support of

my motieh to proceed in forma pauperis, I state that because of my poverty I am unable to pay
the costs of this case or to give security therefor; and I believe I am entitled to redress.

1. For both you and your spouse estimate the average amount of money received from each of
the following sources during the past 12 months. Adjust any amount that was received
weekly, biweekly, quarterly, semiannually, or annually to show the monthly rate. Use gross
amounts, that is, amounts before any deductions for taxes or otherwise.

Income source Average monthly amount during Amount expected
the past 12 months next month
You Spouse You Spouse

Employment s O s 0 5
Self-employment $__ O $ $ 0 $

| Income from real property | $ O $ $ (0 $
(such as rental income) :
Interest and dividends s O $ $ 0 $
Gifts s O s s 0 $
Alimony $ 0 $ $ O ‘ $_
Child Support $ 0 $ $ % $
Retirement (such as social s 0 $ R Y $

security, pensions,
annuities, insurance)

Disability (such as social $
security, insurance payments)

Unemployment payments $

Public-assistance $
(such as welfare)

Other (specify): $

o S B
A
S0 oo
(o]

Total monthly income: $




2. List your employment history for the past two years, most recent first. (Gross monthly pay
is before taxes or other deductions.)

Employer Address Dates of Gross monthly pay
~ Employment
NONE NONE PNONE s O
| $
$

3. List your spouse’s employment history for the past two years, most recent employer first.
(Gross monthly pay is before taxes or other deductions.)

.Employer Address Dates of Gross monthly pay
/\( /A | | /\/ /A , Empﬁyﬂent R A/ /L\
X
4. How much cash do you and your spouse have? $ D

Below, state any money you or your spouse have in bank accounts or in any other financial
institution.

Type of accoynt (e.g., checking or savings) Amount you have Amount your spouse has
NONE " | ®

$ $
$ $

5. List the assets, and their values, which you own or your spouse owns. Do not list clothing
and ordinary household furmshmgs

0 Home : (1 Other real estate

Value NONE | Value N (OM E

[0 Motor Vehicle #1 (0 Motor Vehicle #2
Year, make & model Year, make & model

Value N OM E _ Value N O]\/ E

[ Other assets
Description

Value ’\( Of\j 6




6. State every person, business, or organization owing you or your spouse money, and the

amount owed.

Person owing you or Amount owed to you

your spouse money

hone $__ none

Amount owed to your spouse

7. State the persons who rely on you or your spouse for support. For minor children, list initials

instead of names (e.g. “J.S.” instead of “John Smith”).
Name Relationship

A/

8. Estimate the average monthly expenses of you and your family. Show separately the amounts
paid by your spouse. Adjust any payments that are made weekly, biweekly, quarterly, or

annually to show the monthly rate.

Rent or home-mortgage payment
(include lot rented for mobile home)

Are real estate taxes included? [ Yes

Is property insurance included? [JYes

Utilities (electricity, heating fuel,
water, sewer, and telephone)

Home maintenance (répairs and upkeép)
Food

Clothing

Laundry and dry-cleaning

Medical and dental expenses

Your spouse

s N/

W

koo

[

A
N/A

©“ €A

<R




You

O

Your spouse

Transportation (not including motor vehicle payments) $

. Recreation, entertainment, newspapers, magazines, ete.  $ 0

s___NA

Insurance (not deducted from wages or included in mortgage payments)

$ /\[/A

s WA
s N/

5 /\;//\

N/

Homeowner’s or renter’s $ (0
Life | $ (O
Health $ 0
Motor Vehicle $ ﬂ
Othe;': ' $ (0

Taxes (not deducted from wages or included in mortgage payments)

s /\,//A

. A/A

(specify): $ )
Installment payments

Motor Vehicle . | $

N/A

<A

Credit card(s) $

Department store(s) - , $

s N/A
s N/A

Other: $

= ]
=

Alimony, maintenance, and support paid to others -

Regular expenses for operation of business, profession,

=

or farm (attach detailed statement) $

Other (specify): , $

£
=
=~

SO PR O I

Total nionthly expenses: $

P
=
=




9. Do you expect any major changes to your monthly income or expenses or in your assets or
liabilities during the next 12 months?

[JYes MNo If yes, describe on an attached sheet.

10. Have you paid — or will you be paying — an attorney any money for services in connection
with this case, including the completion of this form? [JYes B’ﬁo

If yes, how much?

If yes, state the attorney’s name, address, and telephone number:

11. Have you paid—or will you be paymg—anyone other than an attorney (such as a paralegal or
a typist) any money for services in connection with this case, including the completion of this
form?

] Yes N/No

b yes, how much?

If yes, state the person’s name, address, and telephone number:

12. Provide any other information that will help explain why you cannot pay the costs of this case.

e plaink £ presently incarcerafed and wnemployed

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on: M&\'/ 1?7 , 20 24

Wﬁﬂ&/@m

@1gnature)




No.

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

RE&INALN JACKSON — _ peTrTIONER

(Your Name)

VS.

Werden B/C/(HAM; ET AL _ RESPONDENT(S)

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO

Lntked Stafes zowroﬂAmms Fitth (5™) Cireust Cowrt

(NAME OF COURT THAT LAST RULED ON MERITS OF YOUR CASE)

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

- ReainaLd JacksonS
(Your Name

INFER coﬁREcT:oNM INSTITYTE
- UNIT-2/DORM-5
PO, BoX 128

(Address)

JACKSOM LA, 70’748 0788

(City, State Zip Code)

(225) 34 - 1200

(Phone Number)




QUESTION ) PRESENTED
CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION
The frison Litigation Reform Act (PLRAY Violafes #he Constitytional inferest of equal

S b hrough Hs scree dess fo dismiss claims
Profec}(on an?du& gnc:;S §=W%d23d ]:t;o sue mgﬁ *gg%( 63651 ey

ar 1446? Holcém Hlaf tsmzssc?? oPa rp.%e Com @ikt under 1915557 ,.‘3)_ o
(e) 2)(B) sh ou ofe With ledye F9 dan an/ess e lourt canrule.
out dny mpﬂSSl Bilivy. awe\lcr unllke( 0? that an amended
g Fwould Seceed in stafin aca( 2 H i undﬂf42usc 1997 .
(e)( +hd+ rsmt55f &1 4; mpa/n o 1@5+4feacmm
Wi 0 wm éam 27 opportunt amwd is gl crror)
1F. 2 é) Wm 4¢77

n Mc Go
Court Scud d@” Prisdn %( ation 72 1 Courts ha \rc no

d:jcreJnon in.permittirg 4 plainti amendawm amf fo avold sua,
sponfe. 4 15m:5€a % P P

dinh# i?egma ldnekson, gpes onin 5howm9 tus Honorable 1.3, Supreme (ourt. This Court has
held in connechon, withthe PLRA'S Mministrative Exhaushion KeQulremant, does not exp lcn‘/t( or mfcp /an/y

ushly deviain ﬁrom the usual procedural practice, beyord the departures specdied by the PLeA isell. @
) ﬂﬂcy Léee *Jones V. Bmcl<P54q us 445 214, 121 S(',f a0 (% & !

Plantiff, R -Jackson, shows this Honorable Cowrt +hat since o plamnti s abil ity o amend the
Comp(amfﬁeel\( 15" pact of the "usual Procedyral Prackee.”

(s2; Rule 15 @), Fed. R, (. Pr2 agms V. Gilm 43 F. Su
b, 568 (E.5, 4. 1999) Finall d where I pro se. complaint confa:
ofzznﬂa (ly coanizaple dam\ plaintt? should be 4l lowedp 10 parheu [ &rzae

e clam,
Dottt R.Jackson, States the Appeals Court’s nd Diskrict Cours dismissal of his elaim was

premddure aHhe Sereening. Wg& and i was: bik not limited 4o an abuse of disecetion.
(see: Russe i Hew H y, R. Henderson, No-011-307110 (Mar: 2b, 2008

Plainkff: R. Tackson , questions the consttutionality of the PLRA, as i i presides over gnd s invoked and.
Enacked upon cases Aled_in sfate. caucks ) Yet remaued fo federal eourts by delendonts, Yiving long,
broad and potechie.nferest in remoutny) cases 1o  federal (courts, ard placing excessive_undue
burdens on pro se. pltintifés 4o surpass fhe PLas 5creem@ process,

~



LIST OF PARTIES

[ 1 All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

N]/All partles do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of
all partles to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subJect of this
petition is as follows:

PAIEL LAFLEUR, MD
LAURA ALLEN, RN
JS0HN DOE

RELATED CASES ﬁ

— .,“4

o

dackson v, Bidcha No., Llnputhf\Cd u.S. Cowrt Dx@ﬂcppfa '('br#\& -
Fifth (5™) Cwau’( Sudgemaﬂ’ CDecm\bar 1, 20233

Jackson V. Elc)dqam USDC No. A 22.-ex- 103’1 (M, La. ApriHS’ 023)

Sackson V. Blekham, No. USDC No. Z22-¢v- 4031 CMdﬂl&Lm‘ft’
Rtporx‘ and Recommendahon usde, e, la. Mard\ 16, 2023) -
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SURISDICTION . . . . o e . e
| LOJ\JSTITL(T IONAL AND STATMTOR\/ PRO\H&IOMS !NVOL\/(:B v e

STATEMENT OF THE CARE | . |
REASONS FOR GRANTING THEWRIT v v 0 v v o v v v e oy
CloNCLUSION L L L

INDEX TO APPENDICES
. APPENDIX A~ The gpinvon of the U<, Fifth (57) Circuit Court of Aeaks and denial
o P Cordiliate of Popea [abii {y s aftgched ds unpublished,
_ (see: Exhibit-13 and also ez Atgch ment for Index ), next page
/\ PPENDIX B~ The arder of he United States Middle District Court of Lowisiang. -
. dismissing Petthion and denying issuance of Cerdifieate of
L Rppealability is attached herefo usde o, %: 22-ev- 40317,

. (see: Bxbhibit-23 and see Aso: Atachment For ndex> next ,Dage
___APPENDIX B- The Repm‘ and Recommendation, by the IS, Magr:shzz\% Judge the

S Mddle biswict of Lovisiand is afhched. heredo. spe No. 5:20- - 03,
(see: exhibit- 41 and see Also: Mtachment For index), next puge.



ATTACHMENT FOR INDEY TOAPPENDIXES

Aainti#? recaied a Final order disniissal, from the Fitth 5™ Cireuit Court of
- Agpeals on December 16, 2023 in which the letter was dafed december 1, 2023, and-
the date of receipt made his oppeal's 1&['//}29 deadline gate dore., é>_y March 14, 2024 4o
the lnifed States Supreme Cowrt.

- (see: Bxhibit- 13, fa 73 ¢ of5, No.23-30337T Per Cuciam)
(see Aiso: Motion T Reconsider’s Exhibits )

Because Jackson has Lailed o chall Henge any fochual or | legal aspect of the district courts
disposition.of fus clams.or the cerfification hat his appel is not faken in Jeod fai faith,
he has aband ed the cntieal issue. of his appeal. Gsee id ) Thus Hhe dppea( lcks
mertt: Coee: oward v king, 0TF. 2d, 215, 220 (5™ ¢ir. 1493) |
Aecordung ly, the Matwn For Leave fo. %éafd In Forrta Pauperis.is denied and the
dppea( is dismissed as frivolous: o
(See: Baugh, 11F. 3d at 202 n. 24 (5T“ar) R42.2
Belore. ELROD, HAYNES and bouéuts,__ C{mwf Judg s

APPENDIX A



ATACHMENT FOR INDEX To APPEN DIXES

Plainti £ in regands o the Report and Recommendation R¥R), sub mitted a Wotin
to Reconsider that was presented fo Chtrcﬁjadga Selly b Dick, (.S, hispet Gourt (hddle bistnct)
of Lovisiana,, dafed Murch 1% 2023, and it was ruled on and Jiq)ed, Apnl13, 2023,

(see: Exhibit-23)
Actordimgh, Sacksan’s federal claims are. DismISSED WITH PRETUDICE as
legally rivolous andfor failure to state & claim under 23 u.g.c. §81415 @ andfr
1915 A and this case is CLOSED, |
- PlasahP? received o Magistrate Todge's RER, from ULs. Magishate Judze
‘Exin Wilder-doomes 1’0(%@ LS, bistrick Cowrt (Middle Disinet) o Lowsiana, on
Mareh 20,2023 that is dated and ruled on March 16, 2023
| (Seez BXhibit-H, Page 40f16)
 Bused onthe sereening requitred by 28 US.. § 1415 A, and the utharidy Yventhe
CourT under 98 U8.C. 84415 @), it is recommended #hat Jackson'’s claims be
dismissed with préudz'ae Lor Lutlure Ho State o laim and that Hhis Court
decline fo exertise. supplemental jurisdiction over-pofental Stafe law cldms.

Jackson {lled Hhissuit; on December 1, 2022, aﬂaénsf £. bustin Bickham,
Danie Latleur; Laura Mlen andl John Doe. (ollech \}dydeﬂendanﬁ)y al/?g ;/19

detendants hove been deliberately indifPerert 4o his seribus medical needs
APPENDIX B



ATTACHMENT FOR INDEX TO APPENDIXES

1n Violaion of the £ E:ghKXT”) Anerdment.* Tackson seeks declaratory, injunct e,
and mm&‘m/ eliel,"* L
T 15 RECoMMENDED Hhat the Court decling o exerase 5u,op/emem‘a [ junsdichion oer
poferthial date Jaw elaims be BISMISSED WiTh PRESUDIE s legatly ty &rivelous andfor Lo
b lure b sole @ lim under 9815, 88 1415 €) andfr @15, and fhat #hs case be ELosep,

, CANDIX B
N APPENDIX
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT CF 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 _A_ to
the petition and is
[ ] reported at sor,

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

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix &A —to
the petition and is, g )

™ reported at Acksni _ 2%, LSDC ,Lg° (A-pf‘l/‘(g 2023 aﬁd,
[ 1 has been des1gnated for pubhcatlon but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished.
also af Jackson y. Bickhom, 2023 WL 3001117, usnc of La, (Mar: 1o, 9923)

[ 1 For cases from state courts:

The opihion 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

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




JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date orbwhlch the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was (icem 2023

[/] No petition for rehearing was timely 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

[ 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 .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. §1254(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 rehearlng

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).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

| Thaam%ed Stufes Consﬁzmon 14T hmendment™ Ejual Potechion ard due Proazss’)
-~ The lawis not & pure Seence. based upon unchangung dnd universa| ruths
that hes evoled. slowly, and it will continde fo change. Amenican jurists and
Supreme. Court Justices Cliver Wende!( Homes and Benganmin (ardera defined law
45 predichions of the way-that a (ourt will decide :)oea%c legol questons. - Uncer
comman lawi, #he tourts have. developed by quplication of stare decisis (o stand
by the decisions ) but it does not, howerer; preclude courts 4rom correeting
érroneous decisions or-¢rom choosing amory eonflicing precedent and, in an
ddversary System under judicial law, the parties, totthe Court, must initiate
and eondutt litigotion, wihich i3 equal proteckion of the law.
- Equal protection of the law means that no person arclass of persons shall be
dented the same protechion of the lawis which is enjoyed by other classes in like
Greumstonces intheir lives, liberly property, end Hheir pursutt of happiness.
The equal protection clause is essenfially d direction that il persons similarly
situated (“ncluding prison inmates") should be Hreated alike fﬁocgb/pmnﬁ ¥
views Hhe PLRA Hhat applies o all in mates a Ulleqal, fo that speuéc, class,

) The Aoun‘s Wth omL ,pem[brmmq &m{ pral:mmary m\resﬁqaw‘wr& pr ordermg aq
m) une,hm chsa [(OWBd Ae(’emdzm\% the abaldy 1 resPond 1o p!amh s clauns and
redinguished plamh@ﬂs Chances af m"uﬂng (and expos ing) any da@cnda_mts



“ responses, | L | oo
"Denials of equal profeckion by municipal enfity or any alfer person o¢fing under color
_ Obolacareaetonah le under$ 1983, (see: Murell . School Dist No. 1, Deaver; Lolo,

1% Fad 1233 (10™Cir- 199)
By shielding the defendants, the courts initiated litgants’ procedures and processes
that extended Qn(\{ between the Court and pldchﬁ'@@, fhus leavmg defendants not
 obligate fo snswer placntibs clams, '

"o comport: with fhe Equal Profecﬁbn Clause, The law eannot be administered
with an evil eye and an uneven hand,”” (see: Eckert v. Town ot
Silverthorne, 253 F3d 1147 (10™ (). 2001)

k81483 class-of-ore ual protection claim is stated when 4 placnkiéf
dlegesHhat 4 defendant nfentionally freats him or hey df%rmﬁy fom

- ffiers who are. Similorily sifuated and #at no rafional pasis existed £or-
the'diterence infreatment,” (see: Mathers v, Wright, ()36 F3d 346 (§7 Cir: 2011)

o P l{ainﬁ@f‘g fnq@ry? 45 1o h'ts.da[.msj req &rdzhg the Prison 4 H’gaﬁbn Retorm Act (PLRA?) .
B S o et o .

i5 dbsent the aforementioned Sustees propheficness and ako absent relytation
between plaintiff and defendants. This prictice, by the courts, is & violatton of due process,

A5 Jushce Cordoza once sad , "Theinn +hat shelfers, {or the mﬂh{’ is not He jowmey’s end.,.

The lau, like the fraveler, mustbe réad\( for 4he mevrow, H st have & principle of growth!
-~ Due proeess of law is law in reqular course. of administration through courts of justice,

A towrse. of legal proceedings accar.d.._i_ng_w‘o_fh_._ose rules and principles which have been

estableshed in our systems of urisprudence for the enlorcem ent and protection ot

Cindividuals’) pr*wa%é rghts. To give such p‘rocee,dzb\qs any Volidity, there must e

tribunal component by ifs conshitution - that s, by the law of.its ¢reation - fo.pass ypon

the sdffg_jed“ matter of e suifand i€ thet involves merely a defermunation_of fhe persondl
_ liabittty of the defendant, he must be. brought within s jucisdechon by serviee of

:



“process within the sfate., orhis VOwa"rmﬁsq Iapgeamncc. BN
. (seeiPennoyer v. Neft 45 U3, 753 24 (. Ed. 565 )

| Plaint?? presenfs fo this 1.8 Supreme (ourt decisional_errors_of Hhe lower_[jspe. (middle) of
Louisiana gnd Appellate Caurt (5Cir) of Lousiana 4het are in violakions o the United States
Constitution, Anendment XIV. — In one of he. diémissed arders and/r report by the
lower tourts, i was mentioned that+he decision was based, i part, fo judicial cost.
“Substantive due, process refers 1o certatn achons that the goverpnert

may notenadae ih, no maker how many procedural satégquandsit employs,”
(é&\éi_ AVZ?QQL-DL) A FAd 1200 C#’__’%q(on_’!_q_‘?(o)_.. (=ee Asor prlmyv.

Colifornio, 42 US 165, A6 L. EA 183 12 S¢k_205 (1952) {
- Juskice. Sotomayer in one of her excerpls, said4hat: " justiee is not cheap.  Plant?¥
was denied any opportunity Ao amend his_inchal omplauttthat was ruled and ordered
s adhivolous ¢laim aodfor Laluse. 4o State a claim. This s 4 breach of yustee. The
baurts barred the ploiek ¥ without Guen him the benefit 4o correct his complaent; ‘
with him being 4 layman.of the law. , ‘
T0 punush a person because. he_has done what the laws planly dllows him

10 do_is 4 due process violahon of the mest_basic sort.
(3ee; _US v. Barner_812 F3d 4239_ (117" (). 2009)

espeaidl y

\




STKTEMENT OF THE CASE._ .

—— This 15 a.cuil rights action under 424.5.¢. $1983 brought by.astate prisoner whe afleges
Hhathe is not beiny Grven cdequate med ol care. Tredistrict-conrrt dismissed plaintitl's achon,
deelining fo exercise. supplemental urisdichon over poterhal Stafe law claims and fridivg that
Pantifls deral claims be dismissed with proudice as egally fvolous ardfor-Lailere o state
& cloim under 23u.8.¢. 84415 @) dnd for $ 1915 A and closed the case.
PleinkfS Reginald Gackson, indeterminiig Hhe cause of acton and cufpabiliby o his medig |
claim of deliberate indiflerence, is presenting fothe Court; via his complaint, “Antecedent actks”
“that have led up 40 and through Hhe events of his sustained and continuous pjury. The___
nquiry into prior ingury.events is.d broad quest af-the least.. A logician.may say tat #he_

cause ol an event is “the sum of all s antecedents "or that an act s the cause ofall

Subsequent events Ho which ifs influence can be Hraced. L
__ _Thelawyinfixing responsibilidy has adopted more limited and debinite sfadard, and-the law _
dls recagnizes e relative _influeace of those causes which Confribute fo.a gven result._Below
dre feks vele vard o pladwﬁ,%’éﬁcagu;ﬁ.of_d;;h.bm,‘ﬂﬂﬁéc.pr_esm‘ed fucks are not limied 4o be all__
the fncks of his_eamplaint; due 4o il d covery nof yet being distlosed 4o planhPE_in cnceidt
o, 45 applied through the refeiant purpose of comparative. deliberate. indiPherence_and___
(rreparable_harm.

—

R EACTS e
1= On or about May 2%, 2022, plalntt genernted an 4RPGdinishative Remedy Frocedure): .
DAT=2022- 508, HCP-RN, Laura Allen, ¢hallenged plank's claim regarding o CPAP maching,
by insecting in her review that care was offtred o the plaint P8 but R. Jackson refuse 4 _
stheduled appoiirhent e sleep Shudy, Placn¥s parkal medical records reeeved ffom his _
8on (Pon) show otterwise, dchually, i# wis an appruntment-fora Pulmonary Functiin Test-__
- (PF)instead: L

- .



. STATEMENT OF THE (ASE - condin uied
&goﬂpam ~ afransient _suspcnsron of msp/mﬁon without breathing, white n 4 nafural,
pa wé/fca/ | recuiring physiotugeal Sk of e, characterized by relehve physical and nervous -

macfvzfy unonseyousngss, 4d bssened responsive, B exterral stmali;
(o n/hvwa/ma) it studders in converations _
‘o ma:}/oss dbsonce of Hhoyahts and Woﬂds In pléintitéss mind and’ (on versations

(aint{EF had dita mx/h +/m55 retollecting' present Conversations .
enidl of CPRp maching,, ansﬁafés w?r@a/d?‘cd; efp/bdh‘éms | g

’ 5/6 disruption durz />od&5
‘)9 iness dnd /wrfqu obabif Ty of stroke, feart aftack andfor death

s d&esswe dayfime 3
* Planh L wias d/cgnosed W/M_é / a,mfa pelousas é}mem/ /M;o(mljleqo Center, on arabout Jan. 2020

o
49~ s early as tlay 3g, 2002, plaint¥ was prestribed o wiheelchaur, fora ] (, and it was retumed fofhe _
infiinary, on Segtember 09, 2022, -(h November 03, 2022 0 May 02, 2023, 4 Whec/c/uor WaSprzsmb&d —

butt placnh P was never issued one nor was @ preseribed wheelchair 155u€d fo plauht#¥,_by taue Afln,
for-the dates May 07, 2023 4o May 02, 204 Meniere’s disense. (rtiao) - e sensafion of

dizziness and the #ee/mﬂ that oreself o one’s environmentt is whirl ing dbout In4 eonflsed,

disoriented state of mind. o

‘dropattacks” Gucessive lls), Wﬁ%ou%an issued preseribed wheelchalr
'Aen{ed a heelchaur, by HCP-RN dura. Allen, althou jr';saf/bed by_HeP=Doctor: Dante] latlews
ls prascmbed  Wheelchadr issued 4o him

amh n Adcu ~(HECK & Some %fm
anxe wnfﬁr vd abowtﬂa!s% Mofﬁ rﬁsgm
resce] bad wheelchay issued_

d&prei\s/fon for nott beirg -rayed after £ails and bOI ?:s dum’o no /o
« Placndtff wes dagnosed with Verti 190 by Dr. Celeste Gary at UMC-New Orteans Haspital

#5-Ongr dbout Rori 16 2002, planh? sabm(#ed  tarrespendence 1o Hhe medical greup af dez

toncernung his delicate gut issues of diverfieulosis mvd a pror pancreatitis episode. On May 02
2022, wedical veplied, “We do net haye 4 bland diet,” Benal Net~ the en ly dhet DT oflrs thet 15

and without fhe presence. of digfician &)
+ denied d Renal diet alfer plaintt 1 reported dNa 1401/0515 (% o# /1 i3 mscendom co/on rmoved

prtor fo ncarcafa’rton) nc! ancrealifis durivg mearceraton

Yp reimoved 4t umwa  Colonescopy
“eoliffs - inflammafion of H:e macous mcmbmne of the tolon . colit’s was dekermined during colonoscopy

a4t umeNo -
* DI, shill 4o his daﬁz has not pn%a ibed plamﬁ ¥ bland food (absent dietician and Renal diet) -

— oy

-~




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

- Itis & capital mistake fo use theory before dehual dafn (s obtained. nsensibly, one. beyns
40 fwist-the facfs fo st the-heory, nstead of theory o.suit the facks._The plairhs instuctcase,
belore Hhis U6, Supreme (ourt, is one of thousands of like cases dround +he country. Hhat._
e dismis sed by way of-the PLRA qrd Hs uncopstiwhomal disertion and.
Application of meaning y S o
. Poze indigent plantt¥s, wiho are nearcernted fie n insurmountable fovel of ditfeutbes
_inbringing credible cases info the.courts, Onee an indvidual has submifted Hhe complaint.
o the Court, #he complaint 15 denied access infothe courts’ properties on the
§rounds of bilino fo state a ¢laim, even thoughthe claim stk exdctly Hhe wnlawtul
Aets, o whichdse the defnihon of a Vivlation of constitutional law, Mey #he denial ofg.
Llaimy by viay of the PLRR's ereening process, de-tbligetes delendants o having__
fo respond o the &l/@ézﬁms of yiolating e Constitutional rights of g /ﬂ/d&ﬁ%p. #1swell
Known that many allegations been dpund, b bue Signiticant merif; based on the
defendants’ ansiers fo the dllesertiors. -

_ Debendants b are jn fuct quily ol allethons brought aguinst-them.may,, qury andwil] use.
the PLRA serening protess, asa shieid o block justhied coudble compleunts, 45 seen, by

how quickiy defendants remove ltims Hrom st courts o ederal ourts in the case of:___

Gomez V. Geord, USAR Fed. Sad. Bank, 1T1 F, 2d 194, 745-q6 (2 ir: 1499)
The (ourt held, “That dismissal of 4 pro se complayit under 1415 €) @) (B)
be done with leave fo amend. “ -P{amﬁf agrecs with_(Gomez) in_this poinl;
The (Bomez) Case.ten dpes on o state: Minless the Gourt can rule dny
PossibiliN,_howeder unlikely it mg/# be, that an amended complaint
would succeed in_sfafing a claims"

- Itis noted that the (homez) cae states, “howeserunfikely it might be. " This stafement
hove shows the infention acd meaning of this case law and 1o the weight that should be
Plderd an fte Lourt) to net dismiss claims without the op/)orhm ity fo dmend,



REASONS FOR, GRANTING THE PETITION - confinued

l\(of only 15 H\E PLRA betng used To ppress and Suppress /831% mate, claims, 1 is SIIrW\/ contrary
to due process and equal prokection laws, dilwhile.bei tondising, 45 seer fere below i ase:

Fitzaerald v, FirstE, cham‘ﬁ St Tenants

Con 1)D_ 221 F 2 3%
364 n.2 24 Cir 2000) The Cow‘fsﬂfcd he Standard 0
Revigw Lor 1415 @) 15 unsetled laws

Hc 15 here that the plaintité believes this S'apreme Court ofthe United States of Anerica can
Cloridy andvule. Paink6 Reginald Jackson, also asks this Lourt o eonsider the country-
wides dis agreepents,on whether g p/achﬁﬂ should be allowed o amend, via the courts,
V\u{ﬁp ¢ lower courts have stated that prose. pl laindi s should be allowed o amend

Asitt5 4 tore cause indhe interest of Limess o @ lay man prose /%am‘ as seen below:
azrowx V. Seott, 136 F 3d, 1935, 1054 (5™ 199
Holdin d\gnamd&r/féusc 149% (©) *“That dismissin

ose
complant Lo r&u lwre osz‘cefédclmm without aiv ﬁ /zza/z ht
am oppartunity 10 dmend is generally error _Howegr, it 15

less ervor +o dismiss i ku%p ud’zce”) (Na%e This
Pldmh ¢f R. Tackson, was clismissed Wit prejudice apd

2@30 12 fogmend, ) See Also: Ragins v. Gil more 48F Su
Sblp-568 E.D, Va 1999) Fma

, Where 4. pro se Complaint
COH tains 4 potentia Ily. mzab e ¢l azm p/amhpﬁ 7 should b
dllowed o particularize the claim.’

 These issues have, in part, been brought o the atfention of #his 0. Suprme CourT
but only, in sechens ond ports, have they been presented in:

Jones v. Brock, U5, 199, 214, 127 &, (t 410 &007) This U.S
éuprema Court fnLG]LCOf in Connec%/on with the PLRA's Exhaustion

| uzremathaHha sereening requmzm&nf dets nof - dxp(zaH\/ or
imp hawLY Jushé’ devating frin the. usudl procedural prachce.”
See: Rule 15() Fed R. GV, P That Rule of Usual Pmcedum

Prackice is the (ourt ol llowing pamﬁ# The Opporhmzfy fo ¢mend
Complaint,

- The lower Appeals Courﬁsﬁued a.ruling o dismiss due o the claim being “frivolous
dndfor not stating a elaim, “This rul /3 bein 1 dnefample le of conﬁzsmg con#m/“}/

dpplieation of ruling in and upon spwé’zc law. For the A;npea/s Court fo dismiss. based

_On fwo @ dl(‘%ﬂm’r basis 0\£ law without pm\/(dmg pmwslons {or edch ba515
15 not law af all. |



- ReASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION ~cont d

; The lower courts dismissed p(afnﬁ#’s claim based ontwo ) prongs of law:

"1, Failing o state a claim
2. frivolous

- Each, of these prongs hasa ertteria o meet and each has played 4 burden, sofo 4ay,
onthe reviewing Courf, 1) Fauling fo state aclaim can be reviewed yader the
lens of “if all plaints’ allegations were believed o be frue, would plinti#0s
clam ochially state a claim fo_which relief would. be given, 2.) +rivelous is o

be. reviewed through fhe lens of:_ *1 is the placnti pro se and, #2, did #he
[ower Court. Inappropriately reselve issues of mafecial€act ¥ Placnk? sab'sties

1, a5 hes prose plavttf, Now, 45 to #2 of +he frivoloys prory, drd s
Question of, did the. Cour' resolve gsues of material fact? Plank €8 esmterds
how can the Court resolve issuies.of material fhct, without eithera physical
fnveshgahbn and/or a response-answer, Hrom defendant cs) fo allegetions

by plaink s,
Plantif¥, Reginald Tackson, shows this Honorable Court, Hhat here in, in this

dppeal o the United States Supreme Cowrf, that it intervention can. clear up the
lower courts’ inferpretation of the PLRA of ifs provisions.and.appheation of
dismissal of cases. at #he sereen ing phase, by implementing and man d_aﬁﬁrgl
that all pro se, indigent, incarcerated individuals' complants be gven, atFhe.
[east, ane opportunity fo amend claims. In doing s0, +his would alleyiate all
questions,_dsto due process and equal rights proteckion violation claims, as.in
it, and will provide The propriety of udicial ¥atrness, with the understanding
0k laymen pluntifs, who ave prose, indigent and/er mearcerated and fudfs
that ereate a disability, o which plainhiéts’ only relief s opportuniies o pecfect
and amend ment based tomplaints b the courts. |



CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

W@g,@m 4144,

| Date: /W &\/ 18 202%




IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

REGINALD TAckSonS — PETITIONER

(Your Name)

| VS.
| Wclrdcn)E. DUSTIN BlcKHAM, ETA RESF’ONDENT(S)

\ :
; PROOF OF SERVICE }
h I, 'Kmmd d LMC/(SUn #0414 L , do swear or declare that on this date,
~ MAN 1§ 20 zﬂ'as requlred by Supreme Court Rule 29 I have -

A_ served the enclosed MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS

and PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI on each party to the above preceeding
or that party’s counsel, and on every other person required to be served, by depositing -
an envelope containing the above documents in the United States mail properly addressed
to each of them and with first-class postage prepaid, or by delivery to a thlrd-party
commercial carrier for delivery within 8 calendar days.

The names and addresses of those served are as follows:

Liz MURRILL ; ATTORNEY GENERA of LOW&/ANA

1885 N, 3R0°ST. W AGSTATE LA, US
BATON ROUGE. LA, 770802 : (225) 30% - 44,5

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed or. QL) Ly 05 ., 20 24'
| @MM@M&M

(Slgni‘é)‘
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Anited States Court of Appeals
for the FFifth Circuit

United States Court of Appeals

No. 23-30337 Fifth Circut
Summary Calendar FILED
December 11, 2023
Lyle W. Cayce
REGINALD JACKSON, Clerk

Plaintiff— Appellant,
Versus

E. DUSTIN BICKHAM, Warden; DANIEL LAFLEUR; LAURA ALLEN;
JoHN DoOE,

Defendants— Appellees.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Middle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 3:22-CV-1037

Before ELROD, HAYNES, and DouGLASs, Circust Judges.
PER CURIAM:®

Reginald Jacksoﬁ, i..ouisiana prisoner # 764746, moves for leave to
proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) in this appeal from the dismissal of his civil
rights complaint as frivolous and for failure to state a claim for relief. The

* This opinion is not designated for publication. See 5TH CIR. R. 47.5.
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motion is a challenge to the district court’s certification that the appeal is not
taken in good faith. See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th Cir. 1997).

Jackson fails to address the district court’s reasons for the dismissal of
his complaint as frivolous and for failure to state a claim. Pro se briefs are
afforded liberal construction. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cir.
1993). Nevertheless, when an appellant fails to identify any error in the
district court’s analysis, it is the same as if the appellant had not appealed the
decision. Brinkmann v. Dall. Cnty. Deputy Shersff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748
(5th Cir. 1987). |

Because Jackson has failed to challenge any factual or legal aspect of
the district court’s disposition of his claims or the certification that his appeal
is not taken in good faith, he has abandoned the critical issue of his appeal.
See id. Thus, the appeal lacks arguable merit. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d
215, 220 (5th Cir. 1983). Accordingly, the motion for leave to proceed IFP is
DENIED, and the appeal is DISMISSED as frivolous. See Baugh, 117
F.3d at 202 n.24; 5TH CIR. R. 42.2.

The district court’s dismissal of Jackson’s complaint and the
dismissal of this appeal each count as a strike under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g). See
Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 388 (5th Cir. 1996), abrogated in part on
other grounds by Coleman v. Tollefson, 575 U.S. 532, 537 (2015). Jackson is
WARNED that if he accumulates three strikes, he will not be permitted to
proceed IFP in any civil action or appeal filed while incarcerated or detained
in any facility unless he is under imminent danger of serious physical injury.
See § 1915(g).



- Additional material
from this filing is
available in the
- Clerk’s Office.



