N . Suprems Courr, U.S.
Aﬂ L{ FILED

IN THE JUN 30 2025

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES OFFICE OF THE CLERK

RoY FRANKIIN EcHOL S
PETITIONER

V. CiIVIL CASE No.

CSXTRANSPORTATION,INC.
RESPONDENT.

RULE 23 MOTION TO STAY JUDGMENT

COMES NOLJ THE PETITIONER, ROY FranKlin Echot.s,proceeding
pro-se,and moves the Supreme Court, Judge or Justice to
Stay the enForcement oF Petition For Lirit of Certiorari
Judgment,as permitted by 28 U.5.C. Subsection 2101(CF).

In Support thereof, petitioner Sets out the SpeciFic
reasons why a stay is justified, that exceptional

Circumsitances warrant the exercise of the Court’s
discretionary powers to obtain the relieF sought

OPINIONS BELO WS

On May 01,2025, A motion For appointment oF counsel
was Filed before the United States Court of Appeals For
the Fourth Circuit. (see: attached exhibit A).

On May 12,2025, A motion For Stay pending appeliate
Procedures was submitted +o the United States Court oF
Appeals. (see: 3ttached exhibit+ B).

On May 18,2025, Supplemental records were Filed
be Fore the United States Court oF Appeals,
(see: attached exhibit C).
' The date on which the United Stites Court of Appeals
decided my case was May 23,2025, the Order appears

at appendix No. |.The court dismissed the proceeding
For Failure tfo prosecute pursuant to local Rule Y5.

RECEIVED
JUL - 2025

ICE OF THE CLERK
|1:J';° EME COURT, U.S.




On Februvary 10,2025, A Rule §9(e) motion was Filed
beFore the U.5.District Court CECF Nlo. 33).

on February 17,2025, A Petition For ITSssSuance OF
Summons was Filed beFore the U.S. District Cour?
(ECF No. 32).

On February 24,2025, A motion For evidentiary
hearing Lias Filed beFore the U.5.District Court- (ECFNI0.37),

The date on which the U.S. District Court decia'ea’m)'
cdse waos March 19,2025, memorandum opinion dppears at
Appendix No. 2.

ThereForcjun‘.sdich‘on /s appropriafe in the
.Supreme Court of the United States.

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISION S

On March 19,2025,+he District Court Denied Rule 54(e)
motion. The court joined +the Petition For Issuance oF
Summons with the Rule 59(e) motion. Denying both

the Rule §9¢Ce) motion dnd Petition Far ZSssuvance oF
Summons +oge+her violatecd the due /orace.s.s clauvse

uncler the Fourteenth Amendment to the United
Stdtes Constitution OF America,and Virginid

Fur-l-hermore,de/:rived petitioner of his Constitutional
righf- under the equal protection clause oF the FiFth and
Fourteenth Amendment #o Summons CSX Transportdtian
to produce his relevant csx company Silicosis testing
resuvlts United Stites v. Holmes., 4/3 F 3d 770, 773
(8+h C/r. 200 .5')(Qua #ing united States V. Guerrero,
116 F.3d 697,652 (8+h Cir.1997).

CSX is Wwithhaolding Silicosis #Fes# resvits under
Supreme Court rule oF Law £stelle v.Gamble,429.U.8
597,104 (1976) relevant #o £5t3b/ish & Ra//réad / Fxpasure
injuty under S7é# viory Ldw 8.0/~1985.3 Ti#le Virginia
Tort Claims Act oF /964 5$33.2- 1700 ¢/ Seg. within the
meaning OF Article 111 oF #he Constitviion 7o sceXk &
tort L /‘J/a;/z'fy Se fflement o ith ESX Corporate s FRE Rule 302.




Sv b.segueni' toon May 12,2025, petitioner Filed @ motion
For S#3y /Jena’m9 appellate review in the United States Court
OF Appesls (see:exhibit B) requesting CSX 7o produce his
Silicosis testresvlts United Stetes v. Nixon. 418 U-S. 683
(1979) held the United States Constitution requires Fhe
/Jroo/uc/‘ion oF clocuments thatdre relevant,admissible and
SpeciFic fo Z/'/ifa//'on.

Accordingly, the Vcu Massey Concer Reports (see: exhibitc)
establish a Raf/mae//i:y)a.rure Fors Zz‘:«’éib'/y arc relisble
Foundation and reasoning test For relevan# evidence re g_g/'/ec/
by Fed. Role Evid. o1 and Llestbeuy V. Gislaved Gummi AB, 178
F3d251,264 (4¢h Cir 1999),C/nvolving 3 strict L1ohildify,
Areach oF warranty and negligence dction) 4o issve FhiS
Summons. Zd. .

The issuance oF Summons Under Virginid fort requirements
8.0/-195.3 is appropriafe becouse Csx conceeling fest resviss
is*Deliberate indiFFerence #o £Lchals medical needs” #hat
clearly violates the £i19hth Amendmen #. /12/lef? V. /Torgan.
296 L£3d 132,799 5+h Cir. 2002). £sFeclle V. Gomble, 429
U.S.597,104(1976).

Petitroner was denied 7he o,:parfwn'/y under Fedeml
Statutary Low to heve A Fair Adjuclication oF A/s
Petition For Summons dire ch‘ng CSx Corportation fo
produce the relevant clocuments FRCP,Rule 26.
Lt iS maniFest c/u;‘y OF Courts 1o vinc/rcate yuaram‘ea
oF conFrontation, Lompulsory process.and dve
Process clavuses, and #o Accomplish +hot /# rs
BSsential #hat at) relevast and Acdmissidle evidence
he Praducec/- U.S.C.A.Const. Amencls. 5.6. /4.
United States \1. Nixon, 4/8 U.5.683 (1974)

Bowman Dan‘r}/ Co. V. U.5.7)8.C+.695,341 4.5,
214 (U.5.171.1951).




Since the Federal Employers’Liability Act [FELA],
HR U.S.C.3851et Seq. Echols V. €SX Tran_s_por-fafion,
Inc..No.3:16cv 294 [CoPD] Respiratory Silica dust-
related injury. The CSX Raitroad company did not
Provide t+he Cons+titutionally enforced right to discovery
of physical examinations. These Silicosis company
examinations conducted on csxemployees in 1994-95
including: (€5x Trackman Echols No. 26281 91) Are
relevant material to the current+ “NELW'" Ccancer claim
And it was Forseeable the phy.sical examinations Are
Substantial to the Ccancer clLaim under the Aadley v.
Baxenclale Rule,and U.c.c.Code §2-715(2)(A).
Responclent csx could determine by refusing to provide
orcisclose +the examinations wouldresuttin a
dismissal of the related claim and recovery of

damage Calamariand Perillo,Contracts (Kev 14.5).

Lihen there is A Cons+itutional injury,+he Court's
Are AsKed to prow‘cle. A chaL remedy parrallel to
principles of Liberty And justice establishedin

marbury V. Madison,5 U.s.137(1803).

The violation of Equal protectionof Law
émbocdied inthe Fourteenth Amendment +o +he United
States Constitutionis to enForce +that the Laws and
LWhich petitioner has been +reated diFFeren/-l}h
than other ¢ $SX Railroad employees under Federal
Statu fary Law s to oh#tein *he examination documents
necessary For medical proFessionals to make +he
Appropriate medical determination o pursue Fchols
current medical condrtion and See K recovery asa
resultof negligent exposure £t1 Light oF
L.Je.s!.cv/l Cleadver V. Union PacrFre RR. do.,No.8:1%

cv 5/2. LEXIS 3409 ( U.S DIST: COURT NI'BRA.SA’A
TAnvery 7, 2021) .




SUMMARY

Petitioner asserts the United States District Court

committed areversible error by improperly merging
these +wo claimsina Suit which Pre_vem‘ed the
issuance of Summons to establish causationin
common Law negligence action ‘Substantial Factor'’
in bringing about +he harm under tort Liabilify
provisions OF Va.cCode 8.01~-195.3 TufFarrello v.Long
Island RR. Co. 458 F. 34 80,817(2d Cir. 2006).
Restatement 2d oF torts Subsection 431 (a).

The reversible error of March 14,2025, Substantially
AFFected Echols Legalrights that, if uncorrected,
would result in a miscarriage of justice,which
justifies reversing the United States Court oF
Appeals ORDER of DISMISSAL For Stay to serve And /for
issuance of summons Aqainst €sx Transportation,
pursuant to Local Rule H5. (see: Appendix No.1).

Thus,Rule 23 Motion to Stay Judqment oF the
Federal Ccourt procedure.s that SatiFies Constitutional
.sfanding requirements For the Supreme Courttoissue
this summons and/er reverse and remand the District
court's Finalorder at Appendix No. 2, Accordmgl_y-

CONCLUSION

The .Bupreme Court Rule 23 Motion to .S+ay
judgrncn'r should be gran'l-ed in the interest of justice.

RespectFully Submitted,

By:_ 23@ % %?,C/L(‘!ZO/

titioner:




IN THE
SUPRENE COURT OF THE UNITED STATE S

ROY FRANKIN £ CHO!S
PRETIT/IONFR,

\2 Civil £ase No.

CSX TRANSPORT AT ION ) ZNE
RESPONDENT.

DECLARAT/ON

The RPeti//roner Roy Frenkiin £zhots hereéy declares:

Pursvant +o \V\A.DoOc central Mail _S'ecun';"y
Procedures. £chols receceived USC A ORDER
Appcnc/ix No |. on or About June 2,2025.

By the time I was scheduled +o Attend the
Law Library For AASsIstance the Institutian was
placed on locKdown JTune 23-27, 2025,

The enclosed document is timely Fited dnted:
June 29,2025, in Accordance with Rule 29 and
Houston \/. LacK, 4987 U.5.266 (1988).

I declare under penalty of perjury that the
Foreqorng /s frue and correct.

Executedon.dunel2i ,2025.

/S/ W ,
titioner:



IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

ROY FRANKIN ECHOLS
RETITIONER,

V. ClIviLi CASE No.

CSXTRANSPORTATION, IZNC.
RESPONDENT .

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Roy FronKlinKin Fechels No.11517571, do here by Stiear or
declare thaton this a’a/c,_{m&_&?__} 2025 a5 required
by Supreme Court ARule 29, I have Served #he encl/osed
RULE 23 MOTION 70O STAY JUDG/IIENT On Attorneys For
Re.:pondenf #o0 #he Above /J/ac¢e¢//nj Lith Firs# -

cless U. .s.laa'.:fajc pPrep ard For :/e«!/'w// IV Y
Calendae deys . Sent Fo:

£R

! 3 e
i Les Oy Facsimile (979 - Yo
Aﬁam%&m;iuawm,fna.

L detlire unc/:rpena//y OF/oerjor/ Fhat Fhe
Foreqoing /s #rve and c'wrc:ffuuuan/ Fo
28U.5.¢.51796,/8 U.s5.C. 5162/,

£Fxecuted on_June 29 _, 2025 .,

/.s/_ﬁ%i&ﬁam_)
Roy FranKlin Lchols.#115175/

Central Mail Distribution Center
352/ Woods Lidy

Stite Farm, ya. 23160
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Richmond Division

ROY FRANKLIN ECHOLS,
Plaintiff,
V. Civil Action No, 3:23¢cv697
CSX TRANSPORTATION, INC,,

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Roy Franklin Echols, a Virginia inmate, proceeding pro se, submitted this action. By
Memorandum Opinion and Order entered on January 15, 2025, the Court dismissed the action
because Echols failed to state a claim upon relief could be granted. (ECF Nos. 29, 30.) On
February 10, 2025, Echols placed his Motion for Reconsideration under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 59(e) in the mail. (ECF No. 33, at 6.) The Court deems the Motion for
Reconsideration filed as of that date. See Houston v. Lack, 487 U.S. 266, 276 (1988).

“[R]econsideration of a judgment after its entry is an extraordinary remedy which should
be used sparingly.” Pac. Ins. Co. v. Am. Nat'l Fire Ins. Co., 148 F.3d 396, 403 (4th Cir. 1998)
(citation omitted) (internal quotation marks omitted). The United States Court of Appeals for the
Fourth Circuit has recognized three grounds for relief under Rule 59(e): “(1) to accommodate an
intervening change in controlling law; (2) to account for new evidence not available at trial; or
(3) to correct a clear error of law or prevent manifest injustice.” Hutchinson v. Staton, 994 F.2d
1076, 1081 (4th Cir. 1993) (citing Weyerhaeuser Corp. v. Koppers Co., 771 F. Supp. 1406, 1419'
(D. Md. 1991); Atkins v, Marathon LeTourneau Co., 130 F.R.D. 625, 626 (S.D. Miss. 1990)). |

Echols apparently seeks relief under the third ground arguing that the did adequately state a



Case 3:23-cv-00697-MHL-MRC  Document 39 Filed 03/19/25 Page 2 of 2 PagelD# 201

claim for relief. Echols, however, fails to demonstrate that the Court made a clear error of law or
that reinstatement of his case is necessary to prevent a manifest injustice. The Court correctly
dismissed his action for failure to state a claim upon which relief could be granted. Accordingly,
the Motion for Reconsideration, (ECF No. 33), will be DENIED. Additionally, Echols’s Petition
for Issuance of Summons, (ECF No. 32), and Motion for an Evidentiary Hearing, (ECF No. 37),
will be DENIED.

An appropriate Order shall accompany this Memorandum Opinion.

}
|

1'1 JJH’_

Date: 03/1q /20 a8 M. Ilanna “ILPA ik T
Richmond, Virginia United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Richmond Division

R()Y.FRANKLIN ECHOLS,
Plaintiff,
V. Civil Action No. 3:23¢v697
CSX TRANSPORTATION, INC,,

Defendant.
ORDER

[n accordance with the accompanying Memorandum Opinion, it is ORDERED that:

1. The Motion for Reconsideration, (ECF No. 33), is DENIED; and,

2. [Echols’s Petition for 1ssuance of Summons, (ECT No. 32), and Motion for an

lividentiary Hearing, (ECI* No. 37), are DENIED.

Should Echols desire to appeal, a written notice of appeal must be filed with the Clerk of
the Court within thirty (30) days ol the date of entry hereof. Failure to file a notice ot appeal
within that period may result in the loss of the right to appeal.

The Clerk is DIRECTED to send a copy of the Memorandum Opinion and Order
to Plaintill.

It is so ORDERED.

o
i/

Date: C)f)} 19 )QOQS ' M. [‘l‘clnl‘t:ﬁfll/l;.zl‘iu;{'\' s

Richmond, Virginia United States District Judge




UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCWIT

Roy FranKklin Echols, Jr.
Apfe llant,

V. Civil Action)No.3:23¢cvé697

CSX Trans portetion , Inc.
Appe llee.

SUPPLEMENTAL RECORDS

COMES NOWI THE APPELLANT , Roy F. £Fchols , Jr., [ "APPELLANT"]
proceea//‘n9 Pro—se,pur.suanf to Fed.Rule App. Proc.26.1(d) ()]
Submits .Supplemenfal. Records : rn order #o Support fhe
Zssuance of Summons For the Following reason below:

le The Railroad occu/oah'onal £x/ao.sure. 10 Silrca

codl dust causes COPD., Silicosis, Cancer and other
reldted clisesses #hat can brinj dbovt impeirmen#,

di;a/:il;%y am//.)rema/'ure des th.

2.The presentation of Supplemental records 20/7-19
disclose a new medical diagnosis of malignancy Stage/l],
Current 2025 Vcu Oncology observation, whichds g
justiFiable medical reason For /ssuvance of Summons 7o
obtain Appellant’s Silicosis test resvits rnthis Covrt oF Law.
(See: UVA,Twin Covnty & Vcu Medical records Fxhibifs 1,2, 3, 4).

3. Pursuant to Fed. Rule App.Proc. 28(4) (B) Appellont has
Stated relevant Focts estoblishing the Court oF Appesls
J'uri_rc/ic/ion For 3 sy onUa’omen/-, For /ssusnce of Clerk
Summons and Far/.)raa/m.-fion of CSX Corporate Silicosis
r"e.n‘/‘n} results, that are exclusively wiithin Ccsx’s
possession or/(noulcz/je Ahat are necessary #o Suppor?
the Appellant’s position. 7o resch A Settlement under
£Qual Employment opportonity Protection o F #he Laws.



Y. In Accordance Lirth code 8.01-195.3. €S X
s Liahle For Echol/s persona/ injury cavsed by
negh‘genf exposvre #o silica coal vs# rn

Violition of the £qQual Op/oar/unf y [mploymenf Act
[EQEA] on or 3Fter Julyoil, 19 82.

S.7he Issvance oF Summons on €3SX Cor/oofa%e
is Wdrranted under Statute 8.0/~ 195.3 For monetar
Compenstationinvelving Fchols Cinces related rajury
while Acting within the Full Scope oF his cm/,ola/ymenf

6.Under Fed. Rute Civ. Proc. 42 Ch)C1) C2) y Appellan?
isentitled Fo relieF /'hclua’in] s The Circui# foarf/
/l/)/:row‘nj A settlement With Csx Corporationy vicdting
Lhe Action oF e District Covr# on MArch [9,2025,
(FCF Document 32),0r An Adminis#ratrion Agency ,or
remanding the case #o either 0F Fhem s SPpeciFically s §/3n7

Lehols Mation For An Evidentiary Aearng. (£cF No. 37

CONCLUSION

LIHEREFORE, +he Attdched .Supplemem‘al Record s
are /ore.sen#ea’ rn 9ooa/ Faith +o0 Accovnt For netl

evidence nof Avarlakle rh /.)r/"of cour? /)racec/ure.r.
(case 3:23cv 697-MHi-MRC)
Re.s,oec//u//y_Submif/ecg

3 y: 7{,@.@ ¥ ?6’/?(*//9
ig‘f'/o,oe//am‘--'

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

In Accordsnce with Rule 281 Z cer?iFy Fhat on
May 18,2025, sent A Froe Copy with exhibits oF Fhe
Fore omj Ay vVia U-S. LPostal Service Fo :

Mil 6:/_7, Gordon, Stewart, PLLC 116/ Ha)/ﬂ(.f Stree?
Svite -/6¥ ﬂalc/jé,/\/c 27604.

/s/ ﬁf’;:‘ v Ay

-



LINITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

Roy FranKklin Echols, Tr.
Appellant,

Vs Civil Action No, 3:23¢vé697
Appeal Ne- 25-6204
QsX Transportetion, INc.

A/Jpe//ce.

MOTION FOR STAY PENDING APPLELLAT L PROC.

COMES NOW THE APPELIANT ) Roy F. £Fchols , TJr,[ RPPELLANTT
proceeding pro-se, And maves the Fourth L. s. Cirdust Fo
order A Motion Fer _Sfﬁ)/ /Dfm/my /ip/ae//.f?/c Procedvre
pursven # Ao Federal Ru/e APP. Proc. . Role §63)(2)(A) fo (20 (D)

For #he reasoncs) Stated /»n __fu/_)/oorz‘ below:

FEDERAL RULES PART VI OF APPLALATE PROICLOURE 6.5 STAY
PENDIN G APRLEAL pro vides , 7' n per Yiment par# :

Rule §(A)(2) Motion in the Court oF Appeals Condstsons
ONrelicl. A motion For #he relicrF menticncd 7 Rofe S 7D
may he made fo Fhe Covr ¥ oF /4—/0/0(/f/.}“a’/’ Fo one oF
115 Feorth (). Clrce? Tuvdges.,

The Federa! Refes 6F Covif Proc. , Fode 5(3) E2)EA) L A e
Motien Far SEAY must: (70 Show Ahat moving Fors7 in ARe Disksier
Covrt crould Ae IMPractic aBLe  Here  porsoan s Fo Constsderions/
and Fedeval SAE oty LAd rEGUIIE pren 1o Ale Distrie# Coorr
cLeck pe 224 f(/(/ and /or Foded Fo /O/o‘y//e Sommops For
/OZA/'/f FiFF fehds #s ff’/ff///'wéz Serve both summens dnd
Federnl ¢ omplAin/ W05 S Bn Defendons C5X 7///4//04///,4“”
Rote 4(m),/moider For #Ahe Disiiich Cove? Fo //Vc/o(—uwmg
OriGiontl And diversity Scbject matier Jorisdpction , cshich
Al Livild Action whcdismissed Echals V. CSX,Ne3:23€v 697
MHL-MRE Docoment 29 CE.D.NA- Tarnuar v 15,2025).



under Federal Rules App-Proc.,Rule 8(2) (2)(A) (ii)
States that, A Motion }mvmj been made , £he District
Courtdenied Fthe Motion Or Farled #o AFFord #e relier
requested And s#Afe Any reAsons Given by Fhe
District Coovr# For 1#5 Action. |

Zn /‘7‘/}7//y, Ahe District record Shows #4874 an
Febrvae y 17,2025, App ellAnt Friled A Petition For ZSSUINLE
oF Summons (£FcF Documen# Neo. 32).

Specifically, f/?frBU/OOﬂ, the Joinder of #h/4 Cdvse oF
Actionin Asingle Surte #0 Allow Ahis Asce Fo rmave
Forisard, And /’tﬂz/e/-/az/‘sa/wz /"ur/jymcw;‘ AG2insF Ahe
A/o/w//ee LS X Trgﬂjpo/faﬁan For VidlAations of An
ﬁmpla)rfc,r Conititotionsl /ﬁ"/?j%/yl/')/‘-.r/’ce'//é'ﬂ~
U.S.C.A. Const.-Amend. 8+h And 1Y +h.

SUAif.’ZUC’ﬂf o on March 19,2028, FAhe District Covr?

b y /nﬂ/O/J /‘zJ/JN'c)/c Findl order Failed #6 AFFored Ahe
relieF re zumfa/ And SAALe And reason given /)z Ahe

District Lovet Forits Action Fo Dicmins (Docoment Mo.39).
F io o Sta e

tehave the Fourth u.$. Circuit Court oF

A,o’me;)/_s AFFord the Rel ef /?c’fa-cu'/z.’c/

2 -

Ac.‘cording.h/, Ethan L. Car/)en%cr, £LsQuire has
Aclm i #ed /O/Jrg?cf}c'c beFore Ahe YFh s Circur 7.

As Covnsel oF record For Appelle s CSX T7nIpais 700,

Zheorporta fod Submits Hissel F Fo Hhe purisdcfion of
Ahia lour /90/0{.1/(’ e lX TrAn _Vw/r’,a-/z'.m 1a RuthosiZea
#o6 Aﬂ//ijzz?r;‘/v Franacss hvsincrs s As A 20 mpron
CArricr Acrorr Ahe Comman sicas/ih 6 Virgin it s o i
7 /D.f /ﬂf‘f/'b/c /)z’,ﬂfc 4F Buiiness in Lichmond s U/A.
7%:/:/9/0 Appetlece CAX TIAnpariAen » ZH<.
Subject matter” Fo Fhe jorivdicFien of e Fourrd
US. Circvit  Venve proper /s Ahis Foos . A4 #o
Appeife LIX TrApLpoTA S vers ) L PEOP0sAFfed



Under Fed.Rule App. Proc. 8(3) (2) (B). The Motion
mustinclude: (1) the redsons For Granting Ahe relser
f'é?QUr_"de//. Here, #he Distric# covrt FAailed #o /afzwmé
the Summon.s For Appel/lont FoServe both Summons
And Complaint, As directed hv #he U.S: Distric? Covr?
J'ua’ge foexercis e_/'ur/.rc/ic Fion dnd Frir notice AF/er
A/Dpel/(?nz‘ provided A certiFied Provision of AAS ross
The clerical Lrror vielated LAhols Cons#titviionad
right Quaranteed by the Eighth And Founrtheenth Amend.
For lidn# 0F SUubjec/ ma?%%(r/'urjbra/fz/jd/) And Fo j/’//n/‘
fiis " Petition For Issvonce oF Summons (norder fo
Obrain his sidicosis Fest Vresolts For rmedical Heed.

RamosS V.lamm, 639 F.2d 359,575 (1044 Fir. / 5406).
Estelle Vo Gamhle., 429 13.5. 97 (/97¢).

Areview of Lompan y records Shows £SX Ad /7S

70 Liabi/ity in its company Settlemen 7o OF Silicos)s S
relited £202,ms. Appellint Lits exposed Fo sAme S Licd
Cotl Sost conditions As ere Ahe 8Fher E5X c’ﬂ?/)/a ced
ISt King 1h AN CAVironmend Full oF CHerrinmeqsFel
hazArds And 7oxins. Appellee ES X hos SHiled 7o /0/4»//24
A/th//ﬂﬂ/ir SILSCO8id SesF FesulTs A7 Ser Z/Aw;‘{j /4
Railrond cha/oﬁa/m/ exposvre dr A lrx (’6’/1?/044,7 T AALEmEn 7

Pursvant fo #he provisiens 67 &.0/-)75.3 Appcliin ¢S
entitled #o L /'A/z//;;v for dompensation under LA oF Egusd

Qpportunily empliyer Accoring 0n o Affcr Tvly o/, /9#2,
!';fj»?rr/}n_f /Dﬂ.:sbnaz /'/")/'c/.r/y cAvLeS A/ ﬂgj/gmma ar
OMmission oF An €m, Za/.fr: (Ihile ActIng i hin SAe Scope
i AkJ A;U{?/? r/{:/n/)Za/m en 7.

I thiv cAses Fhe Silicosis Festing resvlts obtsned
Z)/ Fhis cOvrts ZTIS0Ance OF S mmans 1ail/ Be JL':',D/JJ.-’///D
;%//J'_f&fj'r(/ #o (//J/Or//c AAAE Arx C‘d%axﬂfa 7 //’A//{
And cvlprble For emplosee Lehels (/74) #Arv /997)
Ihcurring cAncer And L7 Ak e /;}v try 0 AL bl Fe
I i Ference SR A ///lr'////n‘ SAciodd be Avoied Ao
Seck justice And relicF For /0///.//(//, /ng’/yf/[/ﬁ/
EMational Sitrers, As A rerol? o7 PGl ) Gon exposvrse.

3.



On or about May 09,202 5, Lawirenceville IN7#
records, Appellant received FAair notice oF BAR
ADMission And £ F REG/STRATIONY 4 y Cownseld 0

record For Appelliee Csx Corpaoration. According 7o
PLRA-GPPLicAtson Fo proce e vnder Prisan Ly 47%m
ReForm Act Lical Role 45 Appetsan s jg EnFi led Fo
/4/)/) CHALE Jevieeo (iith Ahe Aiisiance o/ Covrnsed
And Jsr remand Fhe Ackion Fo Ahe Un'ted [F7er Distoier AF
Fo proceed i th Kis Aivi) chse AFter e Fapr X502 go
Filing fee Aru/m'/ Fo process FRocAasc, o reach sn
AGreerment with CTX TFApsporintosn, A((d/z//%)j/ %

CONCLUSION

Ldherefore, Appellant /s respectfolly AsKing
the 94h U.S. Circoit #o Grant hiy /ot jen /fa/_s’f‘/’/ LIith
An Order #o0 Serve Petition For Tasvance oF _Summens
(LCF Docoment No.32 ) As persona’ j'a//J///(//MAz’ /s

/l/b/o fO/DI‘/z?/c Qver Appellee L25X TIAPpoiAsen, I .

Kes zf/f_a/z;v Swbmitted,
ﬁ})/)c’ anit:

CLRTIFICATE OF SERVICL

L, LerFify #hat on /72y 12, 2025, T Served A
Frve (’J/J/ 6F Hhe /.'a/zjam_rf STefion For S7Ay an
Covnseld oF record A4 /LS Bera, Gordor, SHCwnarA fLLE.
1180 Spynes S5, Swite 108 Kalzigh NE 2760%

£/ L

"/.’%i’z,/("/’/_ll



UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIIT

Ma_y o1,20258
Roy FranKiin Echols,Jr.
Ptaintiff - Appellant,

V. Civil Action 3:23¢v 697

App.-No. 25 -620H4

CSX Transportation,Inc, .
Defendant - Appelliees

MOTION FOR APPLOINTMENT OF COUNSEL

COMES Now,Rey F.Echols,Jr., [Appellant] proceeding
pro-se, and movesthis couct to appoint counsel
pursuant to local Rule 47 (6)(2) (b) to represent his behalF
under the Authority of Civil Rights Title 42 U-S.C Subsection
1985 denial of equalprotection or oF equal privilege oF law,
ancl hereby States his reasons to appeint Counsel below:

I. Appellant is conFined at Lawrenceville Corr.Centeg
unabte to aFfFord counselon his behalF and has
Limited Knouledge ofF Latd,or Court Procedure_c..

2.0n or about August 24,2011, Veu Health diagnosed
Appanarﬁ- Wwith _ﬁ'age 1 cancer related to CSX Railroad
Exposure,whichthe physical impairmertts From cancer
has Limited his Ability to Proceed pro-se of record.

3.This 1985 Civil rights violation is based on
corispiracy toList A False No. 1.CSX wrebsite Railroad
OfFFice ds A Church Address According to the United
States Marshal Service to Serve Process under the
Federal Employers” Liability Act(FELA).

4. The Appellant's imprisionment and disability
Limits his Ability toinvestigate.Thereupon,the issues
are complex and will require .Significanf research and
investigation regar’din_g Raitroad Corporate

Advertisement Law s, as A respensible Ope.ra'l'on



5. In the present rmatter, Appoih-red coéunsel is
Necessary to prepare An Informal openin brieF to
give. AppeLLan+ An opportunity to establish the
merits of the claims and resolve Any And All
disputes of the material Facts.

6. CS5X Transportation is AnlIndustrial Railroad
Giant represented by MILLBURG . 60ROON STEWART PILC,
AFFillates oF €SX Carpor'i'ahon Counsel For APPeManf
coultd perForm All necessary tasks Accordingly,
whether b_y Courtorder,or counsel’s own initative.

7. La.sﬂ.y, the Appomfmen+ oF Covnsel inthi §
caseis Appropriate and would be as much AService

to the Court of Appeals,and to present the Facts
Wwithin the Scope of the Court’s rules and procedure..

CONCLUSION

Wherefore, the Appellate Roy F. Echols,Tr.is
respectfully ASKing the United States Court of Appels
to Appoint counsel on my behaLF due to the
CQmpLe.xnf)/ of the c:rcumsfance,s oF t+his case.

Re..spacr‘FuH Submitted,
By: y
‘ %pe“aﬂa: 3‘

PROOF OF SERVICE

In Accordance with Rule 25.1 certify that on May Ol
2025, Served A true Copy of this Motion on all
parties, Acddressed below: Attorneys For CSXT, INc,
MULBERG, GORDON, STELIART, PLLC.,110) HAynes Street,

Svite 104 Ralcigh, NC.2760H4; United States Ctof Appeals
For The Fourth Circuit 100 E. Main Street. Suite BOI

Richmond,VA. 23219 and The Supreme Courtof The

Lnited States One FirstStreet NE. Washingtorn, DC 20543
/S/ﬁ%iw ,

2..



FILED: May 23, 2025

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 25-6204
(3:23-cv-00697-MHL-MRC)

ROY FRANKLIN ECHOLS
Plaintiff - Appellant

V.

CSX TRANSPORTATION, INC.

Defendant - Appellee

ORDER

The court dismisses this proceeding for failure to prosecute pursuant to
Local Rule 45.
For the Court--By Direction

/s/ Nwamaka Anowi, Clerk




FILED: May 23, 2025

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT

No. 25-6204
(3:23-cv-00697-MHL-MRC)

ROY FRANKLIN ECHOLS
Plaintiff - Appellant

V.

CSX TRANSPORTATION, INC.

Defendant - Appellee

RULE 45 MANDATE

This court's order dismissing this appeal pursuant to Local Rule 45 takes
effect today.
This constitutes the formal mandate of this court issued pursuant to Rule

41(a) of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure.

/s/Nwamaka Anowi, Clerk




