No. 17-7313
IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Theodore Luczak
Yetitioner,

,—VS_..

Lisa Mad igan
/Resmﬁdenjr,

"PETITION FOR REHEARING

Now comes petitioner, Theodore Luczah,
pro - se» Yespectfully moving this court, pursuant
To Rule 44 of the Supreme Cour, seehing Q
/ReheQng on the denial of his Writ of Certiorari.

Tn support of His peﬁﬁoh the petitioner
presents e Followi ng:

“ Experience Naln shown thatl even under
He best forms o [GO\IQ‘FﬂmeTﬁ] , Hose ermrusted
With power inTtime, and by slow operation



/%fr vert it info erTQ‘mmYn. Thomas Jefferson — 3vd
President. Such is Yhe matter now before His
court. where the Prison \_‘\Jri%cfriom@e?mm Act
(PLRA) has becormne beyond unconstitutional .
and has perverted tederal Judoes o Radical
Terrorist: in ignoring the mminent danger
excepstion. all under the cover of law . and with
color of 1ustice in which Here is e more
erranny%ﬂem such, WS. v. Jannotfie , 73 F 2d
578, l4.
@eﬂiioner does nat use Hhe words “Radical

Tervorist with any kind of spite, as the ?o\\ow‘mg
exibits expreses such actions.

TN Luczak v. Wister et al., at o merit veview
Nearing, e Honorable Harold A.Baker oF the
U3, Certteral District of Dlinois ., found +hat fhe
petitioner siated a claim of yetaliation in viclation
of his First Amendment. (See Exhibit #1) Shord!
Hevealter, e defendants inthe cose - Jroozi‘
Further vetal i@‘rory actions QS)Q'( NSt peﬁﬁoner
hat Yesulted in petitioner hling a Temporary
@ezﬁ‘r@mm@ Order, that was subsequently denied.
Prior to Mis denial, petitioner Qd@%ucfre\y
demonsirated fo e court, e need for o T.RO.
N Nis Yesponse 1o the defendants answer 1o his



request for a T.R.0. Petitioner preserted fhe following
documented evidence , that in the past the defendants
Subected him to assaults by Staff and Inmates - Mail
Tampering- Created Tention befween petitioner and
Nis \inown enemy . and FTecLuerﬁ Cel) Transters (See
Exhibit #2) |
In that courts order entered on April 2, 2015,
i+ held Hhats the Prison Litigation Reform Act (PLRA)
Vimits its Scope of author ity . fo enter an injunction
inhe corvections cortrext. (See Exhibit #5 at page %
of Ana\ysis) In the same order , e court acknowledeed
the factthat an inmate threatened to break petitioner's
%aw, (See/Page 4 of Exhibﬁr #3> but made aRadical
inding by sfafing: “Here is no evidence that petitioner
Nas been exposed, o is currently being exposed
Yo e Q\\eged Yishk of ha“rm\. /Bujr had the peﬁﬁoner
Deen assaulted , Hhen this same Radical Terroristic
Court would have denied petitioner leave to proceed
in forma pauperis: basd on a past harm . asthey
Nave done in LuczaK v. Plister. etal, 13-1094 <See
Exhibit #4)
The court then enforeed Rurther Tefaliatory
actions against pefitioner by First denymg Nis
T 2.0, (3e2 BxhibiT#2) Hnen affer the defendants
Inthat case . placed petitioner in segregation
for six months s, (See Exnibit #5) was only %eed
halt porTions of HNe meals served-. (See Exnibit
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l5) was denied adequate c\o*rhm%', (See Exnhibit
#7) was assaulted by Staft again, (See Exhibit
8} and had all his leqal documents C\eS‘rToyed.
(See Exnibit ™) Upon moving for Sanctions , the
defendants only claimed tha p\Qm’riW Was in
e wrong court. (See Exnibit 10, ’Pag\e % ‘WC%)
Petitioner even Filed a complaint against e tederal
'Judge, Hat was denied. (See ExNibit 11) Next, He
actions Tahken by e udae » can only be discribed
as lerroristic, as aHer all The TeJra\iQJrOTY actions
fohen against petitioner and the court Navi nq
pQTSOhQ\ thnowledae of said actions, +he federal
Qudge Then vacated its order allowing petitioner

eave Yo proceed in forma pauperis . and dismissed
He complaint. (See Exhibit #12)

Upon petitioner affernpting 1o File a complaint
aqainst He defendants - for QSSQU\‘hﬁg him and
Subjecﬁ‘n him To unconstitutiona) conditions
ot his con%‘\ nement, the pefitioner was subjected
Yo +he follow: nng\Odica\ Terroristic actions: FHrsf-
the defendants Tetused o provide him a six morih
aud it of his Trust account. so he had Yo Tequest
an extension of fime fo File an in forma pauperis
application. (See ExPibit #13) As Hne defendants
Tefused o provide pefitioner The vequited six



month audit, the federal judge found a way hrough
Yhe Prison Litication Reform Aet (PLRA) 21915 (a) (2)
o deny plaintift leave to proceed in forma pavperis.
hnowing That the deferndants have Pl contrall
of pTOVi ing pefitioner the T equited Six month
audit, 1t ordered petitioner Yo provide e court
with such audit. (See Exhibit #14) So petitioner had
1o TequesT ancther extension of time. (See Exhibit
*15) On July 7. 201k, the courT ordered The prison
ofticials » o provide petifioner with the Tequived
3ix morth audit. (See ExPibit #11. ) As Hhe deferdants
failed fo comply with the courts JU\i TN order. he
Tequested Sanctions. (See Exhibit 17 @oge %)

The actions next taken by the federal court
can only be diacribed as Radical and Tervoristic,
03 the courT dismissed petitioners complaint.
Decause the defendants vefused To provide fhe
petitioner with e six morth audit, (See Exhibit
#18) To make matters worst . Hhis same Radical
Judge denied petitioners Writ OF Execution , when
The defendants tooh petitioner's +ypeL:>>riJrer ,
and in said order the judge held that: “But the
3udgmen% in This case was a dismissal with pTe'Jud‘\c‘:e',
tdid not, by its ferms, Tequire Teturn of plaintifts
nypewr‘r}er\\. (See Exhibit #19) |

Given these facts Suppoﬁéc\ by doaumentts . the
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[Government] has become. o lawbreaker, and thereupon
Dreeding confempt for +he law:, and inviting every

man Yo become a law unto himself, and Further
m\/‘ﬁrmg anarchy. For Hhis court to declare that in

the federal system: under the mandates of the
"Prison Li+igofion/ReForm Act (PLRA), 4he end Justifies
the means - Yo declare That He [Govemmenﬂ may
commit Civil crimes, in order Yo per vent complaints
against defendants — would bring terrible retv bution.

Siv Ershine May eﬁocLueﬂ‘r\Y declared: * Nothing
mare Yevolting fo Englishmen Than the espicnage
- which forms paryt oF the administrative system of
continerital despotisms. I+ BEEE hourts men like
evil genius, chills their qayely. Yestrains their
wit, casts a shadow over their Friendships. and
blignts their domestic Nearh.

LT is justas well that Justice is blind, hecause
she would not like the Jrh'\ﬂ%ﬁ done in her Nname .
it She could see them.

You el society alotof lies about prisons
and its prisoners. Dut+he b\%%es% of them all . is
calling it the criminal justice syslem. It is NotT
a svystem . but On\\{ Hatof a hovel, and has ﬂcﬁh\ng
o do with Justice » but everyiing To do with



criminal conduct, Where 1ts only mission is Jo

mahe s inmates litelong anti-social animals.
The T‘\ShAr"To be let alone s is The mosT

comprehensive of Tights one has. Olmstead v.

LS 277013, 438, 478(1928)

WHEREFORE , petifioner has some contidence
in Mis court Hhaty affer its adequate Teview of
He attached documents. it yeconsiders i4s dnia)
of petitioner's Writof Certiorari, and ordera
Full bﬁe?mg.

==
“Petitioner Pro-Se



- Additional material
from this filing is

~available in the

~ Clerk’s Office.



