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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED -

1) The Appellant questions that in the context through the ymplementation g the
Gurrent legal mail handivg and delivery procedures used 1 the Commomwealth of
Virginia Department g Coprections as o July 1, 8043 \o it restrictive in it’s
operation ? Yor 1t wah net designed to allow or the timely deliverance o properly
identipied, Yegal correspondence prom the couets ? | |

%) Determining 1p the appea) Coust Moy entertain the decision of the Judgement
the cistret alleging 1o be correct, wheh 1t came 10 the dlelay op e Current tegal
mail handlivg and delivery procedured in the Commonwealth op Virginia department
0p corections, Does the Virginia Statutes apply to determining rather the State
created mpediment responsible for the court opder not being delivered to W'W’aﬂt
to hwe the allotted amount op tive ay specigied by the court?, Would the Virgima
Statutes apply in distingwishing rather the order may or may not been Statutory,
diseretiongl, o Junisdictional n nature ? | -

% The Pppellant questions that the appeal court didnt properly consider the best
remedy to comect the current legal mailhandling and delivery procedupes. why when

they had the oppurtunity to?

Y) The fAppealant questions the vature gp the disposition ordered by‘the,diatrict court,
beemuse it wro unexplained why the appellant Complaint was “clenied” rathes than
" diomiosed" ? How would & pro se litigant determine ip Wis petition was denied on the
basis op o procecdural dlepault, 0r as @ denial on the ments?

“ Bopendix E.”



LIST OF PARTIES

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

[T All parties 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:

MicHAEL D. BROOKS, Ordening Phybmcm/ Rttending Physician
5, HILL,L.P.N.

AAMOR MEDICAL SEAVICES

BETH CABELL, Warden of Sussex T State Peison
CHADWICH DoT40N, Divector
A. DAVID POBINSON, Chier of Dperations

FREDERICK SCRILLING, Director of Health Serviees
VINCE DALTON ;M.D.

SMITH, Physical Therapist

ANYTR CAITTON, Grievance Coordinator
Y, LAMPMEN, 1. 5.8

“ Bppendix F.¥
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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 beloﬁv.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

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[ 1 is unpublished.

to

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix
the petition and is ‘

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

[V For cases from state courts:

The opinjon of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendi)% 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 __otate bupreme 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,

[V is unpublished.



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

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

[ 1 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 Appendlx -

[ ] 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. § 1254(1).

[¢1 For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was _iglm__
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix .

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
12/ 15] 3% , 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. S. C. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Petition not delivered, to appellant to appellant to have the lotteds amount of
time tpecipied by the Court citing 28 V.5.C.5 g 4355, # V. Code An. g 8.01- 299(E)(9).

Determining the proper remedy to corvect the current legal wail handiing and
delivery procedures by granted the rehearing, stating the merits op the case,
also to determine the nature 0f the Qisposition ordered by the clistrict court

and Court of appeals because op o Clanty op the dimissal gp the appellants Complaints
pailedl to prosecicte and, comply with the Courto order Citing 28 V.5.0.5 g Yo. :

See -5 pg.5 ¥ Bppendlix €.



' STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The Pacts and, legal Contentions presentest by the appellant, TomaTHAN A, HABBIS 5%,
" regardd of determining ip the Virgini, statues apply when dleciding rather the state
Created impediment o Pegponsible for the Court order not being delivered, o the woocllant 1
have the ailotted, amount op time as specigied. by the Count, Albd determing the proper
Pemedy to Correct the current \egnd mail handling and delivery procedures by granting the
pehearing, stating the merits op the case. Last Seehing to dleterming the nature of the dis-
position ordered oy the district court because it wasnt ciear why the dismidsa) of the
appellants Complaint failed to prosecute and comply with the courts ordes. The appelant
Wi Seehhing help prom the court op appeals because the pacts and the questions presented
were of exceptional importance not, to menbion the pro se litigant wanting to determine i
s petition wes “deniect” in the district court and. "olismisse in the court of appeals
on the basis op a procectural depanlt, or as a denal on the merits presested. In the
disbrict Court while pilfng pro se, because the case Complexity of covidinstitutional
Jockhdowns, and limibed access to the law library the court wouldnt appoint counsel to
the appellant even apter the wokion was piled in the district Cowrt in @ timely $ashion.
The Appedlant never had, Wo day in court to pfeﬁwf s claimsThe Pppellant pilect a/m'atim
por extension due to the olelay of !‘ecd;fing his legal Correspondence Prom the court and, it
was excepted o0 the appellant complamt was timely and had, corvectly Caleulated, the
Piling deadline por that paticular wotion.



REASON FOR GRANTING THE WRIT
__This_Petition Should be oranted, b

1) Dependling the nature op the opplications of Virgioia.rules, the decision rendered
oy both courty in question could. postibly violate Constitutional rights or a. btatutepf
the. dtate The Appeliant. purther note. the remedy approprinte: where the untimelingss of
Q. state petition arives divectly prom “unigue. procedural impediments “caused by a

| mmwgmm%pwmmm%LﬁWMQuﬁmimpmm
Masibox rule mmm__________

ﬂllﬁb'_mpnapgn.,f&mad;pwbzm.Qﬂﬁmwh__m14mmeM,JzJrguayixmn.e¢dm¢'
line o piling mobions. The. Appellant: btated, he. made. veasonable,diligent: epcorts 1o

“procedural pules which provided. no_clear guidance: por the wunusual Cireumstances
in which, through no pault of his own,he wes bituated. and. where the district court
Jb delp caused. the appellant to_beleive. that: hio epgorts haol. been. bu,c,cwnt to.
_enbupe state peview op iy mpbion

@MWLMDMMW&_MLM@M&IMWMy piled.
_pleaclings Contained. cognizakle. Claims for reliep. This state created. impediment:
18 a bubstantial denal op oue process op the appeljanks right to seek redress
_With courts, In order to Conduct 0. review of the allegeol wrongs of the

degendents b outhined. in the pleadings.




CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

%A«%év.

Date: jﬁl&ﬂﬁﬁ




