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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1] When a Executive Agency Contract signed by Re-entry Services 
Division in Massachusetts Department of Correction did AWARD a 
Temporary Housing Permit to a person scheduled for release from a state 
correctional institution,is it a violation of applicable federal 
statues such as 41 USC 7102,for a private housing company to break a 
entering and change locks on doors to obstruct a specific person from 
entering there family residence with Awarded Re-entry Plan ?

LIST OF PARTIES

Petitioner is: 
Lincoln G. Latham Jr 
55 Roxbury Street 
Post Office Box 191113 
Roxbury,Massachusetts 02119-9998

Respondent is: 
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Suite 401 
Boston,Ma 02110
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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 below.

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[id is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix_A_ to 
the petition and is : ,
[ ] reported at; or,  
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[vf is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

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[ ] is unpublished.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[ ] is unpublished.

1.
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JURISDICTION

For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was . *//7/ai>a-6_____
[•/ 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

[ ] 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).

[ ] 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 .

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing  

appears at Appendix.

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ pf 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).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
1] 41 USC 7102 requires that in any event a Executive Agency 
Contract can not be isolated or neglected to stop the procurement 
of services.
2] The 5th Amendment of U.S Constitution requires that a Executive 
Agency Contract can not be taken or withheld without due process of 
law.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
On 7/24/2024 the Executive Office of Public Safety and Security 
assigned State Correctional Officials to authorize a public 
contract named Individual Re-entry Plan for Petitioner to exit a 
state correctional center and enter his family residence at site of 
152 Bittersweet Lane,Unit 350,Randolph - Ma 02368. However on 
1/28/2025 the Respondent filed a verified complaint for injunction 
in Metro South Housing Court to obstruct the petitioner's lawful 
entry into his family residence. On 3/31/2025 the Respondent then 
committed a offense of breaking a entering to change locks on doors 
at petitioner's family residence in violation oof Executive Agency 
Contract. The referenced Table of Authorities cites a particular 
case in which APPEALS COURT ruled that tolling limitations can not 
be combined with time restrictions. Respondent intentionally 
violated that principle by asking state & federal courts to mix 
tolling limitations (injunctions) with statues of limitations 
(re-entry plans). The U.S District Court & U.S Court of Appeals 
made a error in ignoring the respondents intentional misconduct.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
The Petitioner has a legal contractual right to exercise the 
liberty afforded to him in the Re-entry Plan as Executive Agency 
Contract. That Liberty supported by 5th Amendment of U.S 
Constitution can not be taken or withheld by aggressive deceit 
manifested by the Respondent's attempt at breaking a entering. As 
illicit conduct can not precede legal victories. Then Respondent 
has no valid claim to ability of breaking a entering to change 
locks on doors. The changing of locks in violation to public 
contracts is apparently Unconstitutional Behavior.

CONCLUSION
The petition for writ of certiorari should be granted.
Respectfully,
/s/ Lincoln G. Latham Jr

Pro Se Petitioner
Date: 4/14/2026 [Pg 6]


