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I? I n t r o d u r t i o nInjunclive Relief

Tliis report was written to shed light on the oppression of the political prisoners within
Pontiac Correctional Center. This oppression is perfjetuated knowingly, willingly, and
continuously by the Pontiac Correctional Center Oflicials whose job and duty is to house,
care, and rehabilitate prisoners.

It is the hope of the author that this report will open the eyes of society to the inhumajie
conditions and treatment of prisoners -specifically those who are confined in Pontiac
Correctional Center. Furthermore, the author hopes that after tlieir eyes have hecn
opened society will unite and demand that these oppressive actions be stopped.

Although prisoners are incarcerated for various crimes they still have rights. Rights
that are being violated and ignored by Pontiac Correctional Center Officials. Hopefully,
with the help of the masses, that will soon end.

In light of the information provided throughout this report on the oppression of
within Pontiac Correctional Center it is demanded by -not the author or
of Pontiac Correctional Center individually -humanity as aw'hole tliat these

prisoners
prisoners
oppressive actions be remedied through the following.

1)That the Pontiac Correctional Center Officials stop the illegal banning of publications
that have no penological interest to the institution and that tlie keeping of alist of banned
publications be ceased due to the illegality of such alist.
2)That the illegal opening of prisoners’ legal mail outside of their presence be stopped
immediately and any prison official found guilty of illegally opening legal mail be
severely puni.shed.
3.) That the law libraries be enlarged and that prison officiEils follow guidelines to
prevent the damaging of legal books. Also, that all damaged legal books be replaced.
4.) That Pontiac Correctional Center Officials allow prisoners confined on One Gallery
of North Cell House to meet with religious leaders as there is no penological interest m
denving them this right.
5.) "That upon arrival at Pontiac Correctional Center all prisoners sentenced to two or
more years -except those serving life or death penalty sentmees -be given the T.A.B.E.
test within 20 days and that prisoners in segregation status be allowed to participate in
educational classes.

6.) That the habitual use of excessive force against prisoner by Pontiac Correctional
Center Correctional Officers be put to astop. Tliat camera’.s be placed on every gallery-
and in every stairwell to help prevent the use of excessive force. And that prison officials
found guilty of using excessive force against prisoners be siwerely punished.
7.) That prisoners be issued more than ahalf cup of disinfectant soap per week. Either
by issuing one full cup every Sunday or issuing two half cups to prisoners every week.
That the vents be periodically cleaned. That the cleaning of any and all bodily fluids and
wastes be done promptly and efficiently. And that prisoner's be allowed to purchase
combs, grease, and dental floss off of the commissary. And that the cell on One Gallen,'
of North Cell House not be illuminated twenty-four hours p«r day.
8.) That the use of Meal Loaf as apunishment for anything other than the abuse of food
or eating utensils be stopped. That the practice of placing firisoncrs on Meal Loaf before
they are fotmd guilty of abusing their food and eating utensils be stopped. That the use of
strip-out status as apunishment for anything other than the abuse of property and clothing
be stopped. And that the practice of placing prisoners on strip-out status before they are
found guilty of abusing their property and clothing be put to astop.

As acollective whole of civilized humanity it is demanded that every one of these
remedies be met -with NO exceptions! To not abnegate to these demands is to alienate
oneself from the civilized world and into abarbaric nightmare. For prisoners are humans
and therefore they have rights.

nitat is S. o. n.

The Soldiers of Bondage (S.O.B.) is acommunist revolutionary political
that is against Imperial Capitalism in all ol'its foims.

This report contains ways that the current capitalist sy.stem oppresses the people of
Amerikkka. However, it is by no means every way that the people are oppressed.

S.O.B.is not agang nor does it advocate gang activity. Instead, S.O.B. educates the
masses about their oppression and adv’ocates peaceable resistance (such as the
construction of this report). The movement was founded by Matthew Smith on Julv 2.
2011 within Pontiac Correctional Center Segregation. The goals of S.O.B
follow's;

1.) To end the oppression of the people perpetuated by the Amerikkkaii government;
2.) To end capitalism; and
3.) To implement communism into the goiernnient.

-Again, S.O.B.is not agang! S.O.B. does not advocate violence (armed-resistance) hut
peace (passive-resistance). It is the aim of S.O.B. ti' counter oppression with liherntion
and true-equality for all!

m o v e m e n t

. a r e a . s

First Amendment: Access to Reading Material

The First Amendment protects aprisoner's right to obtain and possess reading material.
Prison officials cannot ban any publication unless they can show “legitimate government
interest” in prohibiting the material. See Turner vs. Safley, 4S2U.S. 7>8 (1978): and
Thornburgh V. Abbott, 490 US. 401, 404 (1989).

However, just because prison officials have the right to ban publications that does not
mean that they can abuse that authority. An example of Pontiac Correctional Center
Officials’ abuse of discretion is the constniction and maintenance of alist of publications
that have been prohibited by said officials. This is in direct violation of the law.

Aprison carmot maintain alist of excluded publications or decide that no materials
from aparticular organization will be allowed in. It must decide about each book
magazine on acase-by-ca.se-basis. This holds trae even for books and magazines that
prison officials know have been banned ill the past. See ITilHams vs Bnmever 116 F2d
3M(8"'Cir. 1997): and DR.525.210(a).

o r



Strip-Out: n"I'risoii oiricials ciinnol censor inalciial jusi because it contains religious, philosophical,
political, social, sexual, or unpopular or repugntint content. I'liey can only censor
material it' they believe it will incite disorder or violence, or it will hurt aprisoner’s ij
reiiabilitation.” Thornburgh vs. Abbott.

Yet, even though the law gives prisoners reasonable protection, Pontiac Correctional
Center Officials knowingly, willingly, and continuously infringe on prisoners’ rights.

Ihe prohibition of Machiavelli, Robert Greene, Sun Tzu, Clausewitz, etc.,
violation of the procedures set foith in Turner. Turner asks four (4) questions of the
prison officials banning of publications. They tue as follows;

1.) Is the regulation reasonably related to alegitimate, neutral government interest?
2.) Does the regulation leave open another way for you to exercise your

Constitutional Rights?
T) How does the regulation ini|iacl other prisoners, prison guards or officials and

prison resources?
4.) Are there obvious, ca.sy alteinatives to the regulation that would not restrict your

right to free expression?

hi regards to the authors previously ineniionetl 1will now respond to each of the Turner
questions in full.

1.) The banning of Machiavelli, Greene, fzu, and Clausewitz are not related to any
legitimate, neutral government intere.st. Pontiac Correctional Center Officials claims that
the material written by them is ;i “security threat” to the institution; but they do not
specify how they are atlireat.

Prison officials c;m “.. .cen.sor material if they believe it will incite disorder or violence,
or will hurt aprisoner’s rehabilitatiint.’’ 'Thornburgh vr. Abbott. -Emphasis mine
throughout.

Pontiac Correctional Center Officials have atendency of stripping out (taking away all
of their property) for various rule infractions but they do so unconstitutionally for two (2)
r e a s o n s .

First, the Segregation Procedure Manual, which is published by tlie Depaitmeiit of
Corrections, says on page 7that aprisoner can only be stripped out for the following:

1.) He lights afire in his cell.
2.) He floods his cell.
3.) He harms himself
4.) He hamis somebody else.
5.) He damages or misuses state propeny.

Pontiac Correctional Center Officials strip out prisoner for reasons other tlian the five
listed above. If aprisoner is being loud or is found possessing any contraband he will be
snipped out.

In LeMaire tlie court found that the use of strip-out status for anything other dian the
abuse of property is unconstitutional. Therefore, not only is it unconstitutional to strip-
out aprisoner for being loud or possessing contraband, it is also unconstitutional to strip-
out aprisoner for any of the liriit four reasons listed on page 1of the Segregation
Procedure Manual. See Wright vs. Rushen, 672 F. 2d at 1133; and Estelle vs. Gamble,
429 US. at 101 97S. Ct. at 290.

Secondly, PCCOs do not allow prisoner to prove their iiuiocence of alleged rule
infractions before stripping tliem out. This practice is unconstitutional.

Disciplinary hearings exist so that an offender can prove his imtocence before being
punished for sometliing he may in fact not be guilty of Stripping aprisoner out before
he is found guilty at adisciplinary hearing is the equivalent of executing someone
without atrial to detennine the ir guilt or imtocence.

Prisoners have the right to prepare adefense before their disciplinary hearing.
However, due to the fact that prisoners are stripped out for aminimum of seventy-two
hours it makes it extremely difficult -if not impossible —to do so.

In essence, PCCOs are in viedation of the law as pursuant to LeMaire in regards to
using strip-out status as apunishment for anytliing other than the abuse of
property/clothing and preventing prisoners from preparing aproper defense at tlreir
disciplinary hearings by stripping them out before they are found guilty.

. a r e i n

.None of tiiese authors advocate violence or disorder. Ihey are historians and/or
philosophers who ponder many tilings such as lile, wai', love, success, and society'. They
do not encourage jicople to bear arms against the goc ernment nor do tliey suggest that
violence is the answer to society’s problems.

They do not incite disorder, violence, or hun aprisoner’s rehabilitation. Thus, Pontiac
Correctional Center Officials liiil the first 1urner Question.

2.) fhe btuuiing of Machiavelli, Greene, Tzu, and Clausewitz does not leave open
another w<ay for prisoners to obtain mtiterial written by them and therefore prisoners
camiot exercise their Constitutional Rights to have access to reading material as set forth
in the F i rs t Amendment .

Being that ilreir works have been piohibited prisoners camiot receive copies of them in
any way. Pristiners camiot have family and friends print material off of tlie intemet and
sent to them because tliat would be aviolation of Department Rules 504.209 Dangerous
Written Material: 504.308 Contraband or Unauthorized Property: 504.310 Abuse oj
Piivileges: 504.403 Disobeying aDirect Order: and 504.404 Violation of Rules.

these violations would result in aDoc 0317 Disciplinary Report being written which
would result in loss of privileges, loss of good time, demotion of grade, and segregation
t u n e ,

fhereforc, the biuining of said authors does not allow prisoners to obtain their works by
other means because their material has been baimed in it’s entirely. Thus, Pontiac
Correctional Center Officials fail the second I'unier Question as well.

C o n c l u s i o n

This report has been prepared not to shed light on only one injustice perpetuated by
Pontiac Correctional Center (dfficials but to show awide spectrum of events committed
by said officials of Pontiac Correctional Center that are oppressive to tlie prisoners
confined w i t h i n sa i d i ns t i t u t i on .

ITiese multiple infractions of the United Slates Constitution tiave resulted in severe
physical and psychological harm to the prisoners detrained within Pontiac Correctional
Center. Very recently it was found that such conditions are unconstitutional and
therefore illegal. See Coleman vs. Schwarzenegger, 2009 WL 2430820 (E.D. Cal.).



Instead of turning alight on, or using aflashlight to see into acell when necessary the
PCCOs maintain aconstant illumination of the cells on One Gallery of North Cell House.
“There is no penological interest for requiring plaintiff to suffer physical and
psycholoeica] harm by living in constant illumination. This practice is unconstitutional.
LeMai re v j . Maass .

3.) The banning of Machiavelli, Greene, Tzti, and Clauscwitz effects all prisoners
because it prevents them from pursuing an education in certain areas. If aprisoner
wished to obtain adegree in political science he would be unable to do so because he
would inevitably come across such theorics/topics as war, society, strategy, tactics, and
revolution which are the main topics wTitten about by the above authors who have been
b a n n e d .

Imagine. Aprisoner pays for acorrespondence course in political science and as part
of his lesson must read Clausewitz, Tzu, Machiavelli, or Greene. Me would be unable to
do so due to the banning of them and that would obstruct him from finishing .and
obtaining his degree.

The banning of Machiavelli, Green, Tzu, and Clau.scwitz does not impact prison
guards, officials, or prison resources in any way. Whether or not aprisoner reads their
work the prison wall continue to function s.afely and successfully because their material
does not advocate disorder, violence, or harm aprisoner's rehabilitation.

Therefore, the prohibition of these authors is nothing more th.an an abuse of power and
away of oppressing prisoners within Pontiac Correctional Center. Thus. Pontiac
Correctional Center Officials fail the third Turner QHiestion also.

«r

!LF o u r t e e n t h A m e n d m e n t : D u e P r o c e s s

The state shall not deprive “any person of life liberty, or property without due process
of the law.” Th is is known as the “Due Process Clause” o f the Four teenth Amendment .

When prison officials violate this right aprisoner has a“liljerty interest.” See Wolff v.r.
McDonnell M8 U.S. 539 (1974); and Sandin vs. Connor, 515 IJ.S. 472 (1995).

Meal Loaf:

WTienever aprisoner of PCC segregation assaults another prisoner or aguard the prison
officials place him on Meal Loaf .status without the due process of adi.sciplinary hearing.
Before the prisoner is found guilty of the assault he is accused of committing he is
punished with Meal Loaf. If, after his disciplinary hearing, he is found guilty of
committing the assault he will then be punished again. This is double jeopardy and is
illegal. See Fifth Amendment.

Meal Loaf is the leftover scrap of any meal that are first ijrind up and them compacted
together and baked into abrick. Prisoners are placed on Meal Loaf for aminimum of
three days.

In tlie past the courts have declared that Meal Loaf is, in itself, constitutional. See
United States vs.Michigan, 680 F. Supp At 275; and Smith vs. Oregon State Dept, of
Corrections, 101 Or. App. 539, 792 P. 2d 109 (1990).

However, when Meal Loaf is used as apunishment for anything not to do with the
abuse of food or eating utensils it is unconstitutional. See LeMaire. vj. Maass, 745 F.
Supp. 623 (1990).

In LeMaire the court concluded that Meal Loaf as punishment is illegal. “I conclude
that the use of Nutra Loaf as punishment violates plaintiff;; Lighth and Fourteenth
Amendments rights.”

4.) Yes. There is an easy, obvious alternative to the banning of Machiavelli, Greene,
Tzu, and Clausewitz. Pontiac Correctional Center (ifTicials ban all works related to wa,r.
strategy, tactics, and revolution.

The alternative to this is to allow in books and mag.azines that discuss the theory of
these topics and to ban those that advocate the use of them. There is amass difference
between discussing the theory or hi.story of war and discussing the desire to start awar.

However, Pontiac Correctional Center Officials refuse to utilize this alternative and
continue to abuse their authority and oppress the prisoners within their care. Thus.
Pontiac Correctional Center Officials fail the fourth, and final. Turner Question as w'ell.

As dictated above, Pontiac Correctional Center Officials fail to meet .any of the four (4 )
Turner Questions satisfactorily.

Machiavelli, Greene, Tzu, and Clausewitz are not the only authors victimized by
Pontiac Correctional Officials abuse of power. Ihave used them only as examples of this
oppression and acknowledge that they arc only afew of the authors who are banned
illegally.

The court found asimilar ruling in Moss vs. Ward, 450 F. Supp. 591, 596 (W.D.N. Y
1978). “. ..prison officials cannot impose such severe sanctions for breaking disciplinary
rule. ..when there is no showing that the prisoner is engaging in the conduct the nile is
designed to prevent.”

See also Finney vs. Arkansas Board of Corrections, 505 F. 2d 194. 207-08 (S''' Cir.
1974): and Finney vs. Hutto, 410 F. Supp. 251, 276 (E.D. Ark. 1976).

Only if aprisoner abuses his food or eating utensils can he be placed on Meal Loaf
Assaulting other prisoners or guards is not punishable by hdeal Loaf. The court also
decided in Lemaire that feces and urine do not constitute the same as food. If aprisoner
does throw urine or feces (as disgusting as that is) he cannot be placed on Meal Loaf

Pontiac Correctional Center Officials use Meal Loaf as apunishment for several things
(i.e. assaulting staff, disrespecting staff, throwdng feces and/or urine, etc...).

But back to due process -placing prisoners on Meal Loaf prior to being found guilty at
adisciplinary’ hearing violates the prisoner’s right to due process. In Wolff v^. McDonnell
the court clearly declared that prisoner have the right to adisciplinary hearing before
being punished for an alleged ndc infraction.

First Amendment: Censorship of Mail

The First Amendment protects prisoners’ right to send and receive letters. Generally
prison officials have the authority to censor incoming and outgoing mail for the sake of
security. However, this does not pertain to legal mail which is to remain confidential.
See Gates vs. Collier, 501 F.2d 1291 Q'* Cir. Sept. 20. 1974); and Procunier vs
Martinez, 416 U.S. 396 (1974).

The court decided in Collier that legal mail consists of any mail addressed to or from
b) All Federal Officials including the President of the United States, any senator or
congressman, and officials of any United Stales agency or department; all state officials
including the Governor, members of the state Sen.atc and House of Repre.senfatives. and
officials of any state agency or department.”



And if you say that youNuiurally one would say, “Doif tQirow waste on the gallery,
are correct. However, there is no possible way for prisoners to prevent other prisoners
from doing so. We are in our cells twenty-four hours aday.

By forcing prisoners to live in such filtliy conditions the PCCOs are subjecting the
prisoners under their care to cruel and unuSual punishment. See Trap vs. Dulles, 356 U.S.
86. 101, 78 S. a. 590, 598, 2LEd. 2d 630 (1958): and Spain vs. Procunier, 600 F. 2d at

Pomiac Cunectional Center Oflicials have arepetitive hisUtry of tampering with
prisoners’ incoming and outgoing legal niiiil. I'liis tampering obstructs aprisoner’s right
to have access to the courts and non-censored legtil mail. See Bach vu. People of the
Stale of Illinois, 504 F. 2d 1100 (7‘* Ctr. 1974): and Adams vs. Carlson, 488F, 2d 619
f7"’ Cir. 1973).

In Bach the court said, "Wc think diat contact with an attorney and the opportunity to
communicate priv'ately is avital ingredient to the effective assistance of counsel and ̂
access to the courts.” Sec also Moore vs. Ciccone, (S'* Cir. 1972, 459 F.2d 574: and
McCray vs. Sullivan, 5'* Cir 1975, 509 F.2d 1332.

Indeed, in McCray tlie court found that “.. .imnate’s right of unfettered access to tlie
courts is :ts fundamental aright as any other he may hold... All other rights are illusory
w i i h o u t i t . .

/S'

200 .

These conditions are unliealth.y, inhumane, and dangerous. They can result in serious
sickness and even death. Prison officials have the responsibility to detain prisoners in a
safe and	 environment. See Goldman v .̂ Schwarzenegger, 2009 WL 2430820
(E D. Cal): and Farmer vs. Brennan. 511 U.S. 825, 114 S. Ct. 1970 (1994).

".. .prison officials may be held liable under the Eighth Amendment for denying
humane conditions... only if they know that inmates face substantial risk of serious harm
and disregard tliat risk by failing to take reasonable measures to abate it...” Farmer vs.
B r e n n a n .

Pontiac Correctional Center iDfficials are aware of the samtation violations with PCC
and they do nothing to abate those violations.

Prisoners are also supposed to be given proper grooming supplies. Indeed, aprisoner is
expected to keep himself well groomed at all times. See DR 502.100.

However, this is not possible due to PCCOs’ failure to comply with institutional rules.
Page 23 of the Pontiac Correctional Center Orientation Manual states that prisoner are
allowed to have combs so tliat they can keep themselves groomed and presentable. Yet,
PCCOs do not hand out free combs to prisoners upon their arrival nor do tliey sell combs
on the commissary. See Dc 7861.

Amy prisoner who is not well groomed at all times will be issued aDOC 0317
Disciplinary Report. See Page 35 (4) of the PCCOM.

The commissary sells only apalm brush which is made of cheap, flimsy plastic. 1his
means that Afiikan-Amerikkkiui prisoners cannot maintain their grooming because the
palm bmsh breaks in their curly, nappy hair. In order to keep their appearance
presentable they need acomb or ahair pick.

Also, the commissary does not sell prisoners in segregation stams dental floss or hair
grease. Hair grease is necessa,7 for Afrikan-Amerikkkan prisoners to keep their scalp
from drying out and peeling.

Without dental floss tartar and plague build up around tlie gums in places that atootli
brush cannot reach. This results in bad breath, rotting teeth, and gum disease. There is

■penological interest” in denying prisoners in segregation combs, grease, or dental
floss. The denial of such is atactic that PCCOs use to oppress prisoners.

On page 17 oi the Pontiac. Correcuonat Center Oneniation Manual it states in section
(N) Mail Service:

‘●Offenders may receive an uulm.iled number of letters from anyone except an offender
in anotlier institution. In this ease, permission must be granted by both facilities wardens.
Mail will be opened and examined for contraband, except legal mail, which will be
opened by the officer delivering the mail in front of the offender, and examined for
contraband. The offender is required to sign aslip stating the mail was unopened until
the officer opened it in his presence. -Emphasis mine throughout,

lliis statement is in accordance to law. See Castillo vi’. Cook County Mail Room, 990
F.2d 304 (7‘̂  Cir. 1993).

However, even though these regulations are witliin the rule book, the officials of
Pontiac Correctional Center do not always comply witli them.

There are several instances when prisoners have received legal mail that was opened
outside of ilieir presence or have had outgoing legal mail opened outside of their
presence. These instances arc documented by tlie victimized prisoners by the filing of
grievances and occasionally, the filing of Section 19S3’s. This practice of opening
prisoners’ legal mail outside of their presence is unetliical, immoral, and illegal. See
Barlow vs. Amiss, 477 F.2d896, 898 fi'* Cir. 1973): Taylor vs. Sterrett, 532 F.2d 462
id'* Cir. June I, 1976: Frye vs. Henderson, 474 F.2d 1263 f5'* Cir. 1973): and Cruz vs.
Haul. 475 F.2d 475 (5thy Cir. 1973).

-. this issue has been addressed several times the PCCOs continue to oppressA l t h .

me prisoners witliin tlieir care by tampering willi their incoming and outgoing legal mail
outside of tlieir presence. This, as suited above, is illegal. See Smith vs. Robbins, 454
F.2J696 (P‘ Cir. 1972).

The law specifically slates that legal mail can only be opened it A.) there is strong
e\ idence to suggest that file contents aie, in fact, not legal mail; and B.) the prisoner that
the mail is addressed to, or from, is present. See Wolff vs. McDonnell, 418 U.S.539, 94 S.

n o

Lighting:

On One Gallery of North Cell House all of the cells are lit twenty-four hours aday.
riiis causes sensory deprivation from being exposed to light constantly wiihout reprieve.Ct. 2963. 41 L. Ed. 2d 935 (1974).

The Constitution guarantees the right for prisoners to send out and receive mail that is
confidential (legal mail). This allegation is validated by the First, Fourfii, and Fourteenlli
Amendments of file United Suites Constitution. 'Hiis right is non-negotiable and cannot
be infringed upon.

.Amendment 1; “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise llrereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press;

the right of the people to peaceable assemble, and to petition the government for a
redress of grievances.”

See Le.Maire vs. Maass, 745 F. Supp. 623 (1990).
This means that at all periods of the day fifty-two prisoners in North Cell House are

being systematically tortured by excessive exposure to light. Placing prisoners in acell
that is constantly lit has the same effect as placing them in cells that are constantly dark.

“.. .fiiere is no evidence that...staff needs to see into the...cells for 24 hours per day. or
that they are even near the.. .c:ells for 24 hours per day. Defendant offered no reason why
the cells could not have switches outside so guards can see into them when tliey must.”
LeMai re vs . Maass.

o r



Eighth Amendment: Right to Decent Conditions in Prison

The Eighth Amendment’s prohibition of cruel and unusual punishment also protects a
prisoner’s right to safe and somewhat decent conditions in prison. Sec Rhodes vs. .
Chapman, 452 US. 337, 345-46, 101 S. Ct. 2392, 2398-99, 69 LEd. 2d59 (1980). }7

/ynendment 4: “TTe right of the people to be .secure in their persons housesand effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall n̂ t he vL7d
w'arrants .shall issue but upon probable cau.se. supported bv Oath of Affirmfna't"on"°particularly describing the place to be searched, and the person or thiAc 7o he ’,

êndment 14: (Section 1) “All persons boni or naturalized in the Uni ed S,7‘ isubject to the junsdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States md Matethey reside. No state shall make or enforce any law wdiich shall abridgfthe pr'7.mmunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any state deprive*'.̂ ;̂ " ?fT,f-
hbeily, or property, without due process of the law; nor deny to any person within i
junsdiction the equal protection of the laws."	 '

(Section 5) “The Congress .shall have the power to enforce, by
the provisions of this article.”	 ’ '

Therefore, if prison ofiicial open aprisoner’s legal mail then .said prisoner has mh
present when opened as according to law. Sec irashins;ton v.s Jame.s. 782 F. 2d 1134(2 Cir. 1986).

a m i

S a n i t a t i o n :

Pontiac Correctional Center Officials knowingly and willingly force prisoners to live in
unsanitary conditions that are often dangerous to one’s hetilth. What makes this even
more outrageous is the fact that they could fix this problem if they w-anted to. They
don’t. The PCCOs are putting prisoners’ lives in danger v/ith despicable diseases that
have the potential of being deadly and/or contagious (i.e. Hepatitis C, Stafflnfections,
Pneumonia, etc...). This deliberate, uncaring negligence is inhumane and illegal. Sec
Helling vs. McKinney, 509 U.S. 25 (1993).

Each cell within North Cell House is equipped with avent so that air can be circulated
throughout the cell. However, these vents are never cleaned so they have accumulated a
significant amount of dust, lint, and debris which makes them nonfunctional. Because of
all of the accumulated junk in tlie vents the PCCOs are forced to keep them turned off.
This means two things -1.) air in the cells is not circulated; and 2.) the prî soners can (and
sometimes do) suffer severe harm. See Gibbs v.t. Cross, 150 F. 3d 962 (3 Cir. 1998).

Prisoners are entitled to sanitary living conditions. See DeSpain vr. Uphoff, 264 F. 3d
965 (Kf*' Cir. 2001); Martino v.s. Carey, 563 F. Supp. 984, 1001 (D. Or. 1983); and Ruiz

Estelle, 503 F. Supp 1265 (1980).
This includes the right to have adequate cleaning supplies.
Once aweek on Sundays PCCOs issue one half cup of diluted disinfectant soap to each

prisoner. This half cup is expected to work miracles. FirsI, it is supposed to last a
prisoner until the following Sunday. Secondly, it is supposed to be enough to properly
clean the walls, ceiling, sink, toilet, floor, door, chuck-holc, de.sk, and bed of the
prisoner’s cell. Obviously this is not enough disinfectant to meet tho.se utopian
expectations.

It would be quite simple for PCCOs to give prisoners more disinfectant soap per week.
It could be done one of two ways. 1.) It could be that they give prisoners afull cup every
Sunday; or 2.) They could give out one half cup twice every week. Unfortunately, they
refuse to do either and force prisoners to live in filthy environments.

Pontiac Correctional Center segregation houses those prisoners who have violated
institutional rules and are being disciplined with isolation. It is needless to say that some
of these prisoners are mentally ill. These mentally ill prisoners are achially suppo.sed to
be housed separately from the “sane” prisoners -they’re not.

When aprisoner throws urine or feces onto the gallery (the walkway outside of the
cells) PCCOs leave it there and refiise to clean it up. The only lime you will .see them
clean up the waste is if either the Warden or the Director of IDOC is about to tour the cell
house .

So, unless their bosses are coming through for an inspection, the only means of having
the waste cleaned up is on 1" .shift when the medium-security prisoners that act as
janitors are in the cell house. This means that if any waste is thrown onto the gallery on
2"'' or 3"* shift it will remain there until the following day v/hen the medium-security
prisoners come back in on l” shift.

Therefore, prisoners have to put up with the smell, toxic fumes, and insects that co-exist
with such filth. Typically, when addressed about this problem PCCOs say, “I'm not
cleaning it up. Wait until day shift.”

i t .s

yappropnate legislation.

Unfortunately, PCCOs ignore the law and maliciously oppre.ss the prisoners withintheir care.	 ‘

The Preamble states; “UTiereas it is essential, if man is not to be compelled
recourse, as alast re.sort, to rebellion against tvranny and
should be protected by the rule of the law.”

Indeed, in his speech entitled “The Perpetuation of Our Political Institutions” AbrahamLincoln satd, ...if the laws be continually despised and disregarded, if their richts to hi
secure mtheir persons and property, are held by no better tenure than the capriL nf 1
mob, the alienation of their affections from the government is the natural conseoueln.
and to that sooner or later, it must come.”	 ^	 '

Therefore, PCCOs must uphold the law as is their duty and cca.se to tamper with
pnsoners’ legal mail or they are violating the laws, ideas, and sfandards that l|,ev
proclaim to stand for as agents of Amerikkka.

to have

oppression, th.it human rights

V S .

7
First AFourteenth Amendments: Acce.ss to the Courts

The Firet and Fourteenth Amendments guarantees pri.soncrs the right to access to th.
courts. This includes, but is not limited to, adequate law' libraries that arc accessihl,-
ever}^ prisoner.	● ' > m o i c i o

Pontiac Coirectional Center Officials provide in-adequate law libraries to prisoners i-
segregation .status. The legal books within the segregation law library arc tom un 11 l
otherwise defaced. See Bound vs. Smith, V30 U.S. 817. 97 S. Ct 1491 (“ the ̂
fundamental constitutional right of access to the courts requires prison authorities
assist uimates..hy providing prisoners with adequate law libraries...”)
Die Constitutional Right of access to the courts is .so fundamental that the courts

require for prison officials to provide adequate law libraries to prisoners. .See ypwmrr
Gilmore, 404 U.S. 15, 92 S. Ct. 250. 30L. F.d 2d 142 Pp 1494G wo

i n

t o

Boob Required to be Available in Law Libraries
1.) Relevant state and federal statutes;
2.) State and Federal law reporter fmm the pa,;| few' decades;
3.) Shepards citations; and
4.) Basic treatises on habeas corpus, pri.soncrs’ cix'il rights, and criminal law-



Due to their tyrannical behavior tlie prisoner’s ot Pontiac Correctional Center who in
segregation are denied educational, and therefore rehabilitative programs. This results in
the degeneration of prisoner’s psyche and well-being which culminates in aliigh
recidivism rate amongst prisoners.

H.v.evcr die books must also be useable. In Pontiac Correctional Center

,*'t'	 f . „ . m f 2 , , o - c f
-'“S:	 - -

f;r,«» S-?00 MSS,:U ,l»..usl, Th..*, A»l	 law l,b,„«s*\i,“	 ,P-c.a„,u,dy l-,« laaalreJ pn„ne,s .. any p.va. ...»=■
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Eighth Amendment: Protection From Physical Brutality

1he Eightli Amendment protects prisoners from physical brutality under the “Cruel and
Unusual Puiushment” standards. This includes excessive force by guards within prisons.
See Hudson v.y. McMillian, i03 U.S. I(1992).

Employees at Pontiac Correctional Center know as Correctional Officers have a
repetitive and violent history of brutidly assaulting prisoners. Many prisoners have been
viciously attacked by PCCOs because they have flooded their cells, assaulted staff,
popped sprinklers, and used explicit language towards staff. Most of the time prisoners
do these things as ameans of protesting their oppressive treatment.

The correctional officers of PCC have perfected ametliod of being able to safely beat
prisoners. First they group together. Next they handcuff and shackle the prisoner. And
then they attack liiin.

In Hudson vi. McMillian, the Supreme Court found that aprison guard’s use of force is
unconstitutional when it is not applied “.. .in agood faith effort to maintain or restore
discipline” but is instead used to “maliciously and sadistically cause harm.”

When someone is considering whether the force used is excessive or not, you would
have to consider the folio whig:

1.) The need for force.
2.) Whether the amount of force used was reasonable given the need.
3.) How serious the need for force appeared to the guards.
4.) Whether the guards made efforts to use as little force as necessary'.
5.) How badly you were hurt.

Using the method preferred by the correctional officers of Pontiac Correctionid Center,
1will now address each of those questions in order to demonsuale tlie physical abuse
prisoners lace by the hands of their guardians.

1.) There is no need for force if aprisoner is already constrained by handcuffs and
shackles. He poses no risk to anyone and the correctional officer’s assault of his
while he is constrained by manacles is unconstitutional and illegal.
2.) As noted above, there is no justification for the use of force by correctional officers
against aprisoner who is bound by handcuffs and slrackles (i.e. Defenseless),
j.) The guards cannot reasonable proclaim that they believed any force was necessary
when the force in question v/as used against aprisoner that was already restrained.
4.) As noted above in the answer to No. 3, if aprisoner is bound by handcuffs and
shackles there cannot be any reasonable excuse for using force against him. Therefore,
any force that is used is to be considered as excessive and camiot be considered as tlie use
of “as little force as necessaiy” because none was necessary!

Therefore, after considering tlie responses to those five questions it is extremely easy to
see that prisoners of Pontiac Correctional Center are being savagely attacked by tlie
correctional officers whose job ;md duty it is to protect and care for them. Such behavior
is illegal and inhumane. Set; Wilkins vs. Gaddy, IJOS. Ct. 1175 (2010); and Williams vr.
Jackson, 600 F. Jd 1007 (S'*' Cir. 2010).

m u s t

prisoners

^ruz vs. Beta. 40o U.S. ~	 ,, y^	 t̂. 1977. 1986, 36 L. Ed. 2d 71
Chaffin vs. Stynchcombe. 412 L,.S. I., -Wn. -
728 (1973).

:enth .-Imendmcnts: Freedom ofiReligious Activity

Th --Free Exercise Clause” of the First .Amendment and the “Equal Protection Clause”t/oilonth .Amendment protect aprisoner’s right to have faith ... and exercise of

,1: ,“w “io in »nnubli,ln„n„, nf .d.sion. o, |»hibi„ng	.«rc,se
"..i,l7ims of the United States of Amerikkka prisoners have the right

"'‘cô toifccnlbrSlnb ob»nc, „,iso,«,n ta„House segregation and placed on One Oallery.
leader and to attend religious serx'ices ot

First &Fuurte.

o t

p e r s o n

Pon t i ac

beliefs wlule housed in North (ell
Prisoners have the right to meet with areligious
their faith.,1,	 ,	 ,.. -1 week citl.cr the chaplain of Ponliae Coireclional Center or religious

wISeiI -b ●»“ lb"'	 ““	 ■

cel ls to

m e e l



the request along with the ofl'ender’s educational level, llie basic education material
ai)[iropriate to the educational level of the offender will he sent to the segregation unit for
the offender’s use. All material will be in the form of workbock.s or worksheets. Tire
niiiterial will be returned to the Educational Facility Administrtitor, evaluated and
additional materials may be provided.”

“Note: Unless specifically approved by the Office of .Adult I'ducation and Vocational
Services and the Facility Chief Administrative Officer, offenders in segregation status
will not be eligible to take the G.E.D. exam. No credit is given for mandate days or
EGCC while in segregation status. No offender will be able to take die T.A.B.E. Test.”

Pontiac Correctional Center Officials do not allow offender in segregation status to
partake in any educational classes. In all reality, prisoners are unable to do so because of
the prison official’s oppressive restrictions diat they themselve.s facilitated. “No offender
will be able to Lake the T.A.B.E. test.”

Fhe T.A.B.E. test is the test offenders take to determine their educational level. By not
allow'ing prisoners to take the test while in segregation status, Pontiac Correctional
Oflkials effectively dnsqualify every prisoner within segregation from participating in
educadona l c lasses.

See the above reference; “The Educational Facility Administrator.. will review...the
offender’s educational level. “By prohibiting prisoners from taking the T.A.B.E. test
while in segregation status the EFA is not able to review arequesting prisoner’s
educational level because arecord of such does not exist. Tliis results in the prisoner's
reqrrest automatically being denied. This act is knowingly and willing committed by
Pontiac Correctional Center Official’s as asystematic mode of oppression w'hich is
perpetuated so drat prisoners do not rehabilitate and dierefore redum to prison after
release. Remember; more prisoners equals more money for pri.son officials while less
prisoner’s equals less money,

fhese procedures are in violation of DR 405.50 w'hich can be located on pages 39-40 of
t h e P o n t i a c C o r r e c t i o n a l C e n t e r O r i e n t a t i o n M a n u a l .

“OR504: Adult Basic Education Requirements for Offenders Committed to the Adult
Division on or after January I, 1987:”

“(a) Offenders who are committed to the Adult Division of die Department of
Correction on or after January 1, 1987, for two or more years, or who have been
committed as Sexually Dangerous Persons, except those offenders serving either alife
sentence or adeath penalty sentence, will be given an achievement test within 20 days of
their arrival at the Pontiac Correctional Center. Offenders whose composite score in
reading and mathematics is below 6.0 (6“' grade level) will be lequired to complete a90-
day attendance program in reading and mathematics. Any exceptions to tliis requirement
must be made by both the Warden and the Superintendent of School District No. 428.
Failure to comply with this requirement may result in disciplinary action and/or
restriction of assignment pay.”

Obviously these two statements contradict each other, fhe first says, “No offender
shall dike the T.A.B.E. test.” While the second says, “Offenders who are committed to
the Adult Division of the Department of Corrections on or after January I, 1987.... will be
given an acliievement test within 20 days of their arrival at the Pontiac Correctional
C e n t e r . ”

However, the former is aregulation enforced by the PCCOs while the later is the law.
In refusing to allow prisoner’s in segregation to take the T.A.B.E. test, they are breaking
the law; pure and simple. For the T.A.B.E. test is the “achievement test” that is
ment ioned in DR 405.50.

This means tliat tlie Pontiac Correctional Center Officials are not living up to their
mission as laid out in the Pontiac Correctional Center Orientation Manual: to
rehabilitate the prisoner’s under their auspices.

Prison officials cannot treat members ot miy religious domination different than others.
This means that the fifty-two who reside on One Gallery of North Cell House
guaranteed by law to have the opportunity to meet with religious leaders that the other
three hundred prisoners in North Cell House have. See Cruz v.v Beta, 405 U.S. 319
(1972).

In 2000, Congress passed the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Person Act
(RLUIPA) which protected prisoners’ right to practice tlieir religious beliefs. RLUIPA
states that aprison cannot “...impose asubstantial burden on the religious exercise of a
person residing in or confined to an institution.” Sec Charles vt. Verhagen, -F.3d—, No.
02-3572, 2003 WL 22455960 (7'* Cir. Oct. 30, 2003).

However, by prohibiting religious tours of One Gallery in North Cell House, Pontiac
Correctional Center Officials do exactly what RLUIPA prohibits; they impose a
substantial burden on prisoners’ religious beliefs.

Their unethical and immoral -not to mention illegal -behavior is nor justified in any
way, shape, or form. Only when essential to prison security and discipline can prison
officials place restrictions on religious activities. See Washington vs. Lee, 263 F. Supp
327, 331 (M.D. Ala. 1966).

Being that all of Nortli Cell House is made up of prisoners who are in segregation status
or administrative detention the exclusion of prisoners on One Gallery of North Cell
House receiving religious leaders is un-substantial and therefore cannot be deemed
precaution towards institutional security or discipline. If prisoners on the other
galleries are allowed to meet with religious leaders even though they are in segregation it
only goes to show that prisoners on One Gallery should be afforded the same right.

Yet, that isn’t tlie case. Sadly, prisoners who are placed on One Gallery of North Cell
House are treated differently tlian those on the other galleries of North Cell House for
reasonable reason. This is aviolation of their right to equal protection as set forth in the
Fourteenth Amendment.

“All persons bom or naturalized in tlie United States...are citizens of the United
States...No state...shall abridge the privileges...of citizens of the United State.s, nor shall
any state deprive any person of life, liberty, or property.. .nor deny any person.. .equal
protection of the laws.” Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution.

a r e
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E d u c a t i o n

The purpose of incarceration is rehabilitation of prisoners so that upon release from
prison they can re-enter society as safe and productive citizens.

Rehabilitation consists of, but is not limited to, educational and vocational classes,
therapy, counseling, and Narcotics Anonymous (N.A.) and Alcohol Anonymous (A.A.),
Pontiac Correctional Center does not offer any of these rehabilitative programs to
prisoners in segregation.

This is adirect violation of any prison’s mission; to rehabilitate prisoners. Joan
Petersila said in the article “Beyond the Prison Bubble” that “it should not come as a
surprise to learn that we have acorrections system that does not correct.” Indeed, why
should we expect our corrections system to correct when prison officials do not offer
rehabilitative programs to the vast majority of prisoners? Particularly, Pontiac
Correctional Center Officials refuse to give prisoners in segregation any rehabilitative
programs to participate in.
The Pontiac Correctional Center Orientation Manual states on page. 38 that prisoners

in segregation status will be given access to educational classes upon request;
“(F) Education: (1) Offenders confined in segregation status may submit arequest for

basic educational materials. The Fkucational Facility Administrator (EFA) will review
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