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JOHI{ HENRY YABLONSKY,
PLAINTIFF,

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
CORRECT]ONS & REHABILITATIONS,

'Dr..aQ l-lo et aL,
DEFENDANT/5,

UI{ITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

THE HONORABLE ANDREI,J SCHOPLER

CASE# 3 ; 18-cv-ILZ?-CAB-AGS

NOTICE OF COI\]F]DENIiAL SETTLEMENT
STATEMENT BY JOHN HENRY YABLONSKY
THE PLAINTIFF IN THIS I,IATTER AS
DEFENDANTS MCGUIRE, TISCORN]A, DC[1
ROBLES , BLAHI{IK, POI^JELL, MAR.TII'IEZ
ARE L]ABLE }'OR VIOLAT]ONS OF

FEDERALLY PROTECTED RIGF{TS

let,o ** t Qepren,jetL 3 ]r,\-l

S

.)\:

PLAINTIFF.JOHN HEI{RY YABLONSKY
DEFENDANIS _ 

ilff;yl$E; T:ffi,ti}, Sf ?h.r , BLAHNTKE , pOwELL .

Fya*l d i"rr 6vsr,\oAJT Faer S Po o*o, ,Tpt'e Fw'* tlern ;- 7 7r fr e N

L- STATEI'4ENT OF THE FACTS

The while John Henry Yablonsky (pl,afNtff'f') as an inmate

I^Ias protected under the safegards outlined by the United Stat.es

Constitution as an inrnate detained within California Department

of Corrections, specifically located at Richard J. Donovan correctio
at 480 Arra Sandiego carifornia gzL79, (souruEnN CALTFoRNTA)

g( .I.'1 
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?E CONFIDENTTAL STATEMENT- i

]NDEX EOR THIS MATTER

Statemen t of the f ae.f L

Plainti ff exercise was Drotected.....3
T,ibrarv attacks bv rogue Iibrar j ans. . j

Takins of I eeal fi 1 es 7

Bait and switch 10

False diseiplinarv reDort 12

Labels over address. . . 13

ConcIusion 1.7

DECLARATION BY
JOHI{ HENRY YABLONSKY

That T iohn Henrv vablonskv an inmate housed aL Richard
Donovan swear under penalLv of epriurv Lhat all facts
related inside thi,s confidential declaration are the
truth and is suDDort-ed bv records created. memoriali zinz
the activiLv of defendants named within this comolaint.
That Lhis offer t-o sett.le is not, meant to be mal_icious
in nature. or hinder the Court with fodder. Tt is mv

belief t.hat Lhere is no other remedy thaD what thj s Court
will allow me access Lo for rights that were attacked bv
manv. causing the loss of Drot
a chilline af f ect. becarrse T e

under the f irs t amendemnt llni t
,'AND FOR NO

August 31 . ?O?1

ected right-s. suf f
xercised mv Drot
ed St.ates Const
OTHER REASO tt

John Henrv Yabl onskv.
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ppfqr-6atri9 b"U> l-tO t i

Thar defendanrs McGuire (rrrrcatIOI{s cooRDlNAToR), Biahnik(sENIOR 
I

l

LIBRARIAN). Porvell (rrgnanrAN), Robles (rra LIBRARIAN) , Tiscornia 
l

l(LfenlnIAN). I'larrinez (nouclftOil PRII\CIPAL) while acring under rhe

cloth of authority and color deliberately and maliciously colluded

t.o violate plaint.if f proteeted righl-s, acLs out,side statutes o rules

regarding specific conducts by defendants, vrhen interacting with

inmaLes on sLate propert.y. That the defendants had specific responsit

itity to perform their duties while interacting with inmates, and

ifai1"dt,ofoIlow'repSect,andorprotectt'he@lrighLsout-
lined within the civil rights complaint filed by plaintiff.

That CDCR502 appeals were filed t.imely and exhausted,

r,rhile petitioner specif ically named def endants, their actions, seek-

ing restoratron of the rights being violated by said defendantS,

I 'Ihese appeals were exhaus t.ed by s Latute, rule , and or f uIl levels
i

ii of revierv and def endants have
ii
ir

li complaint was f iled tirnely and

COMPLAINT.

' Plain tLtf f iled over . 500 pages "ffis ouLlined

by thirty nine exhibit,s supporting his claims within the civil rights
eomplaint, which the defendarits have not. disput.ed Lo any degtee.

The exhibits support the protected rights of plaintiff. anci his

efforts to seek administrative renedy, whieh was refused. Plaintiff
filed state action pet.ition for writ of manciate to restore these

right.s vrhich were violated r,rit.hout one legitimate penalogical excuse,

vahich was rejected by t.he Court as "I.JOT BEING EXHAUSTED". An abuse

of discret.ion under ROSS V BLAKE 1-36 S.CT 1850(ZOt|) and other

rulings by the f ederal courts. PIainLif f suf iered t.he prolonged

Ioss of protected rights which were violat,ed when he exercisecl those
CONFIDENTIAL STATEMENT. 2
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rights aL Donovan corrections. WhiIe plaintiff required access to

resources r while exercising his protected rights lras attacked by

employees of the department of correcLions for no other reason thafi

to cause a chiling affect. seek revenge, get even for filing appeals,

and to stop plaintiff exercise of the first amendment Lo free speech,

right to be free from recaliaLion rvhile exereising free speech,

and other statutes outlined by f ederal as r^relI as state constitution.

There is no genuine,Iegitimat.e penalogical excuse for <iefenclants

actions t.hat are related lo plaintif f interests, nor trave def endants

described or offered any. Plaintiff exercise did nct presenL one

legitir,rate saf ety concern f or j-nmates, staf f , f acj-Iit.y " nor did

any of plaintiff eq,xercise offend of cost, the instiLution anylhing

that was noL required to be provided to inamtes access the CourLs,

or communieating wirh lavzyers.

PLAINTIFF EXERCISE WAS PROTECTED

Li E (A 4.1 d'irll L<S
I,JhiIe piaint.iff accessed ihe lavr iibrary, and requested

copies, noLiced that. librarians r,rere reading conf idential maierials

addressed to the Courts as r,rell as plainLif.f. iavryers. Plaintif f

access into the law Iibrary v/ere required for plaintiff to address

his criminal corrviclion as weli as other civil interests backrvard

and f orward. I,/hen plaintif f adCresseci these breaches of conf idential-

ity, l-ris access into the library vTas reduced, r,ririie plaintiff had

f our active cases ii-r s tate and f ederal courts, sone with deadiines.

\,/henplaintifffiIedappealsforl-hisviolatj.on.@

i
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^ ", it'I
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Exhibit one describes Lhe war Iike exercise by plaintiff

his federally protected interests.
'.k Federal challenges to conviction (i.,pZ -3 )
:? ISSUES BEING ADDRESSED IN FEDERAL COURTS (PP+.S)
;k State challenqes to conviction (PP6-8)
:k Post Lrial developing cases State and Fecieral Courts (neff-f
rr CiviI rights cornplaints developing ( PP16-22)
:k CiviI rights developinp,, case f or pos L t,rial att.ack( PP2324)

Defendants Blahnik, Porvell. RobIes, and Tiscornia knew

when I used their pLaza library because they read "EVERYTHII{G"

I processed throuqh that libraryo made copies inside that library.

Exhibits one dee (f0; t.hrough six describe the efforts

to resLore rights t.hat, were ignored, obfuscated and vrere never disput
12it ea ty def endant.s at t.he CDCR appeal stage, or Iitigat. j-ons in this
i:: cornplaint. Exhibit Lwo displays plainLif f request regarding protected

Lhi s

I
I

,

4l

nr t^'
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righ

weI I

PENAL

stal-ut

COI{F ID

for te

During

any tr
are se

librar

are aI

into the
deai ine s

"dffif,

t to conf identiality, wh,ich Cef enciants Blahnik, Povrell were

aware of plaintiff federally prot.eeLed right. The department

CS MAKC t,hiS ClCAr, ''THAT INMATES HAVE A PROTECTED RIGHT TO

ENTIAL COMMdUNICATIONS WITH THE COURT, LAWYERSI' CCRS3T42-31,

CODE S Z6Of. Staff response is that theya re allorsed to sea

xt contraband inside plainLiff protect.ed papers. (pp++-tr6)

discovery. none of the def endants provided any legal trai-n

aining f or search and seizures. whj-le admitting that al-l in

arched by trained officers before they enter inlo the law

y for contraband......and. only non contrabanci carrying inanr

lowed into the larr library.
TI{IS IS AN ADMISSIOI! THEY KNEIi

THEY'RE ACTIOI{S I,JERE hTRONG

Plaintiff addressed the dramatic terminations of access
/i

i

44 
I

r"i', 
I

i

I'ne.i

ma t els

I

'"'I
I

I

I

I

law library while plaintif f r,ras under
(ppaS) oefendants response is "THAT IS

COI{FIDENTIAL STATEMENT - - 4
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XXdXXXXtsX INDICATE". Def endants delayed access knovrinq that <ielay

i,,'ould hinder plaint.if f abitit-y io perf orrn lo ctea.<l1i-nes " knoving

that their interference was a
Tliep& r^yq! Sfnc.S'- Fb,L

gainst p
Fe-Frnl'iF€

olicy lvhich rvas \re ll establislre
Tt, 4W.*o Ytr f,,'#, rtltf LE:eq,et il,

Again during discoverv none of the de-fendants

had any legal training or law degrees. When I

DTOV ided Droof thev

requesl-ed access to

prioritv lihrarv f il ings in 2OL6 defendani-s st.ated those records

were ruined bv ttwater damagett. T requested repair work orders t-o

show lack of deception. no such records were made availahLe. This

jndicates:"THEY KNEI^7 PT.ATNTTT'tr I,/AS IINDER PT.U STATIIS ANn rgE REcoRns

SHOI,{ THTSrr. Their failure to perform discovery is an admission.

Furthermore during discoverv they admitted they do not know why

access was reiect.ed. Refusing discoverv demands!

Exhibit three shows a patt.ern history of defendants refusi
access for erroneous reasons. While exhibit three although three

years after the first attack. indicate defendants can Lake drastic
actions by terminating access altogether for a full month. This

is an admission of behavior. creating a .custom and policy to infrin
upon inmates access to the law Iibrary for "RETALIATORY REASONSTT.

ta.rFlrr-f: f,a:Ara.r-fl$F [rxe VxC€"!- b€-4Sc.ixl SfeOu*g 6y bud*o
Exhibit four indicates defendants have no regard for protec

rights to confidentiality. where papers were "DRAMATTCAII Y MARKEDil
"CcNilt t)€,NlrflL tr

and still the right refused. This established a pattern of conducL

violating protect.ed rights "REGARDLESS". (PP82) ExhibiL five indicaL

Lhat CDCR adult with disabilit.y inamtes reeognized by coordinators
and physicians. That plainLj.ff suffered visual disabilitites which

were recognized by two seperate physicians. two seperate disabililt.v
coordinators. which Donovan staff relected. refused acknorvledgement.

refused complianee. Stating to plaintiff rhat "THEY D0 NOT HONOR

ADA CHRONOS AT THTS TNSTTTI]TTON FROI\,1 OTHER TNSTTTUTTONSI'. (PP84.86)

CONFIDENTIAL STATEMENT- 5
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Exhibit six indicates that CDCR 602 was timely fited
as RJD-D -L6-4\64. (ppgB-100) rhe original appeal filed on Ocrober

13- 2016- The screening of this aDpeal was obfuscated and reiected

erroneously by (Ot,rVlnnrn AND SEI F) because the attached paDers

which were originallv attached were now "MISSING". The filing occure

in a secured lock box located inside the housing unit. These "STRTPP

records turned up inl a bag of files that were returned to me on

November 17. 2016 at 1530 hours by an TSll officer. T was forced

into filing Lwo ot.her appeals because of the obfuscations on LL/L\/1

and another on t2/ 9/1,6 because the manner which t.hey "JUGGt,tiD

THE APPEAT.S. DRAGGED RESPONSES. PASSED THROIlCH THETR OBSTACT,E COURSE

UNTTT- THE APPEAT TIME T,TMTTS EXPTRED. OR APPEAT ER T,OST TNTERF',STII

(ppq?-9\) rfris appeal was erroneously cancelled!

DEFENDANTS LIABILITY

)K POWET T,

)k BLAHNIK

)K ROBLES

?K TTSCORNTA

AtI four defendant.s actions were non compliant to accepted

rules. Iaws. staLutes violating proLeeted rights of plainLiff for

the purpose of hindering. est-oooinq. terminating^chilling plaintiff

exercise of the first amendment and was retaliatory in nat,ure becaus

plaintlff requested they stop reading plaintiff prot.ecLed

correspondences. All four defendanLs admit Lhey read proLected mail

even though thev have no of f icial training, the paDers Lhey "SEARCHI',

were alreadv searched bv t.rained officers pri_or r,o plaintiff enterin

into "THEIR T TBRARy .illRTSDTCTTONrr. fiLL 'l>*;<a*, bur''r.'-E (r'rvfl tati?tnu'/

tl

tt

Although each hreach amounts to a violaLion. which

be difficult Lo caIcuIaLe. plaintiff requests Lhe sett.lement
these acts in the amount of $ 7.500.oo per defendant.

CONFTDENT]AL STATEMENT- 5
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That comes to $30.000.oo for the violations to free speech

and retaliation by these defendants. There is suffi cient records

to convince a reasonable jurist that. defendants Blahnik. Powe11.

Tiscornia. and Robles acted with careless disregard to rights. and

benefits afforded plaintiff while exercising the first, amendment.

The defendants have not 6asrred otherwise. IL would take two full
days in trial for this very situation. to discuss the facts. direct
examinations as well as any evidentiary isues thaL mav arri se.

Although I have asked for a larger amount. including punitive damage

should t,he iurists f ind in my f avor. Making this amount seem reason

able for callous disregard to federallv Drotected rights.

TAKING OF LEGAL FILES

As a direct result of t.he CDCR5o2 appeal being oBFIISCATET)

by ot.her defendants. plaintif f contact.ed the litigation coordinator

D. McGuire. inquiring her assitance in processing t.he law librarv
apeal about staff reading inamtes confidential papers at the xerox

machine. (See exhibiL 7) (PP102-1o5) PIainLif mailed this on

LL/i3/rc thirty days after filins the aooeal for library staff behav

ior. This mailinq occured insidea secure,mailbox and processed

that next day at, or about 0830 hours hv administrative Dersonnel.

The lett.er explained about my exereise in the courLs. access to

the law librarv. and what I caught the librarians doing with my

protected mail. and that f was forced into writing appeals. (THTS

COPY IS AUGI\,IENTED AND DEF'ENDANT,q HAVtr NOT ARGUED OTHERWTSE) (THTS

EVIDNECE WAS ACCEPTED AND COULD NOT HONESTT,Y BE ARCI]trN OTHF,RWTSE)

X}x
I

I
I

I

i

I
I

I
i
2

I

I

I
!

I

rir

i
I
I

I

I



?

A

)

6

7

3

a

a4

I

-

^1

4aiU

rv

2',i

LL

a^L1

27

2E

This letter was delivered to her on Ncvember I-$. 2OL6tt+c'a

during normal business hours. deoending on processing of administrati
correspondences. The letter mail ed to defendant McGuire influenced

her motives. coresed her actions to order the removal of plaintiff

entire hand written reseach notes within cell #t2.9 of housing unit
#1,8 on November q. 2016. When T was confronted by ISU staf t C/o Pick

he stated that he did not know why he was taking the papers. that

he was told to Eake my legaI files. I uqked him why. and he responded

whetbCnT had filed any aDpeals at this institution.
INDICATING THAT I,{AS POLICY AT TH]S INSTITUTIOTN

.. 
To INMATES wHO FILE STAFF COMPI,ATNTS AND APTAT.S 

/

Defendant l"lcGuire admitted to plaintiff familv Lhat she

had the files and would return them once she was done. Plaintiff
family as well as pIainLLff contacted the CDCR ombudsman regarding

these files which contained research notes for plaintiff criminal

challenge to his case. backward cases. as well as forward cases.
H+nrc }.jar-ir€,iJ L6{rg rz&:o4el Aldi(-j ta&> tle+ l?E*Aer* "

In all. there was f orty manila envelopes t.akdl out of the ceII. No

lother mat.erials. property were removed from the ceIl. There was
I

I

lno receipt for the material s removed which is warranted when staf f
confiscates inamtes nrooertv. The cell appeared to have had a t.ornado

pass through it. The ombrrdsman stated to family that she stated

she would have the records returned when they were .done. McGuire

[amitted to building counselor aL that time she would have the papers
I

[eturned when "she was done"/. When part.ial returns of these materials
I

cccured on tL/L7/16 qt#. ISU staf f sLated they had no knowledge

,rhy the legal files were removed. and that whom ever had them would.a

[eturn the rest some time Iater.Plaintiff contacted the Iitigations
I

I

pffice. ISU officers inquiring to get the files back. AII inquiries
were ignored. or blatant li es hv McGuire. ( iexhibits 7-9) (pptO?-L4O)

CONFIDENTIAL STATEMENT. -8
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During discovery defendant McGuire refused to inform

plaintiff as to whom she ordered to take the files. ins inuating

that ISU. UUT were investisating plaint-'iff .'lNor," of these facts
4are true. When plaintiff filed appeals ahout the takins of the legal

files someone dressed in "CAMOFT,AGE" not wearing any insignias

took me into the TSII building and made verbal threats ina discussion

about civil case against state D*arti es and appeals about Donovan

staff. Had plaintiff been under investigaLions thenrTSII staff while

plaintif f was being threatened wou'ld have provj ded viable excuse

f or Lhe f iles being removed. ttTHEY DtD No SIICH THTNcil. Becasue there
Ig ttti,t ige tCL rl4{/ g-r,lFS -badevJ@Au trt€',fi-eti drtC'TlE&-

is more thari a common thread hetween the f iles being t-aken. and

the Ietter add,r4essed to def endant MeGuire.l Puu=onahle iuri sts would

be able t-o inf er t.hal- even Lhough she denied having the f iles taken.

that hefihadmjss'ions to others at the insLitutjon and plaintiff fami1

wou Id establ'i sh srate of mind. and intent.. whiskr ,.t directlv rel at

to plaintiff exercise of his Drotected rights. REASONABT.ENESS TN

TTI\4E. REMOTENESS rN TTI4E. Def endant McGuire conspired wi th anohter.

which plaintif f was irgspzhle of discovering who. ot.her than C/O

PickeLt who clearlv stated 1) he had no knowledge whv t.he f iles

were being taken 2) That he was told to take mv lesal files 3) Aske

whether plaintiff had filed any appeals asainst Donovan staff.
fi({,e*s FeAF(,rr,c, fire.g Atrftt*r.1 d RJD-D- /?^C,AA{{

There is a connection between the appeal filed against

library staf f - and the tak'ing of mv I egal f ikles at McGuires instrrlc

tion. Furthermore there i s federal cases where }4cGuire as well as

Tiscornia parLicipated ina consoiracy t.o invade inamtes oleadings

and "FIT,TER" thaL i namt.es access int.o t.he Courts because thev f elt

a certain way about inamtes cases. TTSIIBI,TI4TNAT.T.Y TRYTNC TO IITNnFR

ACCESS TO COIIRT TO HEIP I(trEP THE TRASI{ TN PRTSON" or some othermorbid interests onl v W.fl€gt fba €*aaL .

c CONFIDENTIAL STATEMENT-9
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Defendants are Iiatrle for their retaliatorv actions whi le

plainLiff exerciserl orotectedd rights under the first amendment.

There is enough evidentiarv suDDort thatMcGuire facilitatd the remova

of plaintiff legal files to set revenge. cause a chilling affect

on plaintiff because he fil ed staff comolaints and appeal. teaching

plaintif f a lesson who runs rh'i s camD

)k D. McGuire
:k c/o Pickett.

These partles are liable for the violations to protected

rights. and should be held respopnsible for $7.500.oo dollars each

f or t.heir acts . Roth Darties knew. should. have known Lheir acti ons

were agabinst sLatutes orotecting inamtes right t.o exercise access

to the Courts. free speech. and to be free from retaliatorv actions.
fr' g,e. N?,L€'1A furESee LEe.*' 61r-6S rr!'Trl€)6- GL/-'

Both defendants are emol oved bv CDCR and acted in concert. under

color of aut.horitv when thev caused iniurv upon plaintif f . Piainti f f

asked for more for each iniurv. including puniLive dmaages. It wiII

take one full dav in court to Dresent th'i s fact. as well as anv

disscovery issues. and any reasonable iurist would agree. that these

defendants are respponsible for federal violat-ions to olaintiff.
That makes t.his settlement of $15.000.oo a reasonable offer foir
callous acts which violated federal i v prot,ecLed rights.

xxxxxxr(dxxftxxxE
BAIT AND SWITCH

That as a direct result of two appeals filed bv plaintiff.

one for reducti on of access into law librarv (+50+) and the taking

of plaintiff legal files (0034) "AN TNTtrRVrtrw'' occrrred ar plaintj ff

work st.ation. Asking plaintiff to withdraw the appeal filed against

the - 1aw librarv staf f for redrct-i on of access. (lt,t,ECnnt,V 4\64)
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Defendant Martinez acted under color of law as an emplovee

department of correcLions and colluded to cohduct deceptive
I

e
I
I

of

behavior recognized as a "BAIT AND S\,JTrcH R0ilrTNE". Where Martinez

exol ained he was there for aopeal (+SA+) about the law librarv.
he ins tead carried an appeal about t,he taking of plaintif f legal
files. (OOfa) Uartinez explained he had read appeal RJD-D-L7-0034

and believed this c a law librarv appeal when he asked plaintiff
Lo withdraw the appeal. Martinez told plaintiff that the librarians
may very.well lose their iobs if the appoeal did not. get withdrawn.

MarLinez knew this appeal was relat.ed Lo exercise of protected rights
because as a senior edueator at this institution would have known.

should have known.

When mart,i-nez displayed the appeal. he did so that the

appeal was ubside down. to prevent plaintiff from reading Lhe aopeal.
I

A"A result plaintiff had onlv Martinez words to go on. and betieved
I

martinez was telling the truth. "HE \,r7AS NOTrf The appeal Martinez

held and coersed *plaintiff inLo withdrawing was for the taking

of the legal f iles. (0034) and not the loibrarv apDeaL(64\6/+) which

not discovered until several davs later ( see exhibit 16)(ppfAO-231)

MartLnez knew . or should have known his actions would cause an

inln'iurv and were deceptive in nature preventing plaintiff exercise

of the first amendment free speech and to be free from reLaliation
while plainLiff exercised the protected rights. Exhibit fourteen

indicates communicat,ions with Martinez af terwards of the "ALT.EGED: "
bonofide withdraw activitv. (ppf54-156) 0n March 27 - 20L7 Marrinez

admitLed t.hat he had no authoritv or powers Lo add0ress the taking

of the legal filesa in a CDCR22 response.
I'MR YABLONSKY \,JHEN i,jE SPoI{E T TOI,D YOI] THATwE CoIlI.D K6X
ONLY ASSTST YOI] I'TTH T.TRRARY }4ATTERSI" . . .
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In that statement alone there is enough showing that Mart

knew what he was doing and deliberately hindered Dlaintiff right
fi O* Qr*+,ae

to free speech and to be free from retaliation It would be incon-

ceivable for a person with masters degrees to not underst.anbd the

langause in the C|)CR6O2 form about taking legat files. ( SSB EXHIBI

13) (ppf 4B-149)(PP1 so-1s?). There is no doubt thar. Martinez was sent

there to coerse the woithdraw. but. other parties to t,his were not

disclosed 0during discovervrpetitioner speculates appeal coordinator

Olivarria and Self. but does not know for sure. As a direct result
of the actions on behalf of Mart.inez a sett.Iement of f er or $ 7 . 500. oo

is reasonable. Reasonable iurists would believe that he knowingly

participated inthe bait. and switch to get revense for plaintiff filin
appeals. to teach plaintitf a leqsson. and to cause a chilling affec

It will take half a dav in courl to present this fact. and anv disco

ery issues that may arrise. making $7.5O0 .oo dollars reasonatrle

since plaintiff requested more as well as punitive damages.

FALSE DISC]PLINARY REPORT

That while litigations was in force in this case. defendant

Robles at the instruction of Blahnik Tiscornia fil ed fal se disciol i
arv reports to terminate plaintiff access into the pLaza librarv.
That on November g. 2017 plaintiff had been ducated for three two

and a half hour sesssions. Plaintiff aLtended the first two sessions

for five hours. Because of plaint.iff visual disability. became

affected bv fhat much time into the law Iibrary. Plaintiff hadp

repeatedly reques4ted to only be ducated for one two and a half
hour sessions per day because of the disabilitv. Staff recognized

these Iibrary attendence requests and still ducated plaintiff for
too manv hours to aggrig*rate plaintif f di sabi li1'v.
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That on November 9. 2At7 plai ntif f atlended t.he library.

but at L230 hours could not s tav anv longer becaus'e of eve irritation

and blurriness because of reading for too long. Plaintiff filed

a CDCR 22 form addressing this issue to be excused from the third

session Lhat day. Gave t.he CDCR2 2 Lo Blahnik. who stated totlnot
lt

worrv. Lhat he'd give t.he CDCR22 to Robles when he got back. Plaint.io

lef t the law library at 1"?-3O hours and did noL return that. dav.

( see exhibit 19) (ppl-90-318) That on L1,/9/1,7 before I left the

law librarv T handed the form to Blahnik addressed to Robles. (pp:OO)

Plaintiff asked to not exceed four hours a day ducating. Blahnik

allegedly addressed thi s on 11/13/11 TTRECETVEII AND NorED" and returne

ff

i

s Lruc tji o

i

olain tli f
I

ised 
i

t bI

c

Lhis to plaint.if f .

0n 1-1,/9/17 at 1i01 hours defendant Robles aL the in

of Blahnik and Tiscornia filed a false RVR trying to Lerminate

access int.o the law library. The RVR st.ated. thaL plaintif f ref u
tt tl

access that dav for the 1j3O /530 session.One. it would be incred

for Robles to know whether T missed a session later that date.

because the t.ime never occured. "Nu*a'lrlaintif f had already been

aL the law librarv for five hours and notifi ed staff aborrt not

being able to stav for the Lhird session making it seven and a half

hours at a computer without a break. Apepals were filed timelv and

assigned RJD-D-1-7-7056. The appeal was denied stating thaL plaintiff

f ailed to arrive at the scheduled ducat.ing time. "THTS -TS FAT,SE".

r was Lhere all day. Ieft a note addressing why r r,."JIa:* Ieave.

(pp:oo) r told sLaff why i could not stay. undguu" it to senior

librarian by hand while I wasEtill in the law library. Yet I was

still disciplined for not attending a sixth and sevenlh hour that

dav!!. "IF" staff RVR was hased on leejtimate issrres then whv didne' state "THAT YABTONSKY wAS scHEDilTEn rO STAYn meaning that T

CONFIDENTIAL STATEMENT-13
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had alreadv been t-here. and the CDCR22 suggests that, I gave him

written notice whv T could noL attend the Lhird sbssion. During

discopvery T requested librarv at.tendec forms which are regularly
on f ile. This would have shown that T repeat,edlv asked f or: t,wo and

a half hours onIy. frequentlv. because of eYes irritations from

reading so long. Defend..,t*% that these records e were also
damaged during this alleged rain storm. T asked for Lhe maintenance

rescord request for this repair to show lack of deception. No report
was ever produced. The purpose of this RVR was target.ing plaintiff
because he fjled apoeals against donovan staff. librarv st.aff. even

filed civi I actions aiainst these same defendants adsking them

to restore my XXXXXXX rights/.(PETTTTON FoR wRTT oF MANDATE) (nrscuss

EARI.TER > . .

The actions of Robl es \,vere in concert with his coworkers

Blahnik and fiscornia. targeting plaintiff access int.o the law Iibrar
regardless of plainEiff active cases. forward case interest. to

get revenge. teach plaintiff a lesson. cause a chillins affeet.
As a result defendants :

:k Roble
:k Blahnik
r'r Tiscornia

Are offered.a sett'l.ement of $7.5O0.oo each. There is
enolgh documenLarv suDDort to convince a Danel of iuri st thal these

defendants colluded to file a false disciolinarv report to geLl

revebnge against plaintiff for filine apeals. civil actions asainsr

them Plaintiff retuested more during trial and believes rhis offer
is reasonable. considering olaintiff also asked for prrnitive damaqes.

It will take plaintiff two full davs to Dresent these fact. as wel I

as anv other discoverv issrres t-hat mav arrise. 
$22. 500. oo
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LABELS OVER THE U.S.P.S MAIL ADDRESS

That on April 1?. ?O1 7 plaintiff mailed service summons 
I

I

t.o def endants inthis acrion f or case #11-2017 -2658-CU-WM- CT,T 
I

according to CIICR Iesal mail Drocessing: (Sgn EXHTBTTS ?)-23)(PP?36A]

t,hat. t.he mail be handed to correct.ions staf f unsealed 381)

that thev inspect it for contraband and it no contraband
is located hands it back t.o the inamte who seals it then
the officer places his badge number. the datb and his
signature over the seal. Then takes the envelop.form the
inmat.e and processesd it Lhough CDCR protected USPS maiIinE.

froaar*s*$ fi g.,D'g'b fr'a- 9€a-*r,u- ^( 5;'i '.'t'^ac''\q'that the letter was properlv processed according to

f acitity pract.ices CCRS 31,L1-31O. (ppaac) ffre institutiion mailroom

logged this IetLer outbound on the Cnc119 lesaI mail records. (ppSSZ

This CDC119 indicates t.he mail lef t t.he ins titrution with Lracking

numbber#9914-qgs9--L4??-g)\1 -7o34-1 9(PP347) On Mav 4. 2077 this

mailing was returned to plaintiff through the porcess of in'stituLio

legal mail and recorded as incominE on CDCR CDC119 inbound 1 eqal

mail. (ppeSf) When P] aintiff sot thi s hack int.o his cell . he noticed

that the mailing was returned wjrh a label over the numerical

potrtion of t.he P. O. box number (+ZqOO) P1 ainti f f never ol aced

any such lables over the mail i ng hence the of f i cer rvho i nspected
Aurt llc.tn $ *t At r-
the mail woiul:d not have processed the mailing.on Apri117- )o17

During t.his "EIASCO" trving to figure out who olaced

Iables over t.he Iegsallv DroLected mail. plaintiff filed CDCR602

where #R.ID-D-L7 -2597 vysss assigned. Some t.tme later plaintif f had

discovered through meetings with .majlroom suoervisor Garcia and

mailroom technician that "THEY PI.ACED THE T#T,>96-, /rBff TRACI(TNG

POPRTTON OI' TI{E I\4ATI-TNG BI]T DTN NOT AT.T.ECEDLY P] ACtr THE T.ABEL OVER

TI{E ADDRESSTT When T ment'ioned that Mccuire was involved in this
cond&ct sarcidr phvsical reaction was that he recalled the incident
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and McGuires involvement wiLh staff named Fuller.

336.I) PlainLiff recovered enoushr informat,ion thaL

and Fuller as well as lt4ccuire to t-he mi shandl'ing

That pl aintif f sousht t-hrough several ef f orts to

the postmaster general and received a "PRTNT ollrrl

number #gLL|-gg}q-44??-8?\1 -7O3L-Lg rhat'Lhe label

( see pages 3j6A-

connects Garcia

of the legal mail .

commlrni cate wi th

of the tracking

was crea t"it
thev will be

rl
and^Lr soon as the shipper processes this oacksss

,, U>c i()able top proivide trackind.

''MEANlNG''

That Lhe label olaced onto this mailing on April 13. 2017

Eezrded to the sheriff deparLment in Sandieso which was logged out

CDC11q(PP j52) never I ef t the institrrtion. That this "ERRoNEolls"

processing of the leeallv protected mail which included summons

for the now named defendants was obfusacted bv the "I)EpENDANTS

NAMED TN THT S COI\4PT.A TNd/. ,, MCCI]TRE . TISCORNT A . RI.AHNTK . ROBI.ES .

POI,,IE].T.. I\4ARTTNEZ fOr IhEV ArC t.hE ONI.Y ONES WHO HAD ANY STAI{E

TN TI]TS ACTTON. AND TTT.TCTTtrN TI{E HEI.P OF I\4ATI.ROOM STAF'F NAMRN/,

tl lt
garcia. and Fuller to set the Iables onto the mailine. Fuirthermore

plaintiff truried to avoid this TTTNSANTTYT and mailed a much larger

envelope with these material s to the same destination for serfvice

updn t,he defendants on Mav 17, 2017. writine abnormal sized letters

to avoid obf uscat'i on . Pl ainti f f rrn der es timated def endants creativ-

ity whil e thev olaeed t-wo seDerat-e I ahl es to cover the address

portion of this mairine. (pp 348) lT v'49- fiit't' D€/Jve'a'q0 a'7d€q
r Awo P-eXo,a-xd"a

It woul d he remarkahl e that "oNT.Y GARCTA AND FIII.LER

DTD THTS WTTHOIIT I{AVTNG PRroR KNOI^/T.EDGE OF WI{AT WAS TNSTDF, THE

ENVET.OPE AND THE r.EGAr. STATITS OF TTS CONTENTS WHF.RE DONOVAN STAFF

!,J[,f.t ACCI]Strn oF I\4Ai.TCTOUS ATTACKS ITPON AN ADA inmate. Therefore

all def endant are resnonsi hl e f or th'i s attack on orotected mail .
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The defendants acted in concert. while under the color
of law. as emplovees of the e department of corrections. and know-

inglv . colluded to attack and prevent legal recoursee for actions

thev took uDon plaintiff violaLing plaintiff right to freb speech.

to be frreee from retaliation and doing so to get revensexr on

plaintiff who filerl appeals. teach olaintiff who was in charse.

and to cause a chil line affect on plainti ff whil e hee xercised

his proLected ri shts. There is encrJeh df,cumentarv suDport that

anv reasonable iurist wil 1 find defenbdants resDonsible directlv
and vicariouslv with this act.ivitv. That these defendants amnxttxxea

conspired to cause iniurv uDon a handicapped inmate. As a result

of the defendants actions plainLviff ask a set.tlement of $7.500.oo

Der defendant: That is $45.000.oo

:k McGuire
:k Blahnik
',kRobIes

',k Ti scornia
:k Martinez
,k Powell

It will take plaintiff three davs to produce these wit,ness
along with the documentary evidence to a panel of iurist and there

is more than enough to. show their actions of collususions. Plaintiff
asked for more . includinE punitive damaEes. and anv reasonable

iurisL will be able t-o connecr the viol af i on to f he def endants

con&ict. even thorrsh theya pl.a,, hlrde and seek orett-v wel I . Thev

all work at the same inSEEEitUE*gE" duriunq the dsame workjns hours

and have all been named in a orior civil suit to restore the riehts
they violaLed. All six of the defendants olaved some role. alltl
def endants had access t-o t-he mail room. al I def endants knew and
C CONFIDENTIAL STATEMENT'1 6
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collkuded with one another to

l awsrri t . aDDeal s . comDl ai ni ns

ion and in concert relied on

placing labels l.o DreveDf the

the case intorir defarrlt.

teach plaintiff a Iesson aborrl,

abou t- the condi t'i oni aL thi s

one another t.o perform t.his

case from being heard. trvinE

f i'l ine

ins tiLrrt--

act.

t-o force

CONCLUS ION

At this time there are six named defendants for five
i9

seperate causes of actions where there €tEe over 500 Dages suooort.

AIt.hough olaintif f regrrest,s $7.500 hunderd dol I ars Der def endant.

and per actions making this recrrest of $fZO.000.oo dollars verv

reasonable considering the gravitv of their atacks. Drol onsed

period of atatcks and the suffici ent evidentiarv sttoDort. The Dun

damages will outwei gh ;hg nstrrre of f h'i s of f g1 T worrl d f ike f,o

put this behind me. so that T mav address mv criminal case. At

this time I will believe that $50.000.oo wouild he fair. Thev

cannot overcome the trail of evidence suDDorting these al I esat-ions.

Even if a couole escaoed resDonsibilitv. certainlv several wjll
suf f er Decrrni arv I oss The cost of Lria1 f ar outweiehs the amolrnt

being asked for.
IT IS MY HUMBLE OFFER TO SETTLE FOR $50.000.oo

I DID NOTHING WRONG TO BE TREATED LTI(E THTS ! ! ! ! ! !

John Henrv vabl onskv
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