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m Rosheed NiFas Filed oo Livl Complaint againss Hhe Secre%my

oF (orfechicn Tohng. Wedzel, the Executive Defuty
Secfetary shirelY meore smeals Feor NP OSING. A Fequice el
onN his femoval Frem the DepPactment’s Restcicted Release
LisT which e had to worlk without Compeasation For
sevecral menths v dhe Restricted Housing unit ot state
LocrecHon wnstitution Somerset ste - down Pregar ann.
Priscon oFficials unlawFully retaliated againgt nifas
For Fling the Jrievances by feversing their decision
To remave him From the (RRI)and cantinuvng to house
NiFos wuithin e (RH‘J)
Dissent bY { AnnE E. Lonney CPinicn. Convey tesvect fully
dissent Feom the moajorit's decis,on reversing +he Scmersed
County Common Pleas ceurt's in Pennsyi¥ania trial coucy
Octcoher 30, 2ci4 sustam+ting the PreliminacY ObJec+ions
Fiuled by the Defactment of (orrections Sec retacy Joha E.
Wetzel, and EDs shicely moore dmeal and Depacrtment of
Locrection emploYees, dismissed Rasheed Nifas Complaiat
with Predudice, and remanding the matter +o the Frial
Couct Foe Prison OFFicials 4o File anauwec. The rssue beFsre
this Covet is whethec Nifas Sufficient!Y Pled his refaliation
cloim.




ANNE E.Convey Held NiFas fomplaint Further reFiect that Yhe
Worling requicement s Pact oF the steP down Prodram For
Release From (RHU) to make sure MiFas vs able to
successFullY reinteSrate back into the General Popuﬂa:ha—n
and AdJust Positivelly (CompPlaiat Ex. Yotz. These
deocuments reveal the workK requitemend's le3itimate
Penoledical 0a), Based on his allegaticns. Nifas weos
owace of this condition as oF JanuacY /6, 2014, Priscn
OFfFicials alleged ¥mat NifFas must do Jeneral Free labor
Pcior o release for Sevecal Months: F Nifas does not do
the Free lobor Prior to feleade that Nifas Connot be released
to 9enecal PoPulatione Although N.Fas Claims Prisoen oFficial
FalsiFied documents to Preveat him From being released Erom
@HU) becouse he fled o Ieievance -~ his comploind does nat
Contoin any allegations that Could gustain that . inference.
Rather, his Comelaint sets Forth Factual averments, as well as
his exhibits attached thereto, that denied +his +ransferc For
Nnot Porticipating in the werK program, which NiFas avecrred
wos Communicated 4o him «n Tanuacy 20l4 c.an not §up()cr*+ oL
Claim oF retaliaticns AFter reviewmg the comflaint and dhe
exhibits ottached thereto,l “ Conclude that the alleded Facds are
InsuFFicient +o meet dhe Foucth peong of o retaliation ¢laim
becouse they Fail tc demonstrote that the refaliatory action
not removing Nifas From the RRL did not Further a le9iti mate
Penclodicol intecest.
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This Conclusion 1s especially drue 1n light 0F ¢he exhibits NiFas
O\P{)ended 10 his Complaint which Provide $he reasen NiFas name
was pot removed From MBCRRLJ, i.e. his refusal o work For
Free as part oF the Prisons step down Prodrann.
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MV Perscwnal ppinicn gbout this abecve case ceonclude dhat
NiFas 8hould had worked Fer Free to 3¢+ oFF o€ long
term conFinement which is Known a$ [RRL) New £ the
(Doc) reFused to release NiFas to Pepulation affer he
WorKed For Free a8 Port oF the Priscn's Step down Pro9ram
weuld be o Tetaliation Claim, and esfecicaily aFter he TusY

Filed 9rievances. Pennsylvanioa legislative oF&cials such

03 the inspPector Jenecal, Attorney Jenecal turn an Blind eye
On holding state Correction oFfFicial's accountable Fer FalsiFied
documents, Frauddlent stotement, tempecing wuth PhYsical evidence,
OFFcial OPPression and eTc. Flowever inmoates can not Filed a

o

Civilacton challenging these above claim because the Case :
Enoxih V. Carter 2023 po. Commonwealth LEX1S 470 atio Held
sz"r For PurPOSQS oF the teoct Claims ACVL, and tuillful /Wi‘SCOmd)dC*{’"
1s_Viewed 08 s¥non¥mods with an intenticnal fort. - .. -
DelaYe V. Kolle, 667 A2d 1218, 122t (Pa. Lommonwealth. [995)
As stated obove, 9enerally, infentional Torts ¢laims are barced by
Soverei§n immunity, Tatentional forts should be ¢ hallenge oo a
Private Criminal Comlaint, and (Fits disgqpproval, The inwdde
Moy Petition to Courfof Comwon Pleas Fer Keview oF that
decision olcocdonce 4o Pennsylvanie Rule Criminal Procedure 506(4)..
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Force taber, Sloave wages, Free labes vs PéfVWv‘Sﬁiblff 11 PrisSon
across Yhe unided state due Yto the 13 pAmendmenyt of U.S,
Constitution and Acticle 1t Sectien 26 o F the coloradoe
Conshituticn. Tn 1829 chercy Hill opened the 1sSue was
re selved,and 0FFcial oy checry HI were Convinced Hhat
un relieved Solitary cenfinement during the First geveral days
OF an inmate's sentence weould wwtimidate Yhe Prisgnec an
Obinion shill eehoed today. when prisen work 15 tegarded as
o Privilede and (LonRnemeat uwnthout o Tob as Punisive.
{)eﬂnG\f'\\/&m.‘Q correcticon wnstitution adopted Cherry Hill Jail
Hheocies on laber. This s why gohtary CenEineament has
inmates on festricted release List workvng wnthout
Cempensaticn as Punitive, For these that clen't Kagw cherry Hil)
Joil 15 located (n Philadelehia pennsylvania.
Free labcr, Force labor 1n [ong $erm ConFine ment has Caused
numercus oF inmate Death BY Isolatien which s mehtal
detecicration and Physical detericratien . Freelabor, Force aboe
Cont rehabilitated inmates, it can't cuie inmates mental illness.
Row con Freelaber, Force labor teach a Rapist, murders,
Or annmate with assualtive histery 4uv be civilized, Rightecus Z
Tt can not, willnet. But Free labor, Ferce labor can only
dome st cate . de humanized, and indectrinate inmates (nfe being
Slaves.
"T Freed a thousand slaves.' I cculd have Freed a thousand mare
F they Knew they were slaves. Harriet Tubman
g B




