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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT'

In reply to Plaintiffs’ motion, the State has filed a brief
that significantly misrepresente the New Jersey Statute governing
the sentencing of theose convicted of a sexual offense and found te
be compulsive and repetitive and therefore in need of treatment
(N,J.8.A. 2C:47-3 et geq), and otherwise distracte this court's
attention away from the core of the controversy with non-seguitors
and irrelevant argument. Additionally, the conduct of State Actors
towards Mr. Krivacska in the last two weeks ralses the specter of

retaliatory dinterference with Flaintiffs' access to the courts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY AND COUNTER-STATEMENT OF FACTS?

Respondents were served with the complaint and TRO motion in
this action on February 9. 2006. Subsequently, the btate requested
and received a ghort adjournment from the Feb. 14, 2006 return
date for Plaintiffs' TRO motion, and were given until Feb, 17,
2006 to submit a brief. Mr., Krivacska, in turn., requested until
March 2, 2006 te file a reply brief’., Plaintiffs seek to clarify
geveral relevant migstatements of fact in the State's brief, ag
well as revise the Statement of Facts to reflect recent

developments.

'Because of time congtraints, and the fact that the various
Plaintiffa are housed on different housing unitsg, this reply brief
ig being asigned by Plaintiffs Riley, Krivacska and Gibbas, but is
believed to accurately represent the interests of all Plaintiffs.
"The Procedural History and Counter-Statement of Facts have been
combined for the convenience of the Court as they are inextricably
intertwined.

‘Declaration of Jamea J. Krivacska., 2/27/06, at 29, hereinafter
"Krivacska Decl. 2/27/08."
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to the complaint and requested relief, not selely their status as
sex offenders.

In additien, since the £iling of the complaint and TRO
motion, the gituations of Mr. Gibbs and Mr. Krivacska have changed
as recorded in the accompanying Declarations.

Subgequent to the filing of the complaint and TRC motion, Mr.
Gikb'e court appearance of January 30, 2006 was adjourned to
Fabruary 17, 2006. Mr. Gibbs was able to waive hig appearance and
sacure proof of the waiver and provide it te DOC and thus was able
to ensure he was not transported that day. Gibbe Decl, 2/27/06 at
15-9. The motion for recusal of Judge LeBon wasz heard without Mr.
Gibbs' presence; as a reault Mr. Gibbe was unable to provide any
testimohy in support of hise motion, and the motion was denied by
the court. Id, at 110. On February 22, 2006, Mr. Gibbs' attorney
informed him that his PCR petitien would be heard in May of 2006,
at which time Mr. Gibbs will again be faced with the choice of

isking assault, dinjury or death at the hands of a State prisoner
because of his status ae an A.D.T.C., inmate and convicted sex
offender in order to protect his First Amendment right of access
to the court, ag well as his 5™ and 14" Amendment Right. or waive
those rights to ensure his safety. Id. at Y11-12.

Mr. Krivacska also had a court date scheduled for February
17, 2006. However, Mr. Krivacska, who, like Mr. Gibhs, alsc waived
his appearance, wag unable to obtain independent confirmation of
that waiver and cancellation of the writ prior to the 17th and was

forced to rely on the good faith conduct of DOC not to act on a
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county jail, Mr. Krivacska was meved te the jail, consigned to
await pickup by CTU the following week. Id. at f15-16.

Mt, Krivaceka was held in a heolding tank at the Monmouth
County Jail with other state prisoners, newly sentenced state and
county inmates, individuals arrested that day on the street and
awailting processing, and INS detainees; a total of about 20 other
individuals. Mr. Krivacska wae held in booking from 3:00 PM until
1:30 AM Saturday morning. Thus, Mr. Krivacska was kept in a
holding tank for 16 1/2 hours from 9:00 AM Friday., to 1:30 AM
Saturday. Id. at M16-18. Despite ddentifying himself as a state
prigoner from A.D.T.C., and requesting to either be placed in a
protective custody unit or "M Pod — the unit at the Monmouth
County Jail where those arrested, convicted and/eor sentenced for
sex offenses are housed and segregated from the generation
population — Mr. Krivacska was housed as the thitd man in a two
man cell (sleeping on the floor) with the general peopulation in
the reception Pod. Id. at f17-18. His cellmates were two other
newly sentenced state inmates. Ibid.

UTU delivered several more state prisconers toc the county
courthouse on Tueaday, February 21, 2006, (the 22nd having been a
state holiday), however, CTU again left Mr. Krivacska in the
county jail. Id. at %21. Through hie family, Mr. Erivacska
informed A.D.T.C. administration that he had pending court matters

that required his return te the A.D.T.C. and which he was being

deterred fram by being held in the county. Id, at f122.
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to the county jail took place between the time of that notice and
CTU leaving the jail at 1:30 PM). Id. at 9125-27.

Finally, Mr. Krivacska did not receive a copy of the State’s
brief while in county, and was effectdvely prevented from
reaponding te it or taking any other action to advance his claims
on this § 1983 claim, during his confinement in Monmouth County.
To date DOC has still nor provided Mr. Krivacska with his legal
mail containing the State's brief, and has instead had to rely

upon a copy obtained from another Plaintiff. Id, at {28.

LEGAL ARGUMENT

PLAINTIFFS HAVE ALLEGED SUFFICIENT FACTS TO SUPPORT A
PRIMA FACIA CASE FOR THE NEED FOR THE TEMPORARY
RESTRAINING QRDER

A. POSSIBLE RETALIATION ACGAINST PLAINTIFF SUFPORTS PLAINTIFFS'
REQUEST FOR COURT INTERVENTION TQ PROTECT PLAINTIFFS' RIGHTS

At the outaet, the unusual eventg =surrounding Mr. Krivacska’s
removal from A.D.T.C. during the same period during which
Plaintiffs expected to receive the State's brief in oppomition to
the TRO Motion, and ezpected to reply to that brief, raise
concerns about the use of state power to disable a state inmate
litigant. While it may be impossible fm ever prove a nexus betwaen
this eomplaint and the events of the 17th through the 2ZZnd, the
coineidences give one pause.

Mr., Ktrivacska and Mr. Riley, members of the Legal
Subcommittee of the Inmate Resident C@mmitteé, drafted the

complaint, declarationsg, TRO motion and supporting memorandum and

other legal document, in this actien. Krivacska Decl. 2/27/06 at
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12. Mr. KErivacska'g court date of Fehruary 17, 2006 isg prominently

featured in Plaintilffe' complaint, Mr. Krivacska's declaration of
January 10, 2006, 4nd the memorandum of law supporting the TRO
motion. The State gought a delay in this court'sz decision on the
motion which was originally acheduled to be decided on Febtuary
L4, 2006, Withaut!pr&judging how the court will ultimately rule,
had the court deaiﬂad the motion for the Plaintiffs on the l4th,
the Srate would haﬂ& hean forced to sepgregate Mr. Erivacegka on the
17th, no matter whéther the writ had been cancelled or not.

But the State's requeat for a delay so it could submit an
oppesing brief on February 17th, ensured that no order would be in
place to protect M, Krivacska should he be transported on that
day. Despite the wrfit being cancelled, despite hig alertdng DOC to
the cancellation of] that writ five days earlier, despite advising
DOC and CTU staff of the absence of a writ and a request they
verify the writ beflore trangporting him, Mr. Krivacska was, in
fact, removed from lstate prison without a writ and transferred to
Monmouth County,

Upon arrival ajt the courthouse, Mr. Krivacska repeatedly
alerted Sheriff's officers ax to the situation and requested they
confirm hia statug pwith Judge Neabsey so that he could be returned
tao A.DVT.C. that day. The officers refused to contact the court.
Az 1t turns out, they didn't have to. Acceording to Judge Neabsey's
Secretary, sometime| between 9:15 and 9:30 AM, she advised the

Eherift's officers jthat Mr. Krivacska wasn't needed and should he

returned to State pgplson. Deapite being so informed, M. Krivacska
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was held in the courthouse until 3:00 PM, well after CTU left on
its return trip, thus ensuring that Mr. Krivacska would be held at
least until the following Tuesday. Yet, even though CTU made a
trip to Menmouth County to deliver nine state prisoners to the
eourthouse, on Tuesday, the 21st, Mr. Krivacske was again left in
the County jail by CTU. Only, apparently, after family and friends
of Mr. Krivacska contacted adminigtration at the A.D.T.C. to
advige them that Mr. Krivacska's detention in the county was
interfering with hig access to the courts on pending, time-
sensitive legal matters, did CTU finally return Mr. Krivacska to
AD.T.C.

It ie unknown at this time whether S5tate actors knew that Mr.
Ktivacska would be kept in 22 hour a day lockdown with no access
to hig legal papers, no access to a law library and no way to
contact the court. However, it is somewhat disturbing that in
addition te the fact that Mr. Krivacska was rendered legally
impotent during a critical perdiod in the presentation of a TRO
motion, @ven upen his return to the A.D.T.C., he remains the sole
Plaintiff who has not received a copy of the State's opposition
brief.

To be clear, Plaintiffs are not suggesting any malfeasance on
the part of the Attorney Gensral's office, and there is no
pvidanae that DAG Scott, hergelf, acted in any way
inappropriately. However, DOC offiaiéls ware directly served on

February 9, 2006, and it ie fair to assume that in preparation to

defend the action, the informatioen in the complaint, including the
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identitiea of the‘Elaintiffs, wag shared with CTU staff. It may
have been cecineidanee, or it may have heen that the apportunity to
send a message.to ane of the Plaintiffas was too much to resist.

In either event, Plaintiffs would request that thisg court
make a strong atatémant ahout ite intolerance for any act of
retaliation or retrfibution against inmates who choose to exercise

their constitutional right of accese to the court, to prevent the

propagation of a chilling effect on the ability of the Plaintiffe'

to develop their case.

B. GSTATE MISEEFRESENTS THE FURPOSE, INTENT AND EFFECT OF THE 3EX
QFFENDER ACT

New Jergey's C:iminal Code provides for a dual track system
of dealing with thope convicted of sexual offenses. All defaendants
convicted of certaip enumerated gexual offenses are regquired, by
gtatute, to be evaluated at the A D.T.C. to detarmine if they are
compulgive and repetitive offenders (N,J.8.4. 20:147-1 et zeq,). If
not found to be compulsive and repetitive, they are sentenced the
same as other defenfiants and eerve their time in gtate prison., If
they are found to bé compulsive and repetitive, then a variety of
sentencing options Lra available depending on what other findings
the court makes.

This section of the code, Tiltle 2C, Chapter 47, otherwiase

known as the Sex Offender Act or S0A. has been amended frequently

ovetr the lagt decadd, and different Plaintiffs have been sentenced
under different vergiong of this Act {with the exception of Mr,

Vanaciver who was never sentenced to the AD.T.C, under N.J.E.A.

——
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2C;47, but who was nevertheless trans%erred to the A.D.T.GC. last
year) .

Messra. Riley, Krivacska and Gibbes were sgentencsd under a
veraion of N.J.3.A. 20:47-3 in effect prior teo 1998, which
regquires only a2 finding of compulesive and repetitive sex offending
behavior, and which requires, upon guch a finding, that the
defendant be sentenced to the A.D.T.C. for a program of
gpecialired treatment for their mental cendition. Messrs.
Cornwell, Braun, and Macrina were sgentenced under a versicn of the
law pasged in 1998 which requires, in addition to a finding of
compuleive and repetitive offending behavior, a finding of
amenability to and willingness to participate in sex offender
gpecific treatment. Contrary to the State's position, all six of
thegse Plaintiffs, under either versgion of the S0A, are mandated to
be segregated at ADTC as long as they cooperate in treatment (the
time parameters of N.,J.8.4. 2C:47-3(h) not applying to any of the
Plaintiffs). If sentenced to ADTC, the state iz required to
provide treatment for the Plaintiffs’ compulsive and repetirtive
behavior. Onece gentenced to the A.D.T.C., as wasz the case with
Messrs. Riley, Krivacska and Gibbs, the State has no statutory
authority to remove the dinmate from A.D.T.C. as long as they
pooperate in their treatment.

Aleo under the pre-1998 version of the law, those sentenced
to the A.D.T.C.. notwithstanding any pericd of parole

ineligibility, are entitled to be pareled when it appears to the

gpecial Classification Review Board that the inmate i1 "capable of
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"

A.D.T.C. {(with the exception for faméla offenders housed at the
Wagner Correctional Facildty). L. 1998, c¢72.

bo ceontrary to the State's pogition, the vergions of the S0A
under which Messrs. Riley, Krivacaska and Gibbg were sentenced, and
even the wversion currently governing Messras. Cornwell, Braun and
Macrina, mandate theilr segregation from a general prison
population. The State's argument that N.J.S5.A, 2C:47-3(h) supports
Its econtention that the Legislature never intended to gegregate
A.D.T.C. inmates from the general population is algo contradicted
by the Statute that created the Disgnostic Center over fifty years
ago. The enabling legislation for the Diagnostic Center required
it to be "centrally located in the state and not adjacent or
contiguous to any existing mental, penal or correctional
instditutdion.”™ N.J.8.4A. 30:4A, et _seq. Though passed a half-century
ago, this law remaing in effect and has nevetr heen repssled or
amended. In fact as recently as 1991, this Chapter was amended and
this provision survived the amendment. And the Diagnostic Center
ig dnecluded in the list of Health Care facilities listed at
N.J.S.A. 44:5-2a, last revised in 1991,

More dimportantly, though, this case turns not on the status
of Plaintiffe as sex offenders. but on their status as residents
of A.D.T.C. It ig thedr placement at the A.D.T.C. that labels them
sex offenders. They are the only claegg of State prisonerg the
State groupe by offense; thue it ig their clagsification and
placement by the State that uniquely identifies them as zexual

offenders. When the State seeks to label, segregate and stigmatize
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a gubpopulation of fnmates that are hated by other state inmates,
it hag an obligatiohp to protect the inmates it has so identified
from harm.

The State challenges Plaintiffs' prima faria casge for a
temporatry restrainipg order. In addition to the arguments advanced
in Plaintiffs' memokandum of 1/10/06, Plaintiffs respond toe the

Yrate's arguments as follows.

C. PLAINTIFFS ARE LIKELY TO SUCCEED ON THE MERITS

The State arguyes that Plaintiffs are unlikely to succeed on
the metits because [the statutory scheme embodied in N.J.3. A,
20:47-3, particulaygly paragraph (h), demonstrates the fState
Legislature did not intend to &0 gegregate A.D.T.C. inmates. Agide
from the fact that Plaintiffﬂ are seeking sepregation and
protection during trips. not in housing at state prison
facilities, as shoyn in Point T.B. abowve auch a reading of the
gtratute flies in the face of reason. The whole statute ls about
segregation, even fthe more recent enactment of paragraph (h) that
the State relies oh. Even under that paragraph, Messrs. Cornwell,
Braun and Macrina,| are mandated to be segrepated from state
prisonera for the purpose of treatment at the A.D.T.C. am lonhy as
they cooperate in fthelr Treatment. Ag for Megsre. Riley,
viivacska, and Gibbs sentenced under carlier versions of the 8504,
that segregation‘is mandated as well.

Secondly, it iz the act of gsegregation at the A.D.T.C. that
creates the n@ed‘for segregation during court trips. Mr,

Vangeiver's situafion proves the peint. While he served his
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sentence in a state prisen, he‘had no problems on court or medical
trips, because nothing about him, where he housed, or what
institution he was locked down in, revealed the nature of his
offense. No inmate knew he wag convicted of a zex offense whom he
did not himself tell. Kut as soon as he was transferred to the
A.D.T.C., and even though he ia not sentenced as & compulsive and
tepetitive sexual offender, he is neverthelegs stigmatized not
only as a sex offender, but, albeit Ffalesely, as a particularly
dangerous and mentally disordered offender. As a result, it wag
not the nature of his convicrdon, but the fact that DOC segregated
him in a treatment center for mentally disgordered sex offenders
that placed him at risk of abuse at the hands of state prisoners
who despise the inmates housed at the A.D.T.C.

For this reason, the Plaintiffs' distinetion 18 not imaginary
ag claimed by the State, State Brief at 13, but quite real. And it
is unmistakable in the Complaint and the TRC motion, memorandum
and accompanying declarations, that it ig not the Plaintiffs'
status as sex offenders that iz creating the risk, but thelir State
initiated segregated status ag A.D.T.C. sex offenders that poses
the risgk.

The State next introduces in its brief a non-gequitor
argumant about liberty interest, or the lack of such an interest
in where an inmate is housged. The court should not be distracted
by this irrelevant argument. Again, Flaintiffa are arguing about
safety during trips, not where they are houszed. In fact,

Plaintiffs do have a liberty interest in beling provided therapy
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and treatment in a $afe and secure senvironment, as found by the
Third Circudt in LEIm@t, supra. And Mr. Cornwell has already
suffered a loss to that liberty interest ag he was unable To
participate in th@rhpy and thus advance toward attaining parole
during the period off his hospitalization after being seriously
injured by a State prisoner on 4 trip. Moreowver. Mr. Braun
suffared peychological trauma (he was diagnosed by an A.D.T.C.
paychiatrist as suflfering from Post-traumatic BLregs Digorder ar
PTED after the assgqult) as 4 result of his treatment at the hands
of state prisonergiduring a trip. He has had to devote therapy
time to the treatmgnt of thiz State induced trauma which hag set
him back in his sef offender rherapy and impeded progress toward
his gex offender treatment goals, thus implicating hia liberty
interest in advancfng toward parole through treatment.

Moreover, by pirtue of the fact that N.J.§5.A, 20:47-3 does
mandate segregatiop from gtate prisoners - 4 conclusion gupported
by N.J.5.4. 30: 44 las noted above — it iz clear that the
Legislature intended A.D.T.C.-sentenced offenders to be segregated
from State prisongre, 4 conclugion opposite of that advanced by
the State.

Sn. ap fact, |Flaintiffa have clearly establiched a reagonable

probability of sugcess on the merits of thig claim.

. PLAINTIFFS WILL SUFFER IRREPARARLE HARM IF REGUESTE]} RELIEE I3
NOT GIVEN

The State alleges that the DOC "continues to malke tranaport
2]

available to Plaiptiffs..." and blames Plaintiffs' voluntary
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choice not to exercise their access to legal and medical trips for
any harm that may ensue. Thie argument is disingenuous at best.
First, voluntary choice implies a choice free from fear, threat or
coercion. Plaintiffs' allege the presence of fear, threat and
coercion regulting from the actions of the State in identifying
them as A.D.T.C. residents during such tripg, nullifies any claim
of voluntary choilce. By the State's argument, forcing an dnmate to
play Rusggian Roulette with a single bullet in a six chamber gun in
order te gain access to a court or medical trip, congtitutes a
free choice becauge the inmate can always choose between putting
the gun to hisz head, pulling the trigger and trying hie luck
versud refusing the trip. That iz what it means for an A.D.T.C.
inmate to get on a CTU van for a court or medical trip. Mr.
Cornwell cocked the gun one too many times and paid the price for
it. A.D.T.C. sentenced inmates should not be forced to make such a
macabre cholce.

Second, the State hag not contested a wmingle fact advanced by
the Plaintiffs. It has submitted no affidavits or declarations
from any DOC official echallenging the veracity of the allegations
set forth in the complaint, Coneeguently, this Court, in
evaluating whether to grant this TR, should consider as true all
of the facrey asserted by the Plaintiffs, which facte, on their
face, establish the long estanding nature of the risk to A.D.T.C.
inmates. The fact that no one can predict when the next asgault
will take place is inconsequential. The reality is that another

agsault will take place; it's just a matter of time.
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E. BALANCE OF HARDSHIPS WARRANTS GRANT OF RELIEF TO PLAINTIFFS

The State again attempts to discount the hardships suffered
by the Plaintiffs by framing any injury or less resulting from the
Plaintitfs' refuzal of a court or medical trip as cone suffered as
a result of a veluntary choice. Plaintiffs disposed of that
argument in Point I.D, above, and won't repeat the argument or the
Rusgian Reulette analogy here, dncoerporating that argument here,
by reference. Suffice it to sgay that Plaintiffe like Mr. Macrina
and Mr. Vanseiver, both elderly and sickly, should not have to
make the Hobson's choice betweern risking death from thedir
illneseges if they don't go on a trip, and risking death from
another inmate as a result of an assault 1f they go on the trip.
And fot mandatory court trips, there iz no choice, only risk;
which the State has failed to take any actione to mitigate.

Moreover, it cannot be a hardship for the State to perform

ite constitutienal duty. Even the State cites Farmer v. Brennan,
511 U.8, 825, 832, 114 £.Ct. 1970, 128 L.Ed.2d 811 (1994) for the
propogition that the state haes an obligation to "take reasonable
measures to guarantee the safety of inmates." Plaintiffs' are
asking for nothing more, and providing inmates with the zafety to
which they ate constituticnally entitled congtitutes not a
hardship, but an obligation,

The State agaln offers no affidavit or declaration either
aegerting that granting the relief seought by Plaintiffs would
create 4 hardehip. or how, in particular, each form of relief

requested would impose a hardship on the atate. They have advanced
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no rationale for hoy ensuring the presence of a corrections
officetr whenever segresgation is not possible creates a hardship.
Nor have they explajined what hardehip would ensue from directing
poC etaff to refraip from identifying A.D.T.C, dinmates as such, or
the hardship invelved in providing A.D.T.C. inmates with clething

that doesn't identify them as A.1.T.C. lnmates.

The State dows offer a conclusory argument that segregating
A.D.T.C, inmates on%trips would creste s hardship, and
particularly pointaétm the absurd and incomprehensible claim that
segregating A.D.T.G. inmateg during trips would Yundue N.J. 5. A,
2 47-3(h) ... [and] granting Plaintiffs’ relief would render
N.J.5.A. 2C:47-3(h) useless and place the Department of
Correctiong back in the posgition in which is [gie] ptior ta the
anactment of N,J.S8JA. 2C:47-3(h)" State brief at p. 20-21. Such a

bold, soncluasory statement begs explanation by the State as it isg

ingconceivable how ?&gragating a few A.D.T.C. inmates during court
and medical trips %ould poseibly undermine the Sex Offender Act,
especially eince the act specifically calls for the segregation of
the Plaintiffs frof the general prison population, and thelr
placement in a separate fFaedility: A.D.T.C.

The State apaln offers no affidavits or declarations
attegting to any hprdship placing A.D.T.C., inmates into separate
holding areas woulfl impose, nob any sworid gtatements refuting
Plaintiffs' contenfrion that adeguate holding areas exist in each
correctional facillity to permit such segrepgation. Finally, the

manner in which Mr|. Krivacska wag gepregatad during his dental
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trip as described din his 1/10/06 declaration, demonstrates that
auch segregation ie certainly feasible and can be readily

accomplished without significant hardship.

G. RELIEF S0OUGHT IS IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST

Aa argued in Plaintiffe' memorandum of law, there is a strong
public dinterest in keeping prisoners safe from assault, even sex
cffenders. But the public interest goes farther.

The State contends that CTU would be required to provide
additional transperts to and from A.D.T.C. to grant this relief.
This does nect seem logical. The same number of transporte to and
from A.D.T.C. would occur with or without the relief granted. The
difference is that if the relief is granted the vehicle “traveling
to and from A.D.T.C. may not be making additional stops to pick up
inmates from other state prieons. But even that is not certain. As
Mr. Krivacska reported in his Declaration of 1/10/06. when he was
trangported to New Jersey State Priason for dental wotrk, he was
separated on the vehicle from prisonetrs from other institutions by
an empty row of sgeats and strict enforcement of the DOC policy
that inmateg remain in their geats during transport. While this
does not necessary eliminate wverbal harassment, the verbal
harasement suffered by Mr. Krivacska in August 2002 and Mr. Braun
in December 2005, was made particularly onerous and traumatizing
because Mr. Krivacska and Mr. Braun were forced to sit next to the
state priseners making the threats, creating the very real risk
that the werbal threats would be carried out. This is a

considerably more pusychologically traumatiec threat than an empty
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CONCLUSION

It is difficult to fault the |patience exhibited by A.D.T.C.

inmates on the dissue of safety during court and medical trips.
Identified as a problem as long as 17 yeare ago, Complaint,
1/10/06, 927, A.D.T.C. residents have repeatedly mought to work
with DOU officiale to resolve this problem. Even after Mr.
Cornwell's assault, members of the Inmate Resident Committee's
lagal subcommittee wrote to various DOC officials geeking to find
a resolution addreseing both DOC and inmates' concernsa. Id. at
131-33, M49-61. Those concerns were dgnored and in December Mr.
Braun wags subjected to two hours of mental torture at the hands of
state prisconers and at the instigation of CTU officers. The State
has had 17 years to find & solution that protects A.D.T.C. inmates
from the enmity of state prisoners. And clearly the problem was
created by the State when it decided to segtregate inmates found to
be in need of treatment for thedir mental condition at the A.D.T.C.
It might as well have put a target |on Ttheir backsg. The relief
sought by the Plaintiffeg seeks only te remove that target, or at

the very least, shield Plaintiffs from the verbal and phyaical

assaulrs that target attracts.

Date: February 27, 2006

Krivacska

G/f:%:f,

Date: February 27, 2006 EE;
qurg Riley
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Date: February 27, 2006

Richard Gibbs
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