
IN  THE COMMONWEALTH COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

Frederlck T. Ray 111, 
Petitloner 

v. 

Pa. Dept of Corrections, 
Respondent : No. 392 M.D, 2007 

ORDER 

Now, October 3, 2007, upon consideration of respondent's 

prellmlnary objections In the nature of a demurrer and petitioner's response 

thereto, the objections are sustained, and the petltlon for revlew Is dlsmlssed. 

Petitloner Is housed in admlnlstrative custody at SCI Greene. 

He alleges that his equal protectlon rights are violated because he has no 

access to a typewriter, while capital case inmates are permltted to use 

typewriters. He alleges that the denial of access to a typewriter is contrary to 

promulgated policies, dlscrimlnatory, and burdens his access to the courts. 

Pursuant to DC-ADM 802, inmates are placed In admlnlstrative 

custody when they are In danger from others or pose a danger to themselves 

or others, pose an escape rlsk, and other simllar reasons. Typewriters and 

many other forms of personal property are not permitted in admlnistrative 

custody. DC-ADM 802. Inmates In admlnlstrative custody are not similarly 



sltuated to inmates in the capital case unit (CCU), which houses inmates who 

have been sentenced to death. Respondent's pollcy llmiting cell contents in 

AC housing are reasonably related to legitimate penologic Interests. Buehl v, 

Horn 761 A.2d 1247 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2000); Hackett v. Horn, 751 A.2d 272 (Pa. I 

Cmwlth. 2000). Moreover, petltloner falls to state a claim for denial of access 

to court because he fails to identify any actual Injury caused by the denial of 

access to a typewriter. W. The court notes that in 2007 alone, petltloner 

has filed no fewer than four cases In this court's orlglnal jurlsdictlon, three of 

which are active. 


