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APPLICATION FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME

Pursuant to Rule 13.5 of the Rules of this Court, Applicants

JEFFREY R. GOLIN, ELSIE Y. GOLIN and NANCY C. DELANEY, as

Guardian ad Litem for NANCY K. GOLIN, request an extension of time

within which to file a petition for a writ of certiorari.

The judgment of the California Court of Appeal for which review is

sought is Jeffrey R. Golin, et al., v. San Andreas Regional Center, et al., No.

A145752, filed March 26, 2019.  A petition for rehearing was denied April

22, 2019.  A copy of the judgment is attached as Exhibit 1.  A copy of the

order denying rehearing is attached as Exhibit 2.

Discretionary review by the California Supreme Court was denied

on July 17, 2019, a copy of which order is attached as Exhibit 3.  The

petition is thereafter presently due 90 days thereafter, on Tuesday, October

15, 2019.  This application is made more than 10 days before the due date.

Applicants request a 45-day extension of time in which to file their

petition, to Friday, November 29, 2019.

JURISDICTION

The jurisdiction of this court is invoked pursuant to 28 U.S.C.

§1257(a), as a petition for a writ of certiorari to review the judgment of the

highest court of a State.  Applicants claim that their constitutional rights

were violated and that they are entitled to a remedy pursuant to 42 U.S.C.

§ 1983.

REASONS JUSTIFYING AN EXTENSION OF TIME

[Nature of the Case]  Nancy Golin, a 31-year old mute, autistic,

mentally retarded woman had always lived with her parents, Jeffrey and
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Elsie Golin.  One night she wandered away.  Her parents called the police

and unsuccessfully searched all night.   The next morning Nancy came

walking up the driveway, with a smile on her face.

Police took her to the psychiatric ward at Stanford Hospital,

purportedly pursuant to a statute that permits the extrajudical 72-hour

commitment to a mental facility if the committed person is mentally

disordered (which is not the same as mentally retarded) and a danger to

self or others, for observation and treatment.  When the hospital attempted

to extend her confinement for another 14 days,  a court hearing was

required, and the hearing officer dismissed the case because the relevant

statutes apply only to the mentally disordered, not the mentally retarded.

Stanford Hospital, Adult Protective Services and the other

defendants concluded that Nancy’s parents were unfit.  Instead of

applying to the court for a conservatorship or guardianship of Nancy, they

arranged for Nancy to be transferred to a residential care facility, at an

secret location, where she was involuntarily confined without any legal

process for the next 11 months, until a temporary conservator was

appointed.

This lawsuit resulted.  The Golins asserted that Nancy’s and their

constitutional rights were violated.  At trial the defendants claimed they

were only trying to keep Nancy “safe,” and did not need any court

authorization to confine her.

[Potential Legal Issues]  Issues raised by the California Court of

Appeal decision include whether private persons are entitled to qualified

immunity the same as public officials; whether it was proper to submit the

issue of qualified immunity to the jury for determination; whether it was

proper to instruct the jury that to be a constitutional violation the
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defendants’ conduct must shock the conscience, and the jury should

decide whether their actions shocked the conscience; and whether the

plaintiffs were entitled to a directed verdict on the issue of liability.  These

issues present complex questions of constitutional law, requiring

extensive research and writing.

[Need for Extension]  Undersigned counsel, a sole practitioner, will

be the principal attorney preparing the petition.  In the last six weeks

counsel has had to file briefs in other pending appeals, including an

opening brief in U.S. v. Macias (9th Cir. No. 19-10054), a reply brief in

People v. Melara (No. A154880, Calif. Court of Appeal); a petition for

rehearing and a petition for review in People v. Keith (No. A1512830, Calif.

Court of Appeal & S259173, Calif. Supreme Court).  The petition in this

case would likely have been completed within the original 90 days, but for

an injury to counsel’s leg that limited his ambulation and took time away

from the office and the ability to work on the petition.   Counsel believes

that by the extended date he will be able to complete a petition that will be

of assistance to the court in determining whether to grant the writ.  For this

reason asks for an extension of 45 days, to November 29, 2019.

Respectfully submitted,

Walter K. Pyle
Attorney for Applicants-Petitioners



Exhibit 1

Opinion of the California Court of Appeal







































































Exhibit 2

Order of California Court of Appeal

Denying Rehearing



COURT OF APPEAL, FIRST APPELLATE DISTRICT 

350 MCALLISTER STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102  

DIVISION 1 

JEFFREY GOLIN et al.,

Plaintiffs and Appellants,

v.

SAN ANDREAS REGIONAL CENTER et al.,

Defendants and Respondents.   

A145752 

San Mateo County Super. Ct. No. CIV507159 

BY THE COURT:

The petition for rehearing is denied.

Date: ___________________                            _________________________________Acting P.J.



Exhibit 3

Order of California Supreme Court

Denying Petition for Review
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