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QUESTIONS PRSENTED FOR REVIEW

The lower courts having prejudicated this plaintiff, with judicial misconduct, error beyond harmless, amounting to

structural, and manifest in the following issues:

1)

2)

4)

5)

7)

8)
9)

When making rulings thought the plaintiffs litigation, courts failing to comply with controlling, precedential case
laws/legal standards, cited in plaintiffs writ herein.

Courts when granting defendants summary judgment, having construed facts in their favor, against controlling legal
standards, precedential case law, cited herein, requiring, and obligating courts to construe and favor the “non moving
party” which is this plaintiff. Courts failed to apply the conflicting documentations plaintiff provided to show how
defendant’s professional judgments were falsified by having solely relied on defendants “conclusionary” labels and
failing to credit plaintiffs proof he provided that defendants labels give a false and misrepresented assessment of
plaintiffs treatment. In courts summary judgment order falsifies the record intentionally by putting false words in
plaintiff's mouth claiming defendants can’t provide treatment because facility rules prohibit residents from having sex
with each other.

Courts failed to apply and credit, that of plaintiffs evidence he submitted (defendants treatment progress notes) largely
has required “behavioral management” and defendants claims as documented that is why plaintiff cant progress
courts failed to apply that “behavioral management” as majority methods of treatment issuing are in fact identified as
not sufficient to produce long term changes in clients which amounts to inadequate treatment. Defendants treatment
issuing and program in general entertains, threatens and intimidates clients to “give up his constitutional rights”. i.e.
requiring self incrimination.

Courts, while granting defendants summary judgment, allows defendants to avoid liability and continue such violations
because of being absent of court orders requiring systemic changes, which is require by controlling/precedential case
law/legal standards plaintiff cited herein this writ.

Courts, while granting defendants summary judgment “cherry picked” defendants documentations, and plaintiffs
evidence filed with the courts and during discovery to intentionally and deliberately leave out anything that showed
legal liability against defendants to essentially block plaintiff from prevailing.

Courts failed to comply with controlling/precedential case law/legal standards that obligate courts to “put defendants
professional judgments and documentations” through “litmus test” of compliance to standards sex offender treatment
regulations as cited in cases plaintiff cited herein this writ.

Courts throughout this litigation failed to locate a willing attorney/counsel/expert witness for the plaintiff. Since this
case requires plaintiffs challenging of defendants professional judgments, precedential/controlling legal
standards/case law, plaintiff cited herein this writ.

Courts failed to comply with legal standards that permit plaintiff to prevail on criminal violations made by defendant.
Courts in summary judgment fails to comply with controlling/precedential cases law/legal standards that obligate
courts to rule based on law, and not based on their personal judgment, and preference of the litigant, which is by
cases plaintiff cited herein this write. The courts did this by seemingly failing to allow plaintiff to prevail, in spite of
multitude of fruitful evidence by preponderance of evidence, courts rather seemed to deliberately and intentionally
block plaintiff form prevailing because of his confinement at the facility, relying solely on defendants professional
judgment.

10) Courts, while granting defendant's summary judgment, then permits them to continue such inadequate and

constitutional offensive treatment methods by only allowing some treatment and not meeting the 14" amendments
standards of “adequate” treatment sufficient for one to be released.
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I8 THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UMITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTICRARI

Patiticasr/Olaintiff respactfully prays thet a ¥Writ of Certiorari is issusd to review the
Juigments Below:

e g o VL S 2 R

TOR CASES FROM FEDERAL COURIS:

The Cosnion of the United States Court of 2ppssls appeara ai Appendix "B® to the pstition, and

is o the best of the Plaintiffs knowladge “Unoublished™,

The Opaaic oF the Unite? States Distvict Court appears at Appandix "3" €5 the Petifion, aad is

to the bast of the Piain{iffs knovleige “Unpublishedt,

JURISDICTION

For Casas fodm Fedaral Courts:
The Date on which the Unticd States Court of Appesls Decided cy case was on Dscsmbsr 7th 2020,
To Tha bsst of ths Plainkiff/Petitionsrs kaowledge thers w5 no re-naving granted. Kowaver

Plaintiff id file 2 "Responss" 10 the Zpneliate Courts opder, vhich they alters? his filings, calliyg &

%)

a “Motion Por Reconsideraticn”, vhich sush Popellate Courks Decision, gppesrs at appendix »Ct, Inds Wes
dacides oa Dacsrber 18th 2020 by the Ropeliate court.

Subssquentslly The Plaintiff filed a *ioiion For Clarification”, inguiring abouy that altersd
titls of Plaintiffs Motion, and imquired into why the Appsliate Court Refused ©o vastond or indicate as ©o
vhy they and the District Cowrt Falsfied their Rulings, Spefficslly inguiring vy the Appsllats court
Claimed Plaintiff didat rrasant s Merditiorous claim, i.e. dismissing his IFP status, fo show the Courts
arroged vhen granking Defendants summery jufoment, wien Plaintiff provided evidmacs, proof, by
Creponderance of avidnacs, of contralling/precidental case lsw/lsgal standards that conflicts with Courts
ordess, Rulings, Decisions having zelisd on Defendants Professional Judgswments, as w2ll as fasliying the
record by misquoting plaintiffs filings, i.e. his sumery judngent resposnes to Defandants, construing,
and favoring them, as the moving party in summary juSgsment, which is against even their citsd standaxds,
in sommary Jjudgment, 0 zather favor the non-moving party, which is the Plaintiff. Appsilate Court simoly
Denied this Mticn for Carification, without a response/reasoning, on Juwie 7th 2021. Such dzcision
appears in aopandix YD,

The Jurisdiction of this CGourt is invoked under 25 U.8.C. §§ 1254, and 1257.

)



LIST OF PARTIES

211 parbies 8o MNOP appzar in the caption of this caga i the Gver Lage. 28ditianay rartiss {0
this cage, invovles the ENTIRE Pushvitie Faciiity Clinics1 Team, otherwise known ag "Libsrty Bealthoszen,
Fhis is dus 2o the Fact that such Parsons (yeatment: issuings, ang treatment program methods continus @,
A have bafore this Plaintiffs intial litigation date, (authorizaz uwrler the ‘continous viclations
doctrings! in the casa3/legel standards Plriatiff cited harein this wriz) violats, and fail &o comply with
the standards of s offender trastmane mEthols. zlso beurase dueing this Litigation, soms other Darties,
have bsan invovied in the inital dsprivations of the constutional, l=gal, statutory rights, in vioaltion
agizsnt the Plaintiff, that wasne initaity pawr of the litigation, thus Plaintief Gicng initally kncw/eas
Sware of such mrties, becusse such parties, had yet to ba Invoviad, guch additionsl parties are required
o e enjoined, undsr tha enjoyining, an3 continous violatimas doctrines, due to continons, ongoing
deprivations in Sams/minmaiy mture, by additiona: parties, after the Litigaticas indsal filing, as wajl

a8 bsfore its imigs) fHiing aate,

(2)



CONSTUTICONAT, AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
1.) United States Comstution, Amendiment 1, prohibition from harassment and retaliation for/from
filing grievances. 'Section 1, Freedom of religion, spesch, press, assembly’ “Congress shall meke no law

respecting an establishment of veligion, or prohibiting the free excersise thereof; or abridging the
freedom of spesch, or of the press, or the right of the people pescably to assemble and to petition the

Government for a redress of Grievancss”,

2.) United States Constution, Amendment 5, section 1, restrictions on prosecutions®, ™o person
shall be held to awnser for a capatol, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on 2 presentment or indicment
of a Ggand Jury, except in cases arising in the land or navel forcss, or in the militia wien in actuml
service in time of war or piblic danger, nor shall any peyson be subject for the same offense to be twice
Rt in jespordary of iife, lixb, nor shall be compalied in any criminal case to b2 a witnsss agianst
himself, not be deprived of life, liberty, or property without <us progess of law, nor shall private
xeperty bz taken for public uss, withoub just compensation”.

3.) United Statss Constution, Amsndment 14, ssction 1, 'due process and equsl protections!, "ali
persons boven or naturalized in the United States, and subjsct to the jurisdickion thareof, are citizens
of the United states and of tha State wherasin thay reside. No State shall mzke or enforce any law which
sh=ll abridge the priviages or immmities of citizens of the United States, nor shall any State deprive
any pareon of live, libtery or property without dus orocess of law, nor deny to any parson within its
Jurisdiction the squal protection of the laws". Section 5 ’‘snforcment' “congress shall have power to

enforece, by apororpaite legislation the mrovisions of this srticlew,

4,) Constution from the State of Illinois, Section 12, xight to remedy and justice, "every
Person shall find a certain remedy in the lows for all injuzdios and wrongs which he recieves to his
Person, privacy, mropsrty, or reputation, he shall obtain justice by law, freely, compleatly and
rromptly®.

5.) Constution from the State of Illinnis, Section 23, fundamantal principals, "& frequent
recurrance to the fundamental principals of civil Government nscessary to preserve the blessings of
liberty, thess blessings cannot endure unless the people recegrize their corrsponding indivudal
chligations and vespensibilitiesn,

6.) Constution from the Stats of Illinois, section 24, rights retained, "The enumeration of this

Constution of certian lLimits shell not b2 construed to deny or disparags others ratained by ths indiscual

citizens of the statev,

3)



7.) Title 42, U.S.C.A., Section 1983, "Evexy person who, under color of any statute, orcinance,
reguatlion, custom, or usage of anv State or Territory or the District of Colunbia, subjects, or causes to
fe subjected, any citizen of the United States, or other person within the jurizdiction thersof to the
Seprivation of any rights, priviages, or immmmites, serurag by the Constution, ang laws, shall bs iiesble
@ the party injured in an action at law, suit in squity, or other propsr procesding for redress, except
that in any action brought against 2 judical officar for ar act or omission taken in such officerts
Judical Capacity, injmncitive relsaf shall not bs granted uniess a declaratory decrea was violated or
declaratory releif was unavaible. For the Rrpovses of this action, any act of ongrass gppipicsbie
sxclusivally to the District of Columbia shall be considsred to b2 a statute of the District of Columbiav,

8.) Title 28, U.5.C., secticn 1257, state corts; certiorari’, (a) "pinai Judgemts or decrees
rendered by the highest court of a State in vhich a Gecision couic b2 had, may be reviswed by tha Supreme
Gourt by writ of Certiorari where the validity of a treaty or Statute of the United Statss is drawn in
Qestion or where the validity of a statute of any State is drawn in question on the ground of its being
Tpugant to the Constution, treaties, or laws of tha Uniteq States, or where any title, right, priviage,
o immmity is specially set up ar claimed wmosr the Constution or the tresties or Statutes of, or any
commission held or authority excersised under the United Statese,

9.) Title 28, U.S.C., Section 1331, federal Question, "the district Courts shall have orignal
Jurisdiction of all eivil actions arising under the Oonstutiz, laws, or treatias of the United Statesv,

10.) Title 28, U.5.C., Section 1343, civil rights and elective franchise', "(a) The District
@urts shall have orignal jurisdiction of any civil action authorizes by 1zw to bs commencea by any
varson: (1) To recover camages for injury to his parson, or proparty, or because of the deprivation of any
right or Priviage of a citizen of the United States, by any act done in furtherance of any conspiracy
mationed in section 1985 of title 42; (2) To recover damages from any person who fails to prevent or aid
in preventing wrongs metioned in ssction 1985 of title 42, which he hag knowledge were about to accur amd
Power to provent; (3) to redress the daprivation wnder color of any state law, statute, ordinance,

States orbyanyactofmngressprmﬁdjngforeqmﬁ.ghtsofdﬁzensorofmpsrmmmme
Jurisdiction of the tntiea States; (4) To recover damages or to securs sqitable or other ralief w¥ler any

&ct of congress Froviding for the protection of civil rights, including the right to vote",

11.) Title 28, U.5.C., Section 1357, injuries wder Federal Laws, "The district cowrt shall have
cignal Jurisdiction of any civil action commences by any person to recover damages for any injury to his
Person, or property, on account of &y act don2 by him, under any act of congress, for the otection or
©llsction of any of the revenues or to enforce the right of citizens of the United States to vote in any

Stater. ( l-v



12.) Title 28, U.S,C., Section 1357, Supplemental Jurisdéiction, "(a) Excspt as provided in
dbszction (b) and (c) or as excressivally provided otherwise by Federal Statute, in any civil action of
wiich the district couxts have orional jurisdiction, the district cowrts shall have supplemsntal
Jurisdiction over all other clzims that are so related to claims in the action within such orignal
Jurisdiction that they form part of the same case or coniroversy wiler article ITY of the Unitsd States
Constution. such supplemental jurisdiction shall include claims that invovle the joiner or intrvention of

PR

additional parties",

13.) Titls 18 U.S.C.A., Crimes and criminal procedure, part 1 crlmess, chapter 13, section 241
conspiracy agissnt rights', "If {wo or morve persons conspire to injure, oppress, Yhweaten, or intimidate
any pereon in any state, territory, commonmwelth, poszssion, or district, in the free excersise or
ajoyment of any right or oriviage securad to him by the Constution or laws of the United States, or
bzeanse of his having so sxcsrsised the same or if two or mor2 persons go in disquise on the mighway, or
< the premsis of another, with the ingent 1o hindsr his fres excarsise or enjoymsnt ©f any right oo

iviage g0 seoured, they snall bz finsd wder this title or imprisoned not morz than ten years or both,
ayl if Seath results from the acts committed in violation of this section, or if such acts inciude
Widnaoping, or an sttempt to kidnap, agravated ssexmal abuss, or an attempt to comuit aggravatsd sexual
#buse, or an attempt to kill they shall be fined under this title or imprisionsd for any terws of yesrs,

& for life, or both, or zay be sentanced o deatht,

1£.) 720 I.L.C.S. 5/33-3 toffical miscondout' “(2) & public officer (vhich is applicabls to any
persons in this Rushville Facility, ueder 720 I.L.C.S. 5/12-3.05 (d4) (4) (i) (4} "a paacs officsrt,
ccmmnity policing voluntzer, firemen, private sscurity officer, corractional instution smoloves, Or DHS

employen susprvising or controiling Ssxually dangerous psrsons, or ssxually violent persons") oc smployss

o sy fat g e agant Sobkeer i =! , when, in hiz offical capacity, 28 a spocial goverament

agent ha or she commits sny of the following acts (1) intentionally or recklessly fails to preform any
mencatory duty as regquired by law to preform, or (2) kmowingly mraforms an act vhich he knows is forbidden
by law to preform, or (3) with intent to cbtain a parsonal avantage for himsslf or another, he preforms an
&ct in excses of his lawful autheority or (4) solicits or knowingly accepts for the mraformencs of any act,
a fee or reward vhich he knows is not authorized by law (b) an employe= of a law enforcerent agency
committs miscondeut vhen he or she kmowingly commmicates, directly or imiifecciy Information acquired in
the course of employment with intent to obstruct, impeade, or prevent the iavestigation, aoprshension, or
rrosecurition of any criminal offense or person, nothing in this subsection {b) shall be construed to
impose lieability for commmicating to a confidential resource who is participating or aiding law
enforcemnt in a ongoing investigation (c¢) a public officer or amployee or special governemt agent
comvictad of violating any provision of this section forfits his or her office or employment or position

& a specizl governemmt agent, in adlition committs a class 3 falonyv.

(5)



15.) 720 1.1.C.S. 5/12-21, criminal sbuse or neglect of an elderly pearson, or person with a
disability, section: criminal abuse or neglect of an elderly parson or porson with a dissbility, Saction:
12-21 "a verson comitts the offense of criminal abuse or neglect of an elderly psrson or person with a
disability, when he or she is a caregiver and he or she knowingly: (1) preforms acts that cause the
slderly parson ar person with a disability's life to be endangered, health to be injuraed, or preexisting
thysical or mental condition to deteroriate, or (2) fatls to preform acts that he or she knows, or
reaszonably should kmow, are necessary to maintain or preserve the life or heslth of the elderly person or
person with a disability, and such failure causes the enderly person or parson with a disability's 1ife +o
ke endangered, health to b2 injured, or pre-existing physical or mental condition to Geteroriate, or (4)
Fhysically abuses, harasses, intimidates, or interfeaves with the personal Iibarty of the eldsrly parson
o person with a disability or exposss the elderly parson or person with a Qizability to willful
deprivation”,

1€.) “Speical Bty doctrine ~ “the rule that 3 Govarnmental gtity (such as a Stzte or
funicipality) can be held liesble for an indivudal Plaintiffs injury, when the entity owed a Suyty to ths
Plaintiff, but not to the general public, this is an excsption 1o the public duty doctrine, the special
duty doctrine applies only vhen the plaintiff has raasonably relied on the Governmental entity's
assumption of the daty". '

17.) "Special Relationship Doctrine - "the therory that if a State hac assumed contwol over an
indivaial sufficent o triggor an affirmative duty to rwotect that indivudal (as in involuntary
hosipilitization or custody) then the state may be lieabls for the harm inflicted on the indivadal by a
third rarty, this is an exception to the general orinciple prohibiting memvers of the pablic from suing
state employees for failing to protect them from third pertisgy,

18.) "Covememnt Iaws Doctrine - vthe doctrine that the Governzent sust operate according o
established consistant legal principsls and not according to the interists of thoss who happen to bs in
Power &t any given time, esp, the doctrine that judical decisions must be bassd on the law, regardiess of
the charactor of the litigamts or the personal predilections of the judgev,

19.) “Stare Decisis - "The doctrine of precident under which & court must follow eariise Judical
Cecisions when the same point arises again in litigation, the rule adherance %o judical orecidents £inds
its expression in the doctrine of stare decisis, this docirine is simpoly that when a point or mrinciple
of law has once besn offically decided or ssttled by the ruiing of a competant court in & case in vhich it
is directly and neczsesvy invovled, it vill no longer be considered as open to examinaticn or & new ruting
by the same tribunal or by thess which bound to follow its adjudications, wnless it be for urgent

reasonings, and in exceptional cases!.

(€)



20.) Body of Frincipsls for the Protection of ALl Persons Uncer Ay Form of Detention or
imprisionment, Principle 7.2 nerates should prohibit, by law, any act comtracy to the rights and duties
contained in these rrincipsls, =make any act supject to apprroapite sanctione, and condowt, imparital
investigations, upon complaints. The Term cruel and inhumane ox degrading treatment or punishment sould be
interpreted so as to extend the widest possible protsction agiznst zbuses or jmorisioned parsons in
conditions vinich deprive him, temproally of permantaliy of t;ae use of his naturasl senses, such a3 sight,

hearing, of his awarness of dlace and the passing of time".

21.) Tossl Rule of Fejeral Rules Of civil Peocedure, 7.1 (@) (pE. 6) (Fxception) "local vule 7.1
(6) [requiring plaintiff to respond to eoch materisl fact, in swmaxy Judngent, otherwise will be deemed
an omission of the fact] doss not apply o pro-s2 1itigants, social sacurity appeals, or any othsr case
upon the showing of good cawsa'.

22.) Develt V. Carter 224 £ 3d 607 €12 (7¢h cir 2000) (headnote #15) "Bn xct faken in
reraiaition Sor excaersise of a constutionally protected right, violates the Constution“.

23.) Griffin V. Gounty School 23 Of Prince Fdward County 377 U.8. 218 84 s ct 1226 (headnote

#12) nconstutional principsls cannot vesald simply because of disagreement vith them".

24,) Foltzman V. Scnlissinger 414 U.S. 1304 94 s ct 1 (1973) (Headnots #11) "Uni%ed States

Comstution ensures that the law will imimetly pravail, but it &lso raquires that the law be applied in

accordance with 1lawful procednrss®,

25.) Koontz V. St. Jomns River water Managment District 57C U.5. 395 133 ct 2568 (2013)

Al LD DrEe v ST

(headnote #2) “Tne Unconstuticnal Oondivions Doctrine vindicates the Constutions smmerated rights, by
rreventing tha Government from coercing people inks giving them upt: (Hesdnste 1#3) wyagapdless of whather
the Covernwent ultimatlly sucezds in pressuring someone inio forfitring a Constuiional right, the
tnoonstutional Conditdeons Doctrine forbids bupSoning the Constution snumsrated righis by cooersively
witholding such tenififs®; (headnote #1) "the Covernment may Aot penifit to & parson because hs ecersisss

a Constutionsl Righth.

26.) Martin V. Hunters Lessee 14 U.S, 304 1816 VI, 1721 1 =d 97 (headsots #10) “The Govegnant Of

<he Uhitel siates can claim no powers virich are not grantes to it by the Constusion”,

1.y covmne Vs L. Coverner 193 TiL 23 457 TI1 Pec 131 83 5, 21170 (1999) (s ciued o

macks Law Dictionary) "ihe Govarmemt Laws Poctrine - the docirine that the Coversment MasST. opsrate

according to estaoiished consistant legal principals ana not according to the interists of thoss Wi
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happen to0 be in power st any given vime, ssp, the doctrine that Judical decisions must be based on the
law, regardless of tha charactor of tha litigants, or the pssonal presiletions of the Jucgsv,

Hdcuation 149 £ 33 971 982 %h cir 1998)) °Held that the rrocsdual cemponent of the due process ciause

28.) Hufford V. MePnansy 2000 WL 536847 *n7 (Sth Sir 2001) (Cuoting Brewster V. Board of

zequires the government o act in a mamner which is falr and just, if it doss anything that directly
affects a parson or his/her property, a procsral due provess claim has two distinct elsments (1) a
desprivation of a constutionally protectsd liberty interist, and (2) a Gmial of adewuars rocedural
Eotections®,

22,) Kikumra V. Taxner 28 £ 34 592 (7h cir 1894) (headnote #2) "officals voluntary oessarion
from engaging in conduct as unconstutional, doss not render a case moot",

30.) Doople B Rel Miiler V, Heltz 327 ril 432 £1927) (headnote #2) “every citizen is bouad o

cbey the Constuticn, and every Court is bound to enforce its provisions'.

31.) Sorrell V., IMS Health Inc 564 U.S. 552 131 s ct 2653 (2011) (headnote #22) vthe Pirst
Mrendment directs courts to be especially skeptical of reguatlions that sesk to Xesp peopie in the dark
for what the Government Pracieves to be their own goode,

32.) Stamley V, Illinois 405 U.S. 547 €2 s ct 1208 (1972) "the court has howaver not espraced

the general proposition that if a wrong can be done, it can be undionev,

33.} Ean Dpiego Citizens For Quality Edciation V. Barrera 2018 WL, 4588700 (hesdmote £31)
Ywoluntary cessation of murportedly unlawful conduct doss not oridnaxly wender a case moot",

34.) U.S. V. Fhosphate Export 393 U.S. 199 89 s ct 361 £1268) (headnote #3) "a case may becoms

mot if subsequent everts meke it dogolutly Clear that the alledgly wrengful behavior would not be
reaconably expected to recur®,

35.) Friends of the Farth Inc V. Laidlaw Bavel, Servs, Inc 528 .S, 167 189 120 s ct 693 145 1,
& 20 610 (2000) "meke it sbsolutly clear that the alledgly wrong hshaviar could not rsasonable be

expacted 10 recar”; "There is no reasonable expectation that ths wrong wiil be repeatecs,

38.) Weeks V, Hodges 871 £ supp 24 811 (K.D. Ind 2012) (headnote #18) “express policy thexory of
mnicipal lesbility wnder section 1983 applies with a plaintiff can point to an explicit molicy or
@uission in policy that vicaites the Constutional Righe!,

(&)




37.) Citizens United V. Federal BLSCtion Commiesion 558 U.S. 310 130 s ct 872 (2010) (headnote

#16) “Supreme Court precident is to be respectad by the court, wnless the most coavincing of reasonings
demonstrate that adherance to it pts the court on a couse that is sure evror®: (headnote #17) "bayend
workability the relevent factors in deciding whather to adhers 1o the minciple of stars decisis inciudes
the anticuity of the prscident, the reliance interists at stske and whethsr ths decision was well

rezsoned",

28.) Cogden V. Atterholt 606 £ 3g 355 356 (7th cir 2018) "in dtermining wisther sumtayy Judngent

i apprrorpaite, the daciding court mast construe ail facts in light most favorable O the non moving

party and draw 4ll veasonable inferances in that arties favor”.

39.) Brown V. Rurlington 765 £ 34 765 (7th cir 2014) [5-8] rpavbert 1aied out four factors Ly
vhich cours can evualte the realiablity of expsrt testimony (1) thethsr the esperts conclusions ars
falsfied (2) vhether the syperts methed has L= subject to pesr weview (3) vhether thare is an error rata
with ths technique and (4) vhethsr the method is generally accapted in ths rslevant scientific oonpmity

{Citing Dauiert V. Marrell Pow Pharmscuticals Inc 509 U,S. 572 (1833))

45.) Carter V. Csrter 298 U.S. 56 5 ct 835 (1936} (hazdnote &7) rpowsrs which generally

Covernemit mEy SXcErsis: are only thoza speffically emmevated in Constution ant such implied prwers are
necagsary &yl propsr o CaELry into offect ommerated powsss and whsthsr end sougat 1o be atiained by act
of congress is legimata is wolly a mather of Conszukionsl Power and Sot Legisiative Discrassion woich
_begins with cholos of resns and #nds with adoption of methods and detzils to carry deligated powscs into

effactn,

41.) Frisby V. Schultz 487 U.S. 475 o8 s ct 2295 (1988) "thex2 may b2 An apprropaits proxy but

the State hss o provide some evidnaca beyons coaclusionaxy asservions o jushify its regasitions”.

42.) n Re M.H, 196 711 24 356 362 256 Til D=C 207 751 W,E. 24 1134 {2001) "the dus procass

clayss Cuavantess more than  falmess, it also owovides hightned protection against governrent.

intrrfearance with csrtain furdamental rights and 1iberty interists (Ses also: vashingtom V. Glugkshuarg

521 U.S, 702 712-20 117 s ct 2258 2267 (1917)).

43.) people V. Thorpe 52 Tl Ao 38 576 367 N.E. 2d 960 (1577) (hesdnote #6) “decisions of an

appeliate court ars binding on a11 civouit courts, regardless of lccale".

44.) People V. Ieavitt 2014 T Acp ist 22 NT. 33 420 (hesdnote #13) valcugh the appsllate

court: is not oomnd to follow decigions by the federal cOWYts, other than United Statss Suprems Court, such

)



decisions may be considered persusgive authorigy",

) Igusana V. Meaco 366 U.S, 293 207 S1 s ct 1333 (1961) (hesdnote 86) *eventhougn

Governmental Purpouse may bs legimate and substantial, the parponse camot be presusd by mesns that
broadiy si:ifﬁe fundamental personal libsrties vhen the end can b2 more navrowly GrawaY.

46.) Stz V. Ditinois 237 11 23 391 930 N.E, 24 943 341 111 Dsc 429 (2010) “court must

interpret and apply statutss in the mamer in vhich they are written a? camot re-writs them to rake them

consistant with their own idea of ordsrliness and public policyv,

43.) Waldridgs V, 2mericsn Hoschst 24 £ 38 818 (7th cir 1992) "swmrary judment 3s not a vechile

Py

for resoiving factwal disputss,

45.) Collionem V. Milwsukee City 162 £ 34 $82 282 (7th cir 1998) “that the professicnsl xnew of

e searous medical need, and (2) disragardad that need, lmowledge can be cwoven if the trisr of fact can
conclivie the plaintiffs madical nesd wag obvious"™; “then Plaintiff mse prove that the treatmsnt Ascizion,

by the trestmant wrofessionals was a sgostantial fSepsriture foom the accantad professional standarcr,

50.} Michael Hughes V. James Dimas et al U.S.C.D. Ho: 4:15~cv-041562-058; Apoeal Mo: 161818 (pg.
3) vthe Suoreme Comrt Understands that the Fourteenth Mmendment to require thar Civil Detaingss veciave
treatment for the disorders that led to their cenfinmen: and b2 releaced vhen they've imoroved enough o
o longer be dangerous (2_25 OeS 109/40; 725 11CS 207/55 (2)-(b)) “that the decisiom can be widerstood as

& response Yo coubts incressingly raised scour the constutional adequacy of the  treximent Frovidad to
cvilly detained sex offenders; "ths Constutionality of Civil Commitiment and the Rezuivment of adequate
trestaent see: (42 Poston (Obllege Taw Review 1383 (2008); Xarsjsas V, Jesson 109 £ s 3d 1139 1172 (8,

Mian 2015))".

51.) Karsjens V. piper (Appeal No: 15-3485) {amicus Quie) (Page 18, last paragraph) "Following
the Supreme Courts Decision in County Of Sacramento V. Iewis 523 U.S, 833 (19%8) this court held %o
mrevail on an ss~applied due process claim, that the States defendants’ actions violsted the plaintiffs:
substantiative due rwocess rights, the plainidff "wmst demcantrate both that the [state cefendants)
conduct was omscience-shocking, and that the [state Gefendants] violsted one or mova fimdamental rights
that are ‘'deeply rooted in this Kations' history and tradition and impiicit in the concept of ordared
Liberty, such that the meither Dberty nor justics world edst if they wers sacrificad” (page 19) tag
indicated sbove however, the court should detarmine both whether the stats dsfendanss actions ware

{10)



eonscisnce~shodking and if those actions vioclated & fundamental 1iberty intarist. To determing if the
actions wers Comscience-ghocking the Satrict omrt should comsiderr whether the ctate Jdefendants actions
were "egregious or cutragious" See Montin V. Gibson 718 £ 34 752 755 (8th cir 2013) (quoting Barton V.
Richmond 370 £ 23 723 728 (8th cir 2004), To meet thig hign standard we nave explained that the allsged

sibstantive cue rreocess violations mast involve coxduct YSO S2VEre ... SO disproportionate to the nesd
rresent, &G ... S0 inspired oy gatice or sadizm rather than a meraly Carslsss or wrdse sxcass of zesl
that it amonted to 2 bokal and irhumene abuse of offical power litewslly shocking o +he conscisnes"

woran 926 £ 24 at 647 (quoting In Re Scott Cnty Master Docket 672 £ supp 1152 1166 (D. inn 1967).

Accordinagly the district oourt appiisd an incoryvect stardard in cosidering the class Plaintiffs as

arplisd substantive Jue (EOCesS cigims,

52,) Camgron V. Tomes 783 £ supp 1511 _1524-25 (DB, Mass 1992) (headnote #3) nvchallanges to

conditions of confinment by convicted sex offender ww was confined indefinetly in Stats Traztmeat Centex
for the Seualiy Uangsrous, weve most aporooriatly analyzes under the fue Drocess claxss YeQUIring
conditions that ¢id not 211 below mimmsl standards of civilizsd dHecancy, alough offenders prisich
Ssntances would expire in aprovemstly nine years, his confizment in treatment center was indsfinate and

neadsly vorsning his nenval conviitions that he might well be confined long aftsr his santance aypired”.

53,) Brown V. Flata 563 W.S. 293 (headnote $34) “a cowrt invokes squitye pwer o nEmedy a

astuzional violation oy an injunction mangating systemic dhenges 1o an jentubion, has the daty and

responsibility to assess the =fficacy and conquenses of its ordert.

54,) Baboock V. Wite 102 £ 3d 267 {7¢h cir 19%€) (hezdnobz £3) rprisioner may maintain soit

against prision officals sllsdging that officals took actims agiaswe prisionsr in reszilation for
~icicners excersise of Sivst amgndrent rights to zetition racress of grievances, eventhough actions

oompiained of by prisioner &d not indepandantly violats the poasturion”,

55.) Bracy V. Gromdin 712 £ 3d 1012 (7th cix 2013) (headnota #4) "even if Jistrice court abused

s diecrassion in denying moticn for avpoinment of comsai under the informs Paupsris {IFP) statxkz, an
appellate COUED CIN rEVETSS wnen the sbeence of commsel prejudicated the Litigant which requizes a
yeazonsle Iikelvhood that the rprasanca of cxmssl would have made s differance in the cutcome of ths

litigation'.

56.) willis V., paimer 175 £ supp 34 1081 1106 N.D, Iowa (Mar 20 2016) (Headnots §12) conscisnce

9

shocking standard rather than profesnional judgrent standard applisd in <etermining vhether treatmari

recieved by civilly oxmitted ssx offcrders viclated substantiative due process"; (headnote $13) "genmine

()



issue of material fact regends whether quality of sex offender trestmsar reoisved by long t=rm sex
offander ﬁtiezxts commitied 0 civil committment at s stare hosipital under state statute chocked the
omscignce mrecluded sumpary jlugment in favor of head of Towa Cepartzeat of Humem Services, former
adrnistratior of treatment rrogram znd various indivedal treatment providers in pstients secrion 1933
action alledging violation of Fourtesnth Imsndmentv.

57.) Miranda V. Cty Of Iske 900 £ 33 355 (thst objective unrszecnablensss standard sphblies,

oppossd 0 ocowrts relying of professional Jdugment of the treatzent professinnals).

58.) Turay v, Sesling 108 £ 2d 1148 (Sth cir 2004) (hesdnots) “due process clause of Unitss
States Constution Requirsd State officals to provide civilly committed sexualily viclent rersons with zcess

0 mental helath trestment thar gave thsm relistic oppurnuity to b cursd or to jmprove condition which

they are cinfined”,

%) Qiiinger V. Smteon €52 £ 29 775 (Sth cir 1980) (Headwote £1) "those parsons convictss of a

Criminal sex offense and given .intermsdiate life s=ntacnes, on bssis of mental ilinsss are entitlsd to
Constuticnally adequste trestment for those sex offenders conmitted in civii proceedingsh; *2dzouate and
effective treatment is Constutionally reguired because sbsent trestmont spaliants coulld bes held
infefinatly as a result of their mental 1liness®,

60.} Johnson V. Rimmer 936 £ 33 at 707 {citino Youngberg V., Romao 457 U.S. 307 221 s ct 2542
731 1 ed 28 (1982) #this review is differential, professionsis dacision is Presumprivaly valid and

lieability may be imposzsd, only wnzn decision by the professiomal is such a sthstantial depsrture from
accspted professional judgment or practice or standards €0 Setermine thar the person resnonsible actually
&id not hase the decision oa such a Judmgent™,

61.) Jackson V. County of Mclean 953 £.23 1070 1072 (7th cir 1992) (it will rrobaly be
fBcessary to present a medical expert witness or to cross axamine medical witmesses cslled by the

defendants, or both, the presance of medical or other issues requiring expsrt testizony suoports the
appointment of couns=in); (“it showld have bsen aparent from the onset that Jackson nesdsd the expart
testiwony of a physican or helath professional to prove two essetisl elewmts of his claim, the accepted
mofessicnal practics regarding the use of restraints and that the restrainis used at the Meoiean jadl
constutited a substantial depsriwre from the accepted professional practice.... in short the iack of legal
Epraseneation placsd Jackson at a searous Gisavantage commted with an adversary who tock avantage over
the siteation... we therefore hold that the District Cort @msad its Discression in failing to grant
Jacksons request for Ommsel wnder section 1915 (a@r.
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62.) Szin V. Kood 512 £ 34 836 €95 (7th cir 2009) (also cited in Yomoperg V. Romso 457 U.S, 307

323 (1982) nensciy substantial Gsoarturs from accspted profassionsl judmgent, practice, or standaras, as o

denosntrats that the parson vesponsible sctually did not nase the 3scision on such 2 Jjudwgeni™.

63.) Johnson V. G.S. 565 77 5 ot 550 (1957) (headnote 41) vesrtification by Jwige masiding st

trisil +that appeal of one sesking o agpesl In Form: Pauporis is not taken in Ceood Faith carries great
weight, but 3s not final or conciugive, and dces sot preciuwde convicead dafendant Srom showing that
cartification was oot wwarantsd and that spp2sl should be allowed, amd upon mxoper showing court of
appeals mist displace Sietwict courts corvification (28 U.5.C. sactm—m 1915); (Headnote #2) "Whare
defendamt sesking o Sppeal In Fomps Pauperis challangss cetification by triail juige that appeal from
oonwiction is not teken in good faith, oourt of arpeals must afford defendant the ald of counsel, unlees
he iniesits o acving as his om counsel and =ithaw Sefendant or hiz sscigned counssl must be enabled ©
e that gronds sseking aroesl ars nov frivilous, and do not justify finding that agpeal is nto sopohi

in good faithh.

64.) pate V. Stevens 163 £ 3d £37 (7th cir 1998) (headncte £3) "district court shoald not apply

A5 s

an innapropriatly high standard when detavmining whsther a prisioners evpoal was takan in good faith, for

murpouses of prisiosnrs applicaticon to rzoceede In Fomm pauperizt.

85.) Jolmson V. Jomson 385 £ 34 503 524 "officals lmowledge of rigk can be rxovan through

ciroumsranal evidnace demonstrating that risk was &0 abvions that the officsl mwst nave kaom aoout it®,

65.) Gmith V. Rowsl £ 23 360 360 (7zh cir 1985) “corractionzl supsrviziors may o2 liesble for

failing to correct unconstutional conditions or sracticss within their arsa of authority if they know, of
shoald have knowa about then, officsls may also ke hsid lisobie if they are informed of &u2 pEoress
violations in othar ways and fail o act on thsm, sueprvisiory accountability and reszonsivility can be
shown in the following fackors (1) the defendant varticipated dirsctly in vioslticm of rights o (2} ths
defendant, after being informed via report, arpeai, grisvance, leteer, etc, Failed o remedy the wrong or
(3) the defendant created a policy or custon wder which mmesastutional prachicss ocor=d or wers allowed
to continus to occur via that policy or custom, (4} the defendant was gvossly negligant in supsrvisicn of

hiz or hor suoordisntes, who commtiad the acks, supportad, Or Cover=at up, the scts (5) ths defendant

o

demonatrared delisbrate indifferance o the rights of plaintiifs by failing to act cn information

indicating that imconstational acts were occuring, or ppotenti=ily occwring”.

67.) mildebranst V. Tlirncis Dept. of Natrual Resources 347 £ 33 1014 1032 (7th cir 2003) {(an

offical satesfies the versonal responsibility requirment of sscrion 1983 if the conduct caussing the

oonetutional daorivation cocurs at his Alractien or with his kaowlsdge < concent, that 135 he must know

(13)



gt the conduct, facilitate i, agprove it, condones it, or turn = bling sye to ite,

85'.) Plaintiffs entitlement to invoxe Joiners, an! continous viosltions of defenlants, and
eyjoin non defendants, bacause of hzivng participated, in continuing the inital violations: U.S. LIC Vo

Kim 385 £ supp 38 600 #.E. T11 (2012) (headnote #6) "in determining whether the doctzine of axX-pErte young

applies, a oowt need only to oonfuct a strightfoward ingoiry into vhether the corpiadnt alledagss a

egoing violation of federsl law, & sceks releif mroperly charactorized as Lrosepsctivet,

52.) Alen by: ihard V, Shesham 253 £ 3d 316 320 (7th cir 2001) (adopting defendants that

continues to vicsite rights wnder sectian 1983); (Continued violations avist if the defendants at any tims
cessed their wrongful condent, further injwy [uot avoiding indtal injury, inital dnjory still edots]
woudl anve been avoided); (“a vioaltion is called contiming signifying that a plaintiff can reach back to
ivs beginings, even if thst begining lies cutsids the statutory limtiations perriod when it would bs
unreasanstle ¥ reguire or even premit him 0 sue swperatly over every incident of defendants WESngaIL

actions®),

70.) Marchy V, Smith 864 £ 33 662 (7¢h cir 2016) (headnobe #9) “federsl ruie undsr ax-parts

young allows suits for injunctive relief or declatory relisf to requive state officals to comply with

fedaral lzwm,

71} U5, V. Von Pehwen 822 £ 3d 898 (2008) (heathote #11) “Governments threat o saek

revocation of defendants supervised xalease if he falisd fo compleste sex offendes fveatmnt program witdch
mequired nim o zenser dncrindnsting questions in sswusl history polygeagh, constituted unconstubional
compuleion wxder the fifth amendment defendant had affirmativelly assertad his rrivisge against solf
Incriminstion, factk that oot would be revoking defsrviants cupervisad releass for failurs o compleate
teatzent, ot rafusal to incriminate himself was a distinction without differsnce, hecaus? he was unable
W compleate treatment as a cirect result of the invocation of his rights ang it was irrsvisnt that the
coart never actuslly revokad nie relesge as deferdant was oompellsd in ths momant, the government
thwsatnad him with a substantial pemality (28 U.S.C.3. Const Zmend §) (U8, V. Calvert-Cata 2017 1L

478597; Bennett v, Bigelow 357 £ 3d 1016 1027 Utan (2016))"

72.) Diinois Admistrabive Code, Title 20, Sscticm 1905.80 (b) (1) “risk: Sexuzl abussrs
mresenting a higher risk of reoffending recleve & grazter intensity and Gosage of traatment sexvices,
while lower risk sewual abusers recisve l1gss. Providing an inngprorpaite intensity of services may
azcativaily affect itrestment sffectiveness and recidivism risk?,

R

73.) Nlinois Aduinstrative Code, Title 20, Section 1905,180 (a) (7) “Treatment rroviders assist

(-



clients with identifying and emhancing prosocial interists, skills, and oshaviors, that the clisnts
imemsslves ssek o edbane: or attain (i.e. acoroach goals that av2 oriented tovard a monoffending
lifestyle), &s opposed to strictly foo sing on managing innaprorpaite thougnts, interists behaviors and

risky situations'.

74.) Iliincis Adwistrative Oxle, Title 20, Section 1805.100 (b} {3) {C) "Traatmsnt croviders are
ayare that alough clisate may Iwld attimades, beleifs, and values that are wiconventiongl, bat urralated
to their risk for ssxually atusive OF criminal pehaviors, thes? atkitudes, beleifs, and values ars not

dezmed apororpaite grimary trestment targetst.

75.) Iilinoiz Admigntvative Ode, Title 20, Seciion 1905.100 (o) (2) “trestment rroviders

recognize that, alough ciisnts presant for sexual abussr zpafic treatmayd 28 & dirack resulf: of l=gal or

other mandates, ssternal wotivatiors aucas are gererally insufficent for oroducing 1omg-tert dnsngs AROng
cliznis®.

75.) Tllinois Edministrative Code, mitle 20, Section 1205,10C (c) (6) “Trsatment sroviders ars
svare that clients prasent with differing levels of internzl motivation o change (and varizd types and
levels of denial and minimization y=lafzd 0 sexually sbusive bshavior, Intarists, aroazal  and attitudes

3 £

ane baleifs), Dot that such charso eristics do not preciude acess to treatmeatd.

77.) Tilincis Adristrative Cole, Title 20, scechkisn 1905, 100 (¢} (7) virsatment mmoviders
recognize that Jenial and minimizarion pay impact the clisks gncagament in treatwent, bat that infiuencs
of danial and minimization on ssxuzl rsecidiviam has not yat Deen clearly astablishad snd may vary aumong

claany giroups©.

72,) Tilinois Admistrative Code, Title 20, Ssction 1905.100 (c) {8) “traztment providers sunooTt
the alisat in bzing honest in Giscussing the ciisat history and functioning, bat ackaowladge that it is
ot the role of treatment providers atesmpt to determine or varify a ciisnis legsl gaize or innocsnos,

or to coerces confessions of wreportzd or undected sexually asive behaviors®.

79.) Nlinois adminstrative &d=, Title 20, Ssction 1905.100 (¢) (9} "trzameent mreviders are

o]

avars that attempting to rrovide treatment for smoblems that z chisat presistantly denies, rasults
hsving limitations in weiding rez ishle clinieal vecommendations about e indivudals treatmant Drograss
and ve-offense risk, and that this has ethical implicaticnst,

80.) Tilinois Admistrstive Code, Tirie 20, Section 1905.11C () ™ reatwent providers racognize

tht a clisnt who has sucessinlly compleatad Lreatment has genavaily: (3) Demonstra t23 changes in mamaging

(15)



these thoughts, attitudes, emptions, bghaviors, and sexwal intsrists that ave sufficentally sustained to

craate a reasonable assuaption thet the clisat reduced the riste o reoffendn,

Tz case was Filad due o the Dafensemts, and many other 'treatment veam ;wofessicnals! having
failed to issue adejuate sex offender ireatmsnt to this Plainitff/Petitianer. vnile dodng =0, comdtiing
mny Other Consturional and legal, and statubory violations, After this complaint was filsd, during its
litigation the District court as well as the Seventh Circutt Oourt of Appesls enganged in MY erzors,
beyond harmless, but amouncing to prejudical, kizs, judical miscondout and evror in wanafest wiile wking
their zulings, having favored the Defendents in spite of clear, plain, and obvious confiicts as to
Constuticnal, Statutory, and documetations/filings that was already cn fhe record. Such oourks also
dismissed, and failed to apply clesar constiuionzl violations committed by defarndants, contemparanionsily

as to the inital deprivation of 14th Bmendment due Drocess,

The PFlaintiff/Petitioner had {(and stiil o this Tiling dats) participsted in the Rushville
Facilitys/ Defendants sex offander treataent program, since 2009. Daring such years, Plaintiff/Pstitionse
hss been the victim of many, contimued, and ongoing constutional, statutory, crimingi, felinious acts
compited by Defendants and Rushville Facility Clinical Team professicnals throught his years of treamtent.
Zhis inciudes, but is in absolutly no way iimtied to: having been subjected to deliberate and intentional
delzying, and precluding of this Plaintiff from his acess, and pregeession in the sex offender trestment
fwogeam, wrich includes such deliebrate, intenticnal, claculated, and malicious acticss by Dafendants and
Rusaville Facility Clincial Trastment Team Srofessionzls of having pradominatly issvsd, and expected to
ths Plaintiff of mumous oonflicting goals, expectations. This Dynamic has crasted o whsve it makes it
impossible for the Flaintiff o sver progress in iveamtent. For examuls, ?:}.aim‘mg the PI2intiff nezds to
meet pzhavioral sxpectations in order to rrogress in the next rhases of treatment. Then when plaintiff
‘mests thoze' sabatoging him, by inposing that those are no loamsr necessary, and camot progress due o
oL taking responsiblity for his behaviors/ssxual offenses (vhich as this Plaintiff wiil sxplain, is
compleatly false, and fabricated, becuase plaintiff has simply besn scoused of this, in spite of factual
cocuemtnstion that by his writtsn tweatment work, took responsibility for mumous wdiscloused offenses,
ad behaviors ehc). Then when Plaintiff has been Jeemed and evulated as comrleating requived tasks, and
sxpectations, i.e. teking responsihility, then it gets flipped back arowmd as o accuse the Plaintiff of
mwt mesving behavioral expsctations, in spite of stiil mantaining those positive bzhaviors, (i.a,
oeszation of sexually acting out, cessastion in rule violations ete).

Tnis, in short, has been the ongoing Gymamic of the Blaintiffs trastwent since 2002, having
‘acroxemetly 4 times over, compleatsd all Ms Sex offender treatmsnt work, (since 2011) up to par, of vhar
docugmtnations reflect by defenants and other crofessionals progress notes. Fowevar in spite of that,
somehow plaintiff has still been continusally required to essetizlly re-co all his work, claiming that in

(i)



the pest, had nor infact complested all such work, nor todk vezponeibility for his behaviors, sexual
of fending bshaviors/offenses ste, in spite of prior docuemtnation indoiating otherwise, vidch wss why and
was indicsted of the Plaintiff being premitted to proarsss onto othar sssigments, etc, beome of having
ssgerially compleatsd, took responsipility up o satasfication of trestment tesm, and geoup mexbars,

At wiich point then turned focos back oo plaintiffs pehaviors, yesrs past, claiming he is not
meeking behaviorz). excactations. Fesetially by ve-hashing wo prior discusssd and 'moved on' issues, T©
essatially continusally berads plaintiff with reguirments of re-discussing these behaviors, when he had
already effectiveally and o the exvectations of tresmtent t=am, and growp merbers, as docnemEnacions
raflected, in vears past, discussed, took responsibility for such., However having re-brought up those
issues, essetially audding the waters with discussions of issuss already discusged,

This dynamic has repetivally ccoured, in this fassion, simply baucases of the plaintiff being
vemoved from s:x offender trostment groups, and or ramoved from all mental heslth groups togsther, then
ve-rlaced beck in affer vesrs of absenca, baing rs-olaced back in with comieatly diffeent zat of
tresfment teaw profassionals, and groug memehrs, that essshislly has no prior lowledge of prior
prograssions of and responsibility taEkings of and by tnis plzintiff, Al=o due o the continous ‘changs
over! of trostwent team herzpists &t this Rushville fecility, widch has essetially bezen dons, becuase of
Wt Dafendant Junpsr cails the r=ogram, s isbied on his ‘tranining mEwais' for intsrns, agl post-
Socteral fellowshirs as a ‘investigative, forsnsic iraning program’. Tris continous change ovar, couplad
with such 9 called {csatmont tesm professicnals has ultdmatly creaied such dynamics, haczuse of nsvly

assigned treatmaet professicnals not having been moveligesablz to, zZnd oy D2omse O

4

failing 1o

investigats a2ad wead all of pleiniiffs prioy treatment wwk, Filings, mogress notes ste. Maming any

il

prograsc he made, vears rior, essatially, mull and void, s having o stert from scestch. Thus mpakdng it

., ~

impossible, as requived by 14th Amendrent trocadturssl Jue process, and cases liks Michael Hughes V, James
rh iy SRS T e ity A i

3]

Dhwms; Zarsjsas V., Jesson; Younsherg ¥, ROT30; ‘and The Semually Violent Pevsons Commitiment kot 725 TICS

207; 225 3OS 109/40; o infsct provids, and require more than just zome treatment, which the defendsats

and Omarts continsuzlly twaged about, that is 311 thats required having cited zllision V, Shyder, nowevex

such cases an laws, set mwecidence over that standerd in  Alison V. Savder simply rsouiring ‘somed
treat=ent, snd 35 well as requiving treatment to be issued by the reoffessinals in yvamers in wiich a3lows
Plaintiff 1o yYogress to improve snough to wnera he can be relessed, Thds standard is aiso set in the

regustiions, and laws, of standard mex offender tveatment reguatlions, in Title 20 Secticn 1905,.80 (D)

(1); Titte 20 Section 1205.100 {c) (6); Title 20 section 1905.100 (c) (9).

e & I s T T

Vhile Troatwent Drofeseionals/defendsnts have infack, rrovided 'somst trestmemt, however the
oourts are in error beyond haradsss, amomnting to projudical, biss, jxdical miscondeut, and svyow In
ménafest., by not applying conflicting standsrds that reifer these anticusted standards moot, by new
standards, requdring szx offendsr spefic trestment, to L& given, in a adsguate way, that affords one to be

relessed, The oourts failing to apmly such precidental standards, rather their own imzerprzation and

S oY

desisicns, wslying on such antiqusted legsl standaxds, and pofessionsls Sudsnents, eswystially viclstes
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the pracidental laws and standsrds cited above, but in =¢dition, oomirolling legel stonderds like

Twie reasoning why such new wrecidental stasdanis have besn sat, ezseviaily is becaus

]

sourt

[t

and

B

£

treatment professionsls, and evualiiors, simply do not conclude that 'some fresiment' i.e. mental health
Tregiment, is mot sufficsnt for considSerations of a offenders ru e2se, that only ssx offendsr spefic
treatmant is the opremsis of demoting a client to have mzde substantial, snd sufficant mregress o be

reivased. For example, plaintiffs perticipation in what is o=lleg ancalory groups, i.e. anger managzent,

<

ec, is st sufficent for courts and sex offenSsr ixeatment professiomals/evualtiors o conclude ome has
made sufficent progress 10 be ralessed, T.e. requiving progrsssion in sex offencer trestment spefic
Frograms, wiich at  this Rushville Facility is only avaible through growm  oslled 'core' or
'disciosuze/post disclosure grouss', o other ‘ancelory' groups/i.e. rental health frestment group
participation affords clients, this plaintiff abilities to racieve any form of sex offendsr treoatment.
Such other mental health groups are only identifsd in assisting ths client in that process, but is wot
sufficent to call or label as having recieved sex offender spefic trsament, nor to have reduced the
ciiente/plaintiffs risk to reoffend through thesse menktsl heoslth growms, Thats why aunticuated legsl
Standands the ook, and defendants brag sbout, o only afford plaintiff/clients =t Rushviils Pecility
'some! treatment, iz essstailly imadewquats,

Plaintiff, when having filed his inital complaint, in the district court, had essetimlly thad
=mough! of defendants, and trestuent teams ‘scraving him srowmd' in thiz above concluded methods singe
2009,

Plaintiffs suit was initally filed baucasz of the Defendants having becoming more brazent in
such conduct, having esclated such inital constutional, statutory deprivations, this was becaize of such
oonciuded sitvations as explaied as follows:

. Plaintiff wes rve-placed back in disclosure group, under the excectation, as cocuemntsd by his
{reatment plans, by Dafendant Dobiex, as well as many other trsatment professionals on his treatment tesm,
o re-present his timeline, to essetially catch the new group wp to spsad of his offending. This mathod,
alougn fessable, doss Infact creats such problsms of plaintiff having to ve-hash his already presentsd and
agproved work, essetailly delaying his progressions, but defendmnis excuse was, and stiil is becuase, they
camot simply allow plaintiff to 'pick up whers he left off* becuase ‘ithe nsw thavapists and groun memoers
then wouldent be sbls to give plaintiff sporropaite and mesndngfml foadback, o his offensss and
behaviors, bacuase of not bzing knowlsdgesable of his pricr presentations' {agian is a douobble edged sward
for the ressomings slveady metimmed). Howsver in spite of plaintiff meEny suspacions of this process having
gz ey over the yesrs past, Defendants continueds to assure plaintiff that all he would need to do is
% over his timeline nriefly. Flaintiff excalmsd, that is not resilly possible, becuse wunlike most
residents at this Facility, he camnot simply oo over it briefly, his offending iz very lengthly,
widespread, ocomplex, and conflicting, vhich grevokes meny discussions of resident group mambsys baing
oonfused. For example, Plaintiff has infact gone fron vags to riches, zai back and fourth, from being a

spoiled hrat, t0 living romeless on the strests in Chicago, which to most residedent arouy mesiers are

)



oonfused on how somsone can 1ive that lifestyle becusse most have coms Hrom onz fixsd upbringing.
Alivionaly, most of Plaintiffs offending has been prefoninatly exosing, in public avess, or vovering in
pablic restrooss, which has infact caused much contention amongst group members, beuvase of mozt baing at
this facility for having brutaly raped, or tsking avantage of others saxuzlly. Plaintiffs offense style in
this fassion eadstailly prevokes many group mambars £9 beoows bafuddled in this, poking, proding the
Flaintiff for more informaticn, deleirbatly fustrating him, after mxw denisls, and rwesis of police
reports that of inmures iato w=thods in vhich pladrtiff 4ic not use in hiz offendeing, that most others
meve, i.e, forcz, rape, sto. Tais dynamic has essetially caused oonflicts in plaintiffs zex offender
treatment groups beucass of rasident group members being in the ssifish unsmpathic naturs, lashing out,
and refusing to allow progressions of plaintffs presentations, becusse of him stating things like, under
gsctions of 'mirmmulapaticn tactics us2d was weiting in bathrooms for someone attactive'!, Cthers fesl that
since thsy hed to placs writings relsted to and bocusse of fesdbacdk plaintiff gave them, of ‘having
urally raped another person' becoming =gsetially spiteful, tring to twist plaintiffs offevling into
vha‘ar-g he would nesd o plach such simiay writings, in spite of rolices repowts, and victim shstenents
inficating just as plaintiff took resooneibility for. For example, plaintiff had iived with an oldsr
person, becusse of plaintiff being homeless, and in that, such person baing in his 50's sought out minors
1o offend alsc. In onz conversation one parson overhard plaintffs voice on the phone, and asled to talk to
this plaintiff, in which plaintff was asked vo pick up this derscn, and drive him to this house, nearly 70
mlas sway with intent of ssel interactions. Due €0 the rsports infact refelcted the victinm sesxing out
fIaintiff in this regsrd, group memsbrs cent concisve this, and indicated, and badgared plaintiff to
stats, and wrirs, he kidnzapped and raced this person, FEsstisily the group manbers ftherory*' was that
somecng cant simply get at this faciliry for sssstisily whets 'statutory rape! by concsmial ssuxal
intsraction, sought out o the Plaintifff, by a minor, and 'had to bz somsthing else there'. However
infact ¢his is most of plaintffs offening, 2s widisputad reporcs rafslct,

Plainti £ ad wely inforresd defendants of this lconcevn! upmn antering the new disclosure

aroup, in spite of such repstive historical events, and even in spite of #efandants treatment informing
plaintiff that 'if he continusally doss the same thing over and over, ans getting ths sams resuli, &6
somethion Ciffernt! that if the 'doing the sams thing over and ovar! is thelir expectations to re-do his
work, which is cresting such problems of ‘stalling olsintiff ouwt’ is the problem, then iy cant he tJo
somsthign differnt' as they instruct, Again defendants refared to fhat grour members need to bz infromed
of offending patters to give approrpsite feadback, which then the plaintiff camtersld, if thats the case,
vy doss the' have to o that, uwnder this rsasoning, but esetially no other residnet has to upon ra-
@itsring disclosure, afterbzing removed, or woy dosent one have to do this, when rhazed vp to the post
disclosure group, which is with other menbars, that then were residents do their ofending cycie, if.s.
isarning interveitions, d.e. not having to 're-present all prior offendingt 'in order for the grow to
wwierstans it'.

However Defendsnt Dobier reassured plaintiff hat they would mske this mwocesz go smoother, than
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in ye2ars past, howsver plaintiff agian reitterated, if the process is the probism, and stayss the same,
then what will be @ifferat, Defendant Dabier simply reassursd plaintiff to 'trust them' .

Thos in spite of piaintiff 3y hesitancies, he agress.

However, upon a few months of entering this disclosure group, this same dynamic once agian
szemad ©O present and manfest itself in the axact same ways, Trestmont Professionals, I.e, Defendants
Hxwell, Smith, cheldon then tried to blame piaintiff as to 'if the progess is going the zame, he must be
doing something to make it that way' essstiaily redirecting and blaming plaintiff to 'focus on his
tehaviors and 'not others?, However, in re~exolaning this above dynamic, plaintiffs grogress notss was
falsfisd by defendants by simply conclusing writings of ‘plaintiff diverts blame onto others instesd of
taking responsibility for his pehaviors, and his part in actions, and sitvations!, without dopraerniing
subsaquent circumstancss to suport, agian, if that was dons, then would ideiify biame on defendanis
faulty and non complinet treatment processes, which is ooncluded by this Plaintiff, way Jefendants
intentionaliy make such catclusionary labels, without sphsequnet suporting deetials, facts, Gisorigtion
of circumstnaces,

Az this progressed, there was 2 main sitautions fc:nat led 1o Defendmts conclusions, to then
remove plaintiff of his sex offender twestment group paruélp:tlm, Ssgetially not premitiing him to ba
afforded ‘adquate! treatwent, in which o wheze he could be r2lassssd, only then f%zfe:ting him o menta3
heaith groups, as explaisnd before. One baing that baucsae of these dynsmic issues, treatment toem
mrofessionsls/Defendants bagqun to conclude, plaintiff was not meking sufficsnt Drogeess in the assigment
to o a brief review/overview of his timeiine, This was calculated on Defandants wirealistic sxpactations,
a5 comparel to az explaiend plaintiffs lengihly ofending history, angd priisns, etc. Dafendants bosiived
that it should only take a fow months to do that, howsver agisn, as plainties premptivally ‘warnsd' them,
that it woudlent it woudl taks 5 years or pore, that was, wiless they wers going to pravest resident growp
menbers from giving or offering fesdoack, thus its their questions and unahilities to conceptuslize
pPlaintiffs cowterdicting offanding, and lifestyles that creates this rocess o ve-taks yasrs, which
2gian a5 explaiond earliar of way, which is vhy defendants condeut o€ removing, and revlacing plainciff in
discolsurs grouos, essetialiy is the proolsm, that creates the lack of rrograss, as hiamed o ths
HA=intiff, as explaiend earlisr,

The other matter that came sbout, is that much of plaintiffs work/oresentations becane and was
alicwed to bs derailed by the trestmont team professionsis Ty group members/rezidnets ssbatoging his
agsignmants that h» wag told to do with intentienal, delierbate, malicicus acousatioms that was knowingiy
false. Such accusations includes nothing z'aiai‘,e:s 0 olxintiffs braseantaticns, per-se like blaming
Flaintiff of sexuslly acting out on the unit, damaging stats property, ete. Plaintiff had calzly discasses
for months, how thsse accusations were false, and heresay, and was prefaces on axoud merbars malicious
Intent, as facts and evidhace points to. For examoie, Plaintiff was accusas of sexaaily acting out, in
Spite of the fact that plaintiff asked ‘when' when group memsbrs zaid 'last night o the tnitt whsn

plaintiff asked for video footage to be reviewed to show that he was not on the yaxd, as claimed he was,

(10)



=

=upposzably ssxually acting outb wisr ths camrs, vitich was irrelvnat, becuase the csmra, regardisss, wonld .
have showen him antering, sexiring yard, thsn zcoussiions fumad Into soxually acting ouwt. with a spefic
individal, residnst West. This was 3oly tased on 'romors'. Jmply bscause rosidsnt West took 2 lixing to
the Flaintiff, and continusaly tried to t2lk to him, and other zesidents, including geoup members, wars
sseraily ruming 3 'sex rming' wiich eitfer rscrubes new, younger residiets, or solicits ‘foot solidgsis!
0 e ‘oot oats? and or %o istart Gramat agianst sy amn particioants, 35 a result of Piaintiff being
simuslr in age, as i Residont Yest, a5 opposed to others wlom are 20-20 vewrs older from this plaintisf,
&l residnet wWest, Plaintiff swclams? of why they assoicate, Mt further, Plaintiff wetioned, that if
there wvas fackhil mroof to those ailsgerions, woudlent it be that group memsbrs could sven somewhat point
o 2 genezsl timeframe in wiich for adesitraticn 1o rovisy vidso, 10 try to show seoposes actions of this
allsdgsd s=mlly acting oubh coourdng., Fowaver once that was oroposed by this oiziecifs, many grop

mersrs deletrhatly iisd, an! then bacame fvagust in thedr raferad vo fiwes/days ste, wilch plainiaff then

{outside of group) (out morezo thelr offending patiers and hiztorisz ziudes to this) that of weniing o
reoruit r2:dent st into thelr s=w ring, and beomass he rathoy chooszs to assoicare with this Plaintiff,
and not those psrsons, orecieved this olsintdff as & 'twsat' to their antics, and offending befmviors,
indiwvdai rosident Eiee 13 dnfact offendzd, and vichimdized rasidmt West, by
grabbing nim in the genatiles, with a held hsnd, as rasident west roorisd to stafi, However whan ribis?
came up in dizclomas qrouwn, consider=sing thsse Jdmamics, this residnet Ricos, was srsmited, and aliowed

by other oroud munddrs, and thavapiste zccepisd =ugh, as 'his mistake! bacuass Az 'wWas meaching for 2 covd

therss a Jiffeonacs from &

krush’
i pemds

©accursd of ‘cassing disruptions, 27 mooblsms and refusing o tske and accept fzedback, sl rmther blawminc

ha pui in his pocdkst'. vhich pizintiff exclamed thst is B *5%%E, buouay

a "n=id goathed hent. However Plzineaff esstially was JSocosmbnggd g wemovez, for -

=% diverting attsation onio othsrs, dgain by defendants Jecumstnations, Dot malicdoosiiy bwucass of

h

"

zilign +o cocument these swrovnding ressonings, only conclusionssy lahsls,

After That coouprsd, ironcially Resident Rice was twogressad in trsanstent, labled as 'raking

rzspnsibility’ and dis =pd has besn reliessed on oonditionsl relsaes, simdly bsucssg 211 prior written
dcuzmnations of ‘tais incidnet! was Jistrpyed asgissat residnet Bice, of rsssiddesnt Wsot's rsports, ans

video footags, vezidnet Bice baing mremitted to continue ssemmal vicnimizavion, tremmtnet professionsls

Claiming =nd¢ allowing It fw3s a mistake'. Regardless of clrcumstances, fact is plaintiff has uo

s befuddisd abt Wiy a victim can claim such, b the amasse is tlst of £ with fclaiming iv was a mictake!

B

2ouass  fof solcal accsptance of such'. vhich is sactily Wiy plaintiffs snosr is zo Invense in thisz
litigation, of th2 fushvilie Traatment team essatially sshatoging thoze who want o progress in treatment,
and allowing thoss to fwngress that essetially 'cose themt or 'l ths wool over thedr gves! with 'sscial
oolclusions!,

Thin focusas of theoes malicicur residnets, twned o plaintiff '‘cwsing cdisrupuicns oo the udt



he lived on., 2gian this Same Jdynamic wam af nlay, and zgain ivoonaiily invovies awiher resicnes
Holingzuorta, whom is again valsesed firom the ERgran dremed 3w Aojng Trstnent, TRs wes boousss {agian,

ot take [Haoingifse wond for it, sathar sooch docueminations of thair tosatmeat reconds, g O
mttars rsfelcts to sach) that resident Vemon was sesiing out  residnet Hollingsworth as = youg
vﬁlmerable, Foor residnet, whom, rasidust Vemmon has much finamjeai wmSomess, @yl uses that to saxually
explalit persons, o this e, resldnst MHollingsworth, How this invovied twig PERINEIEF, was Simpnly
mEcaase pesidnet Follingsworth and Vammsn wsre on e Dlaintiffs 1ivigm ait. Residnes Folilngmworen was

in plaintiffs dieclosme 90up, diong with pesidnst Vermons Rocmaie, (sgisz, ivoncialy raleazed) Residaen:

Fervomuet. Resident Vernon had made mEny attsmots to talk W s plaintiff, mo being ‘an older craep! in
that regard, olaineiff rejectad, This infact is what causss such dizpuptions, of Plaintiff being adamant
aoout not talkign to this rerson, but Residsnt Vermon taiting offenss o thet. Tais sanafestsd itself as to
then resident Vernon ‘whining* to resisnet Hollingsworth, ang Parmomuet, 2s o vy this PRAIifL Y woudlent
subject imssif o somal intsractions with Residnet vernen, Dackase residast vemon even waulid 'pay tﬁis
plaintiff to S =0, Again, which is what caused such *dismpticns! of mch yoiling, awmsing, of plaintifs
Sclazming hg nesdes to be laft acae, and Buseiially these residmets FrEmmwang plaintiff ingo tring to
'talk ano yesolve the stuation' whan he wasnt interisted' becuse the Rew U ooviive!, Thic rezited
In resident Wollngswerth bwinging uz, agianst the Dimintiff, in his geoup, s=xually acting out, Which as

21l &5 Rezsidetn Rervoquet, Thiz of coarss, a5 explaisyd, digm occur, amd as oan be samn on vidas Jidnt

-t

foTur, a5 plaintiff plesded to be reviewsd, ot staff, and cefendancs refuszd, And whwn Plaiaziff wag
blamed @5 for than ring to rathsr discuss his invovlemsit, an? when he explaiend that was baucsse e
refused o smwally act out, for thnass reasonings ihat such accusstions was simply bacusss of the GEouUD
e ueing o oover u their condeut, to blams Plaintiff, and thus ramuting in sdither | of 2
Possibiliries, 1 baing to instill bt in the treatment tesm defontiants, TRIULING in plaintisfs romoval
anynow, for accusations than of *him refusing o take rasposmibilityt. or 2, anti onizing plaintifs with
mtless vealless accusations, inciting ang=r In him, lashing out, isading to him b2ing removed s,
Homver defendants, mefused to Jocunent facts, rather contimuted to Sucueant conciusionary iabiels, a3
alss refuzsd o Investigats the matter, i.e, vides to rrove that it infact was others, as Slaintifs
btames, and not him,

Thzn a3 Dafendants after sonths, of yelling, cusming, soreeming, in such groups, vhich
Imopcially, plaintiff was advisad 1o 'be and vemsin calm, Again, plaintiff pPleaded, htow iz that going o
fix the oroblam, his cxlmmess, will sot remove this, Dius c—:;uﬁ  with, when plaintifs was then zorase] of

e

'‘monaplizing groups time' witn ‘such dicusssicns! in spite of then baing forced 1o t2lk anont it, becusze

]

as docusmtned, bat then conllicts with 'shutzing dowm, and not sp=eking! which clearly aludez to this

Problas, and ocover ups., kBow can plsintifr 'monalinize gzﬁq:s tme, and tem g & vIEt 27, Thiw wam
grefacsd an the fact thet it ws agreed (or o plaingifs thaught) that tha Frevioss day, that mines thz
wWle qroup time was spant distussing the mEtiars, thst the follwing day, it woudient be Giscussed, ang

plaintff nszds to stco discussing such, Howavee, tha groblem why plaincifs camot 5o s, is simply
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becauss group maubsrs intentionally arivad at group, the very next moming, 10 minntss esxly, 1o
oSremptivally bring up and discuss new false accasstions. Waich upon plaintiffs enrering, was then
bombzrced with questions o awnszr of such false accusations. Wnan he refuszd, claiming ‘a2 thonght we
ware not going to discuss me today!. That then plaintiff got blames by treatwent profossiomals, in writte
docueninations az 'diverting onto otwrs, and refusing to take responsibility!. Then whin, in the =are
day, and sars grour sessicn, plaintiff was urgad by trestment feam to follow thedr directicn to discuss
ths mattars, then conflictsd docuemtnations stated that ‘continned to wonalipize groups time, with
focusing on situntions amd blamming others when he was redirectzd (o not do this',

After plaintiff finally stormesd out, in fustration, by being intentionally and delodrbatly
etragesd by thiz regard , an? the so c3llsd treatment professiopals being minulpated by other non
profsssionsl group memsbrs, to entertain such discussions, without facts, evidance. Then Flaintiif was
called in & few days later, agian to dizcusz missing metal pisces out of the units microwave. In spite of
a shakedown of plaintiff, and in snite of nwmous irate bshaviors hy Residner Perrogust, and Vemmon
siledging, the plaintiff still has this metel piece ard will use it to shank someone andt insgite of vhea
vidleo footage proving residnet pevrocuet having been seen taking 'somthign shiny out of the micrava' = A
‘throwing it in the units trash! and then incident raports and records of this situation bzingd distopyed
(yet plaintiff still hes affidavite of fmgertial vesidnat witnesses to these svents in spite of such
docusmins ssemingly being distroved, beousse of defendants, snt couxts being or claiming ignormnce now 0
thase issuss). Plaintiff was still blamed 2 hohavirally outbursting onvo others, blaming othsrs, refusing
to take/accept zesponsiovilisy for his actions and beshviors, 2gian as by conclusionary Socusammmations oy
cefendants, abeent of 'wazt thosa exact behaviors, and siotustions of dates avents, times, rosinders

invovved, ans any corrlacing svidnace, like iecidust reprocts, o vidso foouage. (which iromcisally in e-

v

Mails plaintiff retaines in Siscovery, defendant dobisr mstiomed of recieving rspovts, that platiff «

]
Tii

hiding under camrs szxuaily acting oat, but irconailly, no 'rwports’ i.e. sizff incidnet reports, axe
ford, agein, only ‘resicnet hearsay, which then, why weve such residnsis not written wo for 1rx=ing to
staff, vay, plaintiff awnsers, =o defendants, and siats attomsy could progress thew In trestment and hice
these beahviors, and relssse them, endangaring camunity/society, wnder the guise, that to justidy

.

ograms existancs, ciziming when they reofferd, or vicalte ¢.x, zules was 'the residnets canigs' not

o ]
becuase, as facks prove, becuass of inadsguats, and flasfied traatment progreszicns, rathor treatmsnt
ofessionals, and facility staff concesling such, allowing such pragressions, bscuase otherwige would
identify such staffs lack of professionalisw, to svoad that, blame residnots, or ignore evenis in this
mgard, of how such wes mishandlsd, and vather encouraging cesichets, =5 treatment rotin's are as
reflectad in s~mails in discovery prove 'for the residsnt to gt ouk, and bs fras, and not be right! I.e
distruningly that o empisis on 'not reoffending, rsthoy only 'to get ont' by 'any I2unS DeCcIIsary, aven
as given rize to, by minulapating the system, and casing the irestment in such ragaris).

Uchmtily, pledntiff was then removed from disclosurs groun, placed in mentoring groues wnder

the pramsis that by Defendant Dobice, to compleats assigmznts, to the trestemy. zeans satasfication, Most
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of these wasat 2 problem for the Plaintiff, That is, untill, he noted thax by &efendant Dobisrs
instructions this woudiens take mors than 2 months {agrox) after soous 4 mths, plaintiff fiied a
grisvance, indicating vheir jack of compleinee,

Then Plaintiff was given a asgignent to 'essetinily omig to 2 saxually acting out incidnats, one
wost mecent, in tha last year; and ae most zearcus", Plain¢iff Then wrote on is, stating he couldens
Cxmpleate it, baucase it requirves him to 1ie, omiting to behaviors he didat 4z, i.e sexually acting out
within the last yesr, Defendant Dobier falsfisd this, by blaming Plaintiff, stating, he refused o
Compieate the asgiment, and reufead to take resposnibility, Plaintife graived this, indoiating this izsue,
Criavance resposne sioply was denying this spafic assigiemnt was given. Then Plaintiff submiteed che
henduritten assigment thar statsd exactly as plaintiff claiamd, that defendants Just 1isg abouz, bluming
Haintiff as to not accepting resposnibili « and rot doing aszigments, again, bedng conclusiva, withoat
Stating spefics, sgim, withstn staitng that plaintiff rafuses beucase they raquired omizeian of Liss,
i.e. omiting to mors sexuaily acting out, and in recent timefrares, ogposed o waat Plaintiff actuaily i
(this vas based on these rrior discnssesi/opiaiend accusations, that cafoefanss had to make their
“informents information corract, and subjected plainziff o these prassuings to dn sof , Wideh =iso
vicialtes plaintfifs 5th amendnent oonstutional rights, snd as well as Title 20 Sact::l‘qzlk_lgﬁ, 100 (c) (8).
after plaintiff subrittied such Frgof that treatment team was lizing, and requring plaintfif to a@ums o
Uas, Then Defendants desprescly trisd to ciaim, and deny they ever roquirad such amissions by plaintiff,
kst again, Scouemenes proof, as submitted ang Pizingi fF still has a8 produced in dzcovery, and nors thas

“asnt shows othsrwise, Then Deferdants Clzimsd as a3 'oozlective trestment team Ssoisien Plaintiff waz
going to be remvoed from ait groups €11l he decided that he wants to t2ke responsibility, quit fling
grievances etet!. This now adds another constwbionai vasalticn, of harassuent and retalaition (d.e,
mmoving plaintiff from groups not alllwing his trestasnt preparpication, becussa of his grievance
&ctivity). Plus, in omflict to courts, aft defenisnts claims (in SEEDY judeemw) that {praghrased)
Hairgiff 53 aivays nesm given ‘some  (mengal hewlih) trsstmeaer, Flaantdfr pointed o spafic
documsatation in summary judgeait, io where (via e-mails by Defendant Dopisr) plaintiff we 'removesd from
Al group participstion. dhis Clearly ==mns that Plaintiff at =ach podats, wss not avea given tgsoms
tesatment! a3 oourts apd Dafendants Attornuy raggs about, is r=irsd by smbicuaces legn) stendares thap
thay use o Rstidy dafendants actions having used, predoninarly i;l;:_s'g;; Y. Eg}_ii_r“ © establich such, R
zgian defendants own Jmissions, in docuemtnations in tnis litigation, rroves that the Brntiff hss nor
bezn given the snfitisment to ‘some trestmentt 56 even they brag spoue, is mramadly pequired. Zused on
SICh, N can courks claim that defendants commdterd no vicaltions, waen clearly proof/evidnacn Says and
Points to such. Hence oot Sirelings, in thst racard, is faisefied, and with deliterate anpd intentional
=ros, beyexd harmiess, buf amowmting to mejudical, bias, Jodical miscadncut, and srror in manafest,
Since then, Plajntiff has remained in ‘mental hexlthe groups, i.e. speffically oniy 1, that
telng oower o chagne group. hich bty these facts, and clvcumstancss, aven as omitad by dsfendants,

Sufpozzsbly pots laingiff sz - nagher rislk to reoffend, Yo, if {hats the fscmusi €332, 2s they claim
Then by stenderd sex offender treatmant raguatlions I.e, IIEE 20 Section 1905.30 (2) (1) pimneif? samyy
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D2 recieveing ‘mors' treatment, not lass, Dy rewoving him froe disclosurs, sax offender spafic tiswinant,
ad oniy premivting him atttandance, snd participetion $n one mental health group, power to change, which
mazts half the hours por wesk that Gieclosura group T2cis.
Fartner, defendants, and eny other traxbment 280 professionals, have, in this timeframe,
radominatly reliad, on and focus:zd on ‘pFlaintilfs pehavioral managment! a5 reasonings to justify and
blame onto plaintiff, as ©o vay he iz oot progressing in topiment. Eowevey cofendants treztment issuwings
thut ave soly basad on 'behaviorsl mnagaent' 1s infact identifed 25 not sufficent o produce long t=m

chsnges =mong clients. Title 20 section 1905.100 (o) (2) as well in Title 20 Section 1905.1900 {c) (8);

i e m(v?l-. i

Titls 20 Section 1905.10C (v) (C); Title 20 Section 1905.100 (a) (7); Title 20 section 1305.110 (3) (3).

RETE P e L R = SR e

Baving said that, Defendants, and oifter non partiss, wiich corts dimmizsasd, but iz antatled ©0 b

inclnded, undey continons viozliions dosteines, as cited in [Hearc V. Sheahan, infact coumivary to couwris
* 3 %d

e L e R e

ralings, doss in fact west the 'Saubert' test wwier Daubsri V. Herrell Dov - Pharamcuticals; 2eowl Ve

£ a v W XS T DA Lo o 21 B0 SUT WL LI TGRS W

fessicnal fudmgsnts wors iafact falsiied, and not bas=1 on

Brlington wilch infact thst aalz
poks

R T

spandard practices, rather a substantisl deparvare from them. Oourts, hosever, as w=ll a5 defendancs act=d

vith jusical miscondcut, biss, prajuiics, srgor in manafesty in thair ‘summry JFlugrsnt ogler! claiming of
a rot cuoed pari of title 20 section 1905 by the Plaintiify to clrowmznt their 1iadility and falsfiy
the record, by clziming that tasir pert of title 20 secticn 1405, dousnt sreficy the wetinds of treatment

defonianis are requirsd +o izsus. Howsver courds, In their Sumssyy Judgment order, falsfiaz this beusasn

of miszuoting the part of titls 20 zoction 1908 viaintisf Aid. Courts quoted a pavt isantiff H12 not.

2,

Tnfact plaintiff then gave spafic Jpmuemt and wage nusber, 2nd paraguarn medbar, in whlch was alue
fizd 10 the coury, ia his summsry ddugeent vespemie, that of the zactions of titls 20 1905 tnhat he

rofored o, walch was not what ™ha conre ssid, P, the coarh slso falafisd, srrorsd in mensfest,

rejidicating this plsintiff, Jelsirbatly, by claiming ha naver clazswd dnfendacts Jdocosminations sl

. £aise, however, once agisn, piaintiff pointed appsliatoe cowers €0 whera theve was thoe spefic

parts, in his sumoary judgment respomnes where he spefid [jr sa1d that, by steting defendants idwd. As

well in the muitiple instancss of deferdants faisfisd Ascusiimations, and rscowds, by such conflisting
dacisione, and records, bDasad on zams clrcusmbances, ant sibuwetions as plaintiff predominatly exypdained in
a5 far. In spite of that fachwd evidmace, on racond, of courts rulings are Intsnticnal and delairbate
faisefi=g, 2 prejudicating this olaintiff, to intsntionally, delisbratly xulo in favor of defendants, o
avoi@ their liesbility, then sssezially 'adis' to ths probltm, of than creaiing Jjucicsl miscodnout, bias,
proechadics, errer in manafest, by failing 2o comply vith legal starirds, and oontoolling lzws, that

chligats couris to rulz by law, not based on what they Sealive, a0t b2asd on Jeferviants profe-sionai

jdugrents, not bazad on rablic oolicy/orderiiness. This iz requirsd: Spaical releationship, special Auty,

ERAER .

Government Laws Doctrines, Stars Decisis, Griffin V. County School Bd Of Prince Beard County; Fobfzman V.
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Igsses, Wevks V.
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Schlissinger, Kooitz V. 8t, Johms River water Msmagrent District, Martia V. Hunters

Hdpes, Citizens United V, Federel Election Commission, Oglen V. Attariolt, Ergm V. Boriington, Daubery
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Yo Merrsll Dow Pharamscuticals, Cartsr V, Carter, Prisby v, somitz, In Re HoH., Washington V. Ghuckshurd,

+
Ty i AL R

People ¥, Thorpe, Peopls V. Leavitt, Iouisanma Ve Neaop, Edmitz v, Liinols, ¥aldeidge V. Aaerican

2Tt e 2 Zuise >

Zomehist, Collignon V. Milsaiee oty wichast Hicies V. Japss Dimes, 225 TIS 105/40, 725 IIS 20755,

Yarsjens V. Jesson, Cameron V. Tomes, Brown V, Flata, Baboock V. white, willis V, Palmer, Mirarda V. Ciy

of Izke, Twray V. Seeling, Qnlinger V. ¥atson, Jomson V, Rizrer, Sain Vv, ¥ood, U.S, LiC V., Xim, Eeard v,

T e T e

Sheshan, Murphy V. Smith, U.S. V. Vaa Sehwen, U.S. V. Calvert-Cats,
Curts also seamed to 31low defandants o prevail, on the sivple dormeters that ey corractad

the condact, howaver, the irony is that, (1) courte camos shrply rander case most, i.e. aliowing
defewcdante to pravail, simoly becuass they ceased the comduct, and (2) it mest be sbeviutly clesyr, thar
the conduct couldant: pessibly rsour. Coasidering many of these factors, of defendants kozsting atout:
usages of 'professional jdugments' which then is allowarcs for ths pozsibiiity for such to 1 ey, under
the quiss of ‘changss in their Judmgents/Giscression, and simply becuzse of the unrsaliability of the
resident group msmebrs, brinying in and their treatoent progeam being allowed and ©© enterksia Syremics of
oghaviors' even false/hearsay onas, in clesr conflict o ztandord sex offander trostment reguzitions, of
tifle 2C sscticn 1905, in the secticns metioned in so far, clearly th: 'sams issus could and is infack
ikely to oocur., Hence, cour:is altowing defendhats to preveil, sssetially randering the cass maot,; then
EX Rel Milier
S R ey Mgz
V. Foitz, Sorrell V. IMS Health Inc, Stentey V. Illinois, San diego Cltizens For cuality Eicuatien V.,
Barrers, U.S. V. Phosphats fxoort, ¥Friends of ths Earth Inc V. Izmddiaw Evil Serve Inc, Schultz v,

viglatas ang £3ils to copply with legel standards establisend in ‘gl_;gu:exa V, Tumer, Paople

linois,
e e,

Throught the litgiation, plaintiff Filsd proof that adisionmal, non dsfeniant treatmzre
mwoviders, continued o #nagage in condeut, wnile hiding behind the 'professional Jdugmantt that contineund
o vieslizs such rights, and substantially departed from standard sex offerriar treagment reoustlions
stantarcs in title 20 section 1905, while issuing tresument to© the plaintif? in which olaintiff iz
antitled to benjoiners, which court denied, essetially comtirming their judigal miscondout, wajudics,
Has, and szror in mznzfest, by then not complying with the 12g2] standercs recuiring enjoiners of PEvsens
viom contirme to violate rights of Plaintiff, not nesding for hum to sus sevsratly over evasy seporats
ir@@nt:_ﬂ%ird Ve ihi%.

Courts also failed to comoly with their awm Incal Rules OF Fiaderal Rules Of Givil Peoceudres,

Rule 7.1 (8) (ot 8) { exceptions), Ogden V, Atterholt, by granting sumary judgzent in favor of dsfendsats,

haviag relied on their professional Jjougmants, while not, and intantionsily ignozing, and not apolying the
mrxf‘s.ic:ihg evidnacs provided o prove how defendsnts professimnal. judmgents wae not onty falsfied, but
baged on substantisl departuras from standar? sex offender trestment reguatlions, This was bacause courts
failed to infer, construe, all facts in light of and in favor of plaimtiff, as being the non moviag orLy,
in sumrary jdugment. Rather courts const=ued and applisd facts in favor of the defendants, by relying en
iear professionsl jugment, ignoring the departuvaes, and falgfied cocusmiathions, 25 plaintiff provided

W the court, by asver smesking to thoss paris, and vather only icdniecating and reiying on the asssriions

@)



2 professional judmgents, and insfuicent conclusionary lsbels, of tham, essstailly oomstruing, and
applying facts in faver of the woving parties, In suwmary jdugzent, the defendants ané not, as legal
standards require, to ¥ather favor the plaintiff, whom was the non moving party.

In addition, courts ignored the fact that plaintiff is & poro-se litigant, and vhom Joss not have
o vespond to defendants sumamry jdugment at ail, and anmy/sll inadequatices, or non responding to material

facts, shali rot be used agisnst the plaintiff, as heing to grant defendants mwymery jdugment in favor of

Courts aiso failed to take it upon thamssives to enmume plaintiff had a expsrt witnsss, and or
counsel to assist him in this litigation. vhile courgs have boasted about the lack of avaibility of
willingess of counsel. Thats ivrelvnat, to the matters the Plaintiff presentsd, that such metiers invovie
challanging defenfants professionsi jougments, as plaintiff bzing a lay person. Subsequemtally, Couris ara
undsr obligaticn to locats cownsel, expest witnesses for favoring the olsintiff, at lesst come wime in
sumary jéugnent stage, Lesviny plaintiff to bis own devices, o challange defendants rrofezisonal
Fugrents, and courte relying on them, vaen platnciff clsarly pointad to their falefiad Jocuemnstions,

oo 2,

ang subsismbial departurss, then put the plaintifs at a substantial disavantage, allcwing defenvlants to

provacl, in violation of: Bracy V. Grondin, Jackson V. County of Mciesn,
Courts also adammitly deniad plaintiffe shility to contemporsnicusly invoke crimin=l charges,
agiasnt defendants, claiming a fzlsfied ruling, that they domt have jurisdiction, such belongs with

criminal enforcesmt aglencies. However the rsssoaing way thet muleing by courks is false, bsucass

Ciaintiff is snvitiad wo recover on oriminal conduct by Gefendants, wider Title 28 U.S.C, Section 1243,

e s e e
1357, 13267,. By Defendancs commiting conduct, wiile excersising profsssional cowlont, that wes infct 2 or
mre peracas ongaging in condout, (use of professional jdugment) dn vhich &id infact corriats to
Sapsrivations of such constutional, and statutory rights of pilRintifE, in svite of courts Zindings they
Ha not. Corrts ssemed to inventionally and sdeleirbetly rule in favar of defenfants, so they wouiden s
found in violmtion of such cximinsl viceiticne in that rogerd under $itls 18 G.S.C.A. Section 241, 720

LS 5/33-3, 720 IiCS 5/12-21. Such zulings by Couis, ro Zsleirbatly and intentionsliy avoid findings of

1ldexnility agiasnt defandance, infact is what orpates biss, prejudies, judical miscodnuct, syyor 2n
=3 ] > ]

menafost, hence reguiring reversing, and vomanding by this Sgpreme Cowrt.

This case invovies long standing precidential decisions cited herein, that invovies, and
requires mors than just some treatment to be issued to a sex offender (Plaintiff) recieveing treatment in
a civil committment setting. Such issues, include, but are no way limited to, the constutional rights
wider 14th amendment due procsss that infact rejuives ‘adequatet treatmsnt o be issued, in marmers that
afford persons under civil commititment or confinment standards adequate treamtent in vhich affords that
person meaningful oppurnuities to then subsequentally be released,
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The importances of this case, is bacsuss Defendants, and clindeal treatment providers, at this
Rushville Facility, for countlsss ya2ars, (to plaintiff balisf, ever since its existance) hag sucsssfully
circumvanted such laws, and legal standards, and mpst importantly obligations to Somoly with limitacions
of standardizes sex offendere treatment guidelines, raguatlions, hiding bshing uszges, and labsls of
‘professional judmgent ang discression’. As explained herein, courts and such professionals ars undes
legal obligation mostly by Precidental dedsims/mtrolling case law, like: Daubart v, Merrell Dow
Frarmacuticals e 502 U,S. 579 (1933); Brown V. Burlington; Youngberg V. Romso that ohligate, and require
such clinical professionals issuing such treatment, to be done in manmers that are in compliance with

Standard sex offendler trastment reguatlions, and guidelines (i.e, not o issue it, by substantial
depariures of such reguztlions) that the Defendants, and Rushville Clinical Treatment team are wepetivaliy
&lamsnt. about not comolying with, but o0oreso, substantially decarting from such standards, calling it
their vight to do £0, becuase of professionsl Judmgents, and indivudalized Treatment issuings to the
Plaintiff/and persons confined at such facility,

Ths other vary sesrous and important issue, is that efendants, ang Clincial Trestment team at
this Rushville Facility have hiddsn behind, and largly been abls to avoid isgal Lieability by Claming
thedr professional Judmgsnts, and by trestment issuings, of courts ailowance for such ‘excuses! o recur,
% not allowing plaintiffs to mravail that SUCH TREATMENT ISSUINGS THAT SUBSTANTIAILY DEPARTS FROM SEX
OFFFENDER TREATMENT STANDARDS LIRGLY ENDANGER THE OCMMONITY, WHICH THEY RATHER. HRAG ABCUT THEY ARE TRING
E‘LZ;R;U?E- Speffically, in ezamples 2lready explaiend, that, most residnets have b2zn vsleassd on the
ograms conditional release program, but have wltimatily viclated rulas, or offended again, winding back
W in prision, or back at this srogrem. Defendants, and state call this ‘residnets chojice! rather is
beucase of Dafendants, and largly Thae Rushville Facilitys insdequatas treatment mathods, in which largly
Substantislly depart from standards required of Providing treatment to such sex offenders, This is by some
Samples (*out is no way limtisgd to) that treeatment issuings ars soly unregulated, and docvemtnation
left ©o the intsrpretations and Judmgents of such so called peofessionals, without litmus tosts of
complience of standarg regualtions, or factual evidnace, For exampls, as plaintiff exrlaiend herein, there
is no audic/visual racordings of such treatmsn: groups, leaving such docuemtnaticns of rasidnsts
invoviemsnt, subject to Giscrzssion, and Judgment: of the so called professionals, As explained, this then
allcws such 50 calisd professionals to only place conclusionary labels against or in favor of the
residnet, in which then concsal or covar up any fruthfulness of opposing fasts andg civcuntsances, For
example making conclusionary lsbals 1fke ‘refuses o tske responsibility for his behaviore, or sex

offensas’, such labs) then is allowed to be placed, avoiding the turthfulness of “hat! spefic beshwviors

. @2 in question, 2s the Plaintiff has expilatend, and pezsmally besn subject to, oy untruthful hearsay
by malicicus group members that intentionally 'have it in for the plaintiff' as explained earlier, which,
by such so cailed treatment trofesisonals/defandants largly ‘entertaining' such accusations, oy thair
treatment reguatlions and requirments of ‘behavigral zanagment! requiring before one prgressss in the
Phases of the program (which as explaiend is a substanciag Ceparture initeelf, becuase of as explaisnd, by
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standrd methods, identify that bshavieral managment is not approrpstie, and pot a critera to determine
mss progress, or lack thare of in txeatment, and infact is identifed as 'not sufficent to mske long term
changes amongst clients!) which by such professionals/defendants being given premission (essstislly by
plaintiffs never being premitted to prevail agiast them) to use/excersise broad jdugrent, in light of much
evidnace proving how their judgments substantially departs from standard trestment) they have been
wntinusally allowed, and premitesd to then entertain such thigh school like antics' amongst groups
megbars, vhich infact only perpstuste cnes risk to reoffend, which ironcially is why reisdents gst out on
c.r. and viclate rules, beucase of such so called itrsatment professicnals having entertained ans allowed
such residnets to gain pawer and contzol issues of such valneerable parsons in group. For exampie as
dlaintiff explained, such group memsbrs, like Perxoguet, Hollingsworth, and Vernon being premitted o
sabatoge plaintiffs progression in treatwent, and group work presantatione, with false accusations of
sexually acting out, and damaging state property, simply bacuase of a 'hidden alterior, malicicus agsnda’
to cover up their 'sex ring' antics, and methode to 'remcve plaintiff from the living wnit, so such others
could, without plaintiff giving rize to such parsons sxpiloiting eachsther. Alss to remove plaintiff fram
such groups, so they woudlent be challanged, or brought up of their offending behavinrs by this
plpaintiff. As explaiend, such rentless accusations, being premitted, bacuase defendants/treatment
wrofessionals at Rushwille Facility are so focuszd on dbtaining anything to use agianst parsons, they
infact parpstuate offense behaviors, in this regard of Resident Bice being pramitted to Tsats by! with his
offending victimizing bshaviors to anothsr racidnet was 'just a mistake' as bsucase of hisming plaintiff
so much of such falsz bshaviors, that defendants continmsally entertain withowt investigation, when they
are not even to be allowing 'behavior manamgent' to be psrt of ones treat=ent progress, mor to make
weatmsnt recomwendations basad on such behaviors. Fowaver plaintiffs tresitment for years, has only been
prafaczd on this, bacuase of allewing residist group members to bring in, and ventlessly tormunt him with
acosuations, of bshaviors, waether true or falss, which infact derails plaintiffe abilities to foous on
his offending bshavicors, which than doos not afford plaintiff ahilities o focus on 'the things that
brought him to this facility' rather focusing on such bshaviors that ususlly are in this exaplained

Such so callad treatment professionals, for years, have sucessfuly circumvented iiesbility in
such regards, and continsually being allowed to use discression, and professional jougment, being
tunchecked' for credibility, meking conclusionary labasls, like 'fails to tske responsibiloity for his
acticns, offending bshaviors', simply by such rrofessionals conclusionary writings in such group sessions.
auch is vhy, in some othsr legal procsedings, have requyired audio/visual recordings, so such 'false
interpretations cannot ba allowad. Such allowances of unregualted standards, ooarts allowing the Rushville
Facility clicnal team/defendants to xum amock with their judmgents, has caussd problems in this regard, by
then the state, and svualtiors relying on such so called professionals docusmnts and conclusions to say
ane progrssed, or compleated trestment to their standards. Eut no one has ever questionsd 'if their
standzrds were correct! in such findings, becuase largly they instil to rzsidusts that 'Just do whatever
b2 nesds to do, o get out and bz fres' without emphizing non offending lifestylesz. For example, rejuiring
msidnets/plaintiffs to discloss things (i.e. uwnreported offenses, or sexuel bshaviors) that cccurzd after
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onsg predicate offense (offense leading to ones confinment) under the 'intimidation' (boucsse of usagas of
thedr authroity/judmgents, if residents dont comply, will not progress in i{reambent as not alicwed by ths
professionals st such facility, unless a residndet agress to 'do it their way') wiich rsguatlions indicate
that to witheld such disclosures, (as explaiend and quoted herein) and as wall as by constutional Tights,
w be fres from and provected agianst self incrimination. which such so called professionals reguira such
rights to be given up, if not, with intimidations and threats of withoilding ones progressioms in
Tresmant. Ironically, then ‘sign off' on residents ceopleations in treatmant, denoving that they thave
folloved/complied with all rules of the facility, mesting behavioral expectations, Which is a 1is, and
falsefied records, bacusse infzct the residnet didnt comply with 'all rulss' beucass hs had o violate the
mes r=quiring witholding of such disclosures, in order to 'do wastever he nzeds o get oag!,
defendants/rushvilie treatment professionals 'si off on' as ons mesting behavioral
managment, is then clearly a lie, and falsfied but no one challan@s this, bscvase the residents ars avars
that if they do, they will be witheled in trestments mrograssions, unless they agrss to 'do it their way!
wich is in vicaltion, Ironcially, this is a ‘herrier' o tesatment, as labled ‘casing' ar 2lng one
what they want to hear just to plesse them’. But irencially the trzatwent orovidars tignora! tiese
berriers that identify ones high risk to offending, to -essetially bs abie to impose trestmet as ‘they
Ceam mecessary! which 'larqgly decerts from such standards, and regautlions, intimidating the residnet,
with 'if he dosent want to do it their way, he can just stay here for the rest of their life', Witimstlly
mst residnsts ‘give in' bscusse 'they want to get outt and can careless of racisving treatmant in which
m=kes them better, to not reoffend, realizing if they dont 'give in? they will witimatlly stay here for
the rest of their life. The only other aiternative, is to allow the such so called treaiment oroviders o
hsve it their way, sign off on their treatment with the vesident ignoring it was done in a miltitude of
vioilations of rights, and standards for sax offender treatent, and infact identifed as by methods that
are not sufficent to invoke Icng term changes among clients, Instead of 'staying here for the rost of anes
Life! usuzlly a residnet then dacides to 'ignore these methods that only mskes a resident wors:, and allow
them o do it their way, in vioaltion, bsucase of 'wanting to <o anything 1o get out! and *screw reduecing
his risk to reoffend! but wants 'to make it appesar thst the professionals claimsd he is a lowar risx, when
as explained, he really isnt, agian, bsucase his treatment progressions was laxgly falsfied, signed off
@, by such professionals ignoring the methods in virich the residsnt compleid with, was only making them
worss, identifed as by standards of treatment to not produce long term changes among clients, Another one,
being that the trestment objectives checikiist, indicates that asignments are requived to bz signed off on
as the client compleates them, rather clients allow this o bs violated, to just do anything &o gst Qut,
even if thats complying with their Instructions that largly make him worse, baucase ag one can fingd, such
assignmente are rather signed off on all at ance, by the treatment tsam, in violation of even their own
reguatiions,

Foint being, most residents, at such facility allow staff, and ivestment Frofessionals 'to have
it their way' becusas of being intimidated into keaping them thers for their 1ife, if they give rize to

sach faulty and non complaint trestment issuings, This process, then largly idemtifes a residnet
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having compleated treamtent to the sataficstion of the treétma.qt professionals, as rzliad on by the state
attorney as such, reicaseing a rasicaeet on conditional ralease. Then a resident wiom was so usad to
ignoring rules, and simply doing as he is told, gets on c.r. and wids up violating it, becusse of
compleats disregard to rules, under the impression for yaars, 4+hat hes been istilled in him, he dosnet
have to comply, as iong as authroity figures ajlow that tc}bs violated., Under this guise, then ths
residnst is befuddled oa why c.r. agents violate him, and bring him right badk to the facility, agiam, its
often blamed as the 'rasidnets choics' but infact was becuase of the dmamic, a2t lzrge at this mushvills
facility, by not dust the tresiment team, entertaine, and ﬁurt‘:'-ares, corplaines only with wiat staff want,
and mostly is in viclation of rules, vhich is never documented beucass staff are satasfied with and settle
for 'ones complience' and can cacsless about rules, subssquentally imstilling in residasts, ‘'rules are
ointless if authority premits them to be violated', such is not only the flaintiffs bzleifs, but as

proof shows, in systemic evidnace. :

Such methods, largly, is with deleirbrate and malicicus intent to justify the facilitys
existance, bleming the resindet, of his bshaviors, boasting such to eocisty, of the rasidnets choicss,
vhen such has nothing to with that, rather bescusse of such sepraticnal, systemic non compliencs on stsff,
and treatment professionals part in such explaiend methods.

Most of the time, when rasdients iitigate such issues, they are inticed into setiling such
suits, with then the professionals 'fast tracking' them through treztment, and baing releassd. ¥hich
agian, creates such sxact same endamgerment dynamics to the sociiety/commmity, that the professionals and
staff at the rushville facility oncs agian skated by with legal lisbeility, signing off a2 false
documentation of one supposeably doing what he neaded o 4o to compleate trastment, bzcnsze of ons baing
inticed for 20 years, of encarceration, to just let them have it, so he can get out, and be fwze. Agaein,
ultimatly the residnet gets out, and is 3 high risk to resffa%ﬁ, ut such is docuemined, for reasonings
explaiend, otherwise. Such isnt 'trestment! if the residuet was docusmined as a low risk to reoffend, by
surh profesisonsls, and state svualtions and attornsy gensral, bat no investigation went into any
conflicting facts of such professionals judgments, as explained herein,

Because of the state attomsy general imticing resi&'xete to accept sstitlings of such
Iitigations, by such methods, esseitally the problems spoksn of herein, only contimues, and gets worse,
and parpetuatss itsslf vhich is why such litigations from this Rushville Facility contimue, becuase they
avoided liesbility for one indivual, but still invoke the systemic problems, to the rest of the facili.tys
cparations, and agianst residnets, ultimatlly prevoking more and more litigations, of the same matisys,
an? or then subsjcting all other individal residneets at the facility to such problems, just bscuase that
one perscn/resicnet was able to prove the such issues and ssttle the ligiation, but wntimatly, settling
it, still allows such professionals/defendants/rushville facility to inwvoke the same systemic problems to
all other residnets, thus the problems contimue to manifist itself, in edther more litigations, or that
resident being given treatment issuings, that fail to make them ‘batier' ‘reducing risk to reoffend',

documentations refelct as they hzve imoroved, but only bacause of such 'concealed' unprfoassional end
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illegal methods enploved, i.e. such refslctions in docusmtnations are only besing taken fon its fage?
without ever challanging if such decision, and recommsndation by such professionals was done by complisnce
© such standards, or by, as done, methods thar largly depart from accapted standards, and infact are
idnstifed as ‘not sufficent for produecing long term changes among clients!,

In this litigation, as plaintiff explained harein, the lower courts have continued this illegal
and constutionally offensive process, by falsfiying rscords of procsedings, by misquoting the Plaintiffs
filings, having favored the defendants, in sumrary judmgent, failing to apply, refelct, and crsdit
Aaintiffs evidnace that he filed to the oourt, as well as providad in discovary, that shows defendants
ad rushville clincial teams tvesmtent infact is falsfied, lied on the Rlaintiff, and largly substantially
Ceparts from standard sex offender treatment regualticns, hiding behind their usages of Professionsl
Jugmants, in vhich courts are under legal chligations to compare, ani oontwast their usagss of
Frofessional judgements to standard sex offendsr treatment reguatlioms, Iowver ocourts failed to comply with
these legal standar@s, and rather relied on the Rushviile facitity/Dafendants usages of professional
JEogments, withsut sver identifying the facts of how its illegal, omstutionally offensive, ang
substantial departures from stancard sax offender treatmant reguatlions. Iower corts, wiile ruling in
favor of defendants, in sumary judgment, infact failed to comply with sven their ovn legal standavds
cited, as claimed they applisg, but obvicuslly didat, in areas like, they are recuired o faver ang
constare facts in light most favorsble to the nen moving party, which in this Iitigation would infack ba
the plaintiff. The lowsr courts rather constured facts in favar of the moving perty in Stumary judgment,
the Defendnats, by consruing facts, evidnace, and their professional judgmants, and docuzmtnations in
their favor, Court only, in their sumary judgment order, raliad on ‘chery picksd! portions of defendants
cocuemtnations to identify blame and no merit on plaintiffs claims, instsad of 2oplying mounds of
conflicting docuemtnations and avidnace, mlaintiff Provided, that shows how that invial docuemination, by
defendants, was false, and a e, and not based on standavs sox offendar treatment requatlions, rather
thair professional judmgents in waich largly departed fram standards of sex offender traatoant quideiines,
and reguatlions.,

Igwar cowrts also srreniorsly Sismissed, and failed to allow pPlaintiff 0 entertain ané xecover
o piroof of many coastutional viositicns, by Defendants treatment iszuings, a5 opposed to the one claim
oxures allowed mder 14th amendment Procadureal due procass, Sp=ffically, as plaintifs explaiend herain,
Haintiff provided to couxt, docuemnts provided to him, in discovery {e-mails) that proved the olaintife
hae, and shall recover also on First amendment harassment snd vetalaition claims for his greivance
activity, by Jdefendunt cmiting that plzaintiff will continues %o D2 h2ld up in treatment, wntill he c2azses
s grievancs activi ¥. Plaintiff also ahowes through docuemss provided to the court, that defendants
trextment, program largly is in conflict with si:anfani sex offendar tresmbeat regulations, and oonstutional
rights, spsfficslly raquirving self incvimination, in order to progeess in the treament progsem. In spite
of written treatmsnt work Claiming thay dont and adviss of such things to be witheld, agisn, their
treztment as onited in e-mails, conflicts, requiving Sleclosures of self inerimination, viealtions of Sih
amendzent, and if a client refusss to give up thoss rights, (i.e, intimidating him to give them up} (i,e.
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ceiminal vioialtions, ontop of sxch oonstutfonsl viclations wider Title 18 U.S.C.A. Section 241) he is
essetially threatned wmdsr professionsls authroicty an? Jjutmgaats usages, to not progress hdm in

treszment, till he gives up these rights, and ‘can stay at this facility for life'.

lowar courts lied and falsfied the record, and thelr rulings, by claiming, in their summary
juGngsnt oxder, of things plaintiff naver said, nor quoted, for example, claiming plaintff suppossbaly
cited title 20 ssction 1905.20 +ich courts claimed Sosent speficy anythign of now professionals ars
required to issus trestment, Plaintiff ifnact pointed out to appeliate comt, which they Cslierbatly
ignored, continuing iliemal conduct rrsjudics, bias, Judlcal miscoincat, ervor in nanafest, by ast
identifying the fact that plaintiff pointed cut, in soefic summary Jjdugment resposnes, wasr2 he rather
cited other parts of titles 20 gsction 1805, vwhare such doss infact spaficv,a nd rsouire how the
detendants, and trestment professionsls ars ragwuired to issus tromatment, in wvhich they ave substantizlly
departing foom. Courts simply igroreg this, to favor the Defendnats.

Coxss also claimed plaintiff stated, in thelr mummary jdugment order that plaintdiff cammot
Irograsss  in  tresmtent becuase facility rules oprohibit plaintiff/residneis from Daving sex with
eachothar'. Plaintiff never ciaiswd this, nor evan aluded to tiis, essstially falsfying and lising on the
rscord, further, by 'potting words in plaintfifs mouth!. Plainkiff vather exciaiend, his issue is that
faciifity wAll wot zlloe gro-social siglis, thet ey claim that they teach to residnets. Thiz is Lecusse
any time any rosidnet, 1ike the pladntifi egrssses szxusl insterist in ancther, they ane inmediatlly
saporatsd. This Jos: not allow for relatioashaps o Jevolp indo a pro-social whlam, witlch Is not seard,
plaintiff mever zaid that. Pro-soscal benavior, lzrgly enctails 20d o uires rexidents o lear how Lo
exoress hzalthy seusl interactions. The Plaintiff, bsing homosexaal, haz identifed memy issus: with
inanilities Uo sccalize with porsons wiom 42 is attracted o, in 2 aon saxual wiy. Defendanmis, aod ihs
rusaville facility fails to allov trsatzeny issvings o feach plaintiff and others, how to =agage in
social interactions, in 2 non s=wuel, bt hoslthy smy, with Sersons ey are sexazily attactad to. This
failure, by using ‘avoidanas! methods, vixich, aggisn, is idempifed by standard sex offenter trsamestn, as
mot sufficent to produce long term changes, nor 0 reduce ricks to rsoffend, thess mathsds, is vhat infact
perpatuates ones risk o reoffend, becasse ons, like the plaintiff asver lesrns zocizl skille in how to be
asound others whom hz is atractsd to, ssxuslly, in @ pro social waonar, begcueze he always 'avoids' boucass
the facility discowrsges aty persoms from baing around eachother watm ke saxually atracted to sachother,
Vhich for the piaintlff, is iargly his offending issus, had predomintaly expoced, or voyerad, on othars,
becuzss hz failed to kuow how to sgsge in verbal, pro socisl skills with sersons he was attract=d to,
i.e. in order to get somml gratifyetion, becuase plaintiff didnt know how &0 'ask for it' or engzge in a
rolationsnip, would engsge in immediate gratifying offending bahavior, agianst those whon iz is ativacted
. At such rushvills facility, anytime plaintiff exgresses ssxul intarists in a resident, ofnay
rasidnats become jelous, make up theoroies, like in piaintiffs stawtents, and facts in this litigaticn,
then defendants or clical tharspists/defendants sepsvate iihem, rreventing them from being socizl, and

witholding Savasl interactions, essetially deprivaing plaintiff from Lesrning wrogecial skdills with
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rersons ne finds attitractive, in a non ssonsl wmesr to work on plaintiffs tissues of offending, of how wwo
intaract with others «hom hs is sauslily attracted to, but not act on thoss urges'. The fecility and
clical team i8s rather indicated to try ©o tsach plpaintiff skills with persens he is oot attracted to,
under ihe pretenss, and Jjustifications that such skiils wiil wansfest itseif to sexsl parsons he is
asttracted to too. However, plainciffs offending history shows, that he dosant hewe issuss with engaging in
2scial situstions with persons he is not attracted to, rather only those wida he is atiracted to, so the
defendants treatyent in this regand is not relevant, and infsct altsvior methods only does nothing to
raduce plaintiffs risk to xeoffend, becusse ne has the distortsd belisf that e hes no obligatios to
parscns n2 is not attracted to, and can treat them any way, including sbusive, rathsr porsons he is
atttrractad to, will throw himszlf at their mercy, leading to plaintiffs abuses by not decifering of vwhen
to engage or Gissngage, for s lack of better words bscomss blindaS py falss delusione of love, Defendants
treatment. issuings, tring to tesch plaintiff pro-socisl skills from and to pergons %2 is not attwacted to,
then is lreelvant, his ‘'issuss' are only isolated to parscns he is attrraected to.

Defeniants, Rushville Facility Tveatment Staff, (oorts, hsve premitted stiquatesd moot lsgal
standards, of ‘some! {reatemt to b2 iszusd {0 residnets/clisnis at rushwills facility, '\;thmt legsel
standards a5 requived under 14th amendment, adeguate treatmant, posing meaningful opmaomuities o be
relsased. This can only then come in the forms of 'sex offender spefic treatment' tcore/disclosurs/post
disclosure groups! a&d not soly mentsl health groups. &s for rveasonings explained, svuaitions of
residnets/clients xiszk factors, state sttorney censval, cowrts, will ot allow, nor identify =
clients/residnets risk to oe identifed as reduced, if he only has participated in msnial heslth groups,
Thus Defendants placemt of Plaitiff, =md cother rushville residnsts onily in mental hexith groups, i.e.
ancalory groups, power to chagne, claiming such assits with sex offender trestment, and oniy is reguired
to ovide fsome' treatment, then is constutionally offensive, bsucass any time s clisnt/plaintiff is only
placed in these other mants) heslith groups, and absent placment of in sex offexnder spafic groups, i.e.
disclosura, post disclosurs, (claimign they dont have space, avaibiity) then is clear that such progrem
and treatment izsuings are ianfact constutionally offensive, as do2s not rwovide adequate meaningful
treamtant for one to be rmlcased, beucase in corder for that to ocour, has o engage in sex offender
treatment spefic groups, i.e. disciosurs, post disclosurs, to b= considersd for missazz, Tms meking it
facural that only placemsnt, at any time, Gily in mental hsalth groups, becuase of spsce, avaibility,
mesns then the program not just defendants, largly, cannot provids ‘adsprats! constubticensliy protscisd
trestment 0 afford one his veleass, becuase he essetially has. o fwait? Sor 'avaibility' into sax
offerder treatment groups, and or, as plaintiff is sudjected to, plscament soly in mental health groups,
blamsd, falsly of his behaviors, as a quiss, under defendants false claims of their professional jugments
issuings, simply beucase plaintiff has been desmed as 'Sisruptivet in groups, without denoting the
truthfulness, becuase he 'calls out othars Brr*Sswt, also becuase defeniants dont want somsns 1like
plaintiff in groups wicm challanges their treataent issuings, for oorreciness, rather wimbt sometns in

treatment that will Jost do whtat they need, to got out, including as plaintiff expdained, casing, or

telling them what they want o hear, ignroing all vicsltions, including msthods that only mske a client

()



worse, ut only oecusse of vrajnwashing a client, to <o what h2 needs to o to get out, withoit raalizing
Wat ne Is doing is infact identifed as wot safficant for the clisat to produce 1ong term camngss, but
the defendants Socuemtnats refisct it is, which is vhy their rofelcitions and judoments arz false, 1is,
ad only to 'meke it look good for them, and tha state'.

For ressonings stated hswein, untill oourts reguire systemic changss agianst Rushville Clinical
Professiocnal Treatment, and nGi ESLe corractions behning clossd doors, or ssttling of =nez particular
indivudals suit/litigation, which coxrts have obligation %o 8o, to ensure cessation of such coastutional
issues, in cases cited horein, and simply cannot rely <a them msking changesz, bshind clossd doors, baucase
such dosent ensurz pepnant and ongding systamic changes, zuch allows, at =ay given point, for such issuzs
%o recurr, till written, court osders, via plaintiffs rrevailing agienst such defendants iz aliowed.

Additionally, agian, csganiless of individual corrections to the ‘plaineiff’ tbehin? closed
doows! iz irssviant, becuase this litigation identifes facts proving of 2 larger systemic issue, that
defendiants trestmant mder non regulated issuings and sllowances of deferdants, and Rwshvills Clinical
Tesps Professional Judmgents, (L.2. without factuzl, Wias records, ke visual/audic recordings of such
group sSessicns, to aliesvie such incorrect coaciusive lablings, absent suoporting facts, Including
defendants misvsages of authroify and judngents) infact not oaly craxtes the muliltufe of castuiional,
staturory, criminal vicaltions, and as well &3 substantially Jeparke fuom standard sex offendder Lresitaenl
reguatlions, and not only, by oourts sliowing of defendants to prevail, viosliss, and fadls ©o comply with
all sucn metioned, oxwirolilng, mecidental case 15WS, a3 legxl stanfards, and ooastuvional vights, but

infact endsngsss society, and civilisns, becaase of such Incorrract treatmant issaings, wder the guisa of
oe raducsd nis visk &5 zeoffeni, bscuase of usages, and siguing off on, by professicnals foeamient was

compiied with, but not Iadeisting 3f such issuings wers made in corsectness and complisnsa,

Reter such treatmsa: Sesuings, and profsssionsls Jjulgzemts, am comolaations, for rszsonings awdlained
nsrein, but in no wyy limisd ©o, ase oot Just M ismzs of avbstaniial departurss from ssx offender
trestimat raoustlions, boy Is endangering sucizty, bacase of prsdoninatly invoking and brainweshing
clients to beleive and comply with methods by them, and their issuings, that mostly identify a2z not
sufficent ©o produce long term changes awong ciisnts, which, iz no wonder Wy clisats get oot on
oonditional releams, and vioalte it, and or offeni agian, not as plamed beucase of the clisats choice,
rather becuase of the defendants teestment issuings ware pramitted to e ideniifed == sufficent, wasn

further scortny into such facts, plaintiff is givis rise to, i= only maxing clients recidiviszm risk
r =’ *
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waich is a formal lstter from such treatment providers, that indicates and refelcts the Plaintiff ans his
family, speffically his mother made many attempts to commnciate concarms of szxual velapse o such
treatrwent providars, as claimed, in their 'Zdischarge ;wmary' that they would provide adequate aftsrcare.
Towever as clearly refzlcts, they basically tigmoredt such plaas, and infact, as refiactant on their
gischarge summary, continsuslly tblamed® the Plaintiff for and pushing rsspxmisibility onto 'his choices?,
Once agisn, this dmamic that is sismalrly exhidited heras, in this litigstion, continues, thar of the
irory that the so c2llad trsatment professionals brag about orovideing adscuate sex offender treatment,
and such metheods ara 'so effective at treating' one to orovent any relasse, ironically when 'rush oomes to
gova! such treabment providers push blame and respoasibility onto the client, as if such is 'his personal
choices'. But is conflicting with such profesisonals finidings that thzir ssx offendasr treatment

sapooseadly is 'so adequats! and 'prevents recidivisim if ths clisnt oomplies'. However such shows that

basically st offense trastment is hesieslly 20% 235 rerrsesatsd ©5 the public to ks, that rather iz
'throwing information at thz client, then blaming him for his choices to &o it, and not reoffend or
offend, Such reprssentations then are false of s=x offendsr trestment, that of such 'urofessionals?
supposeadly doing ‘sverything to give adequste treatment'. Just as in this litigation. The other factor is
that TES "QZRGA MCADRMY" FALSFIED DOCUBMDATIONS TO0, JUST LIKE IN THIS LITIATION BY DEFEDATS, CLATMING

(F TREATMETT PROGRESS AND COMPLEATION, (i.e. their -discharge summary') EUT AS LATER FACTS SHOWS, (in the
attached appendix "F") THAT BECUASE OF LEGAL, RD SCLICICAL ISSUES (i.s. plaintiffs probation expering) HE

BS “FASTRACKED" THROUGH TRENMENT, LABLING HDM, BY PROFESSICHRL JUDGMENTS, THAT HE SUPPSOZABLY OOMPLEATED

TREATMENT, BUT CLEARLY DIDNT. Infact “Cnarga Academy" blamed thst if Plaintiff continues to engage in such

kehaviors, then recommendations would be, ultimatly racommending plaintiffs enceracaration to protsct
ocommanity at large. THIS ALSO FROVES TEE UIDERLYTNG FOLIVE, FCR THIS LITGATION, AS PIATMTTER EELIEVES,

SPEFFICALLY THAT SUCH ISSUES PRESEMTFD HREIN, SFEMS T0 BE DELIFREATE AD INTENTIONAL TO SARATOGE TFE

TLATVTIFFS TREATVENT PROGRESS, BUT MAKE IT APPEAR AS IF ITS HIS FAULT, BY BEHAVICRS, AND TACK OF
RESPONSISILITY EIC, EOWEVER THIS DOCUEMNT PROVES THAT OF SUCH APPEARSD (NDERLYENG TNTENT, TO KEEP THE

PLATNTTFF CCNFTNED DNDEFINATLY DUE TO HIS REPETIVE CFFRNDING, HOWEVER IF THAT IS THE FACTS, THEN SUCH IS

MORE REASONDGS TO GRANT THIS WRIT, SHHPLY SECURSE, THE SEXURILY VIOLENT PERSCHS LAWS, AD COMADET,

UNDER 14TH AMBNDMENT OQNSTUTIONAL RIGHIS, STTPUALTED HEERELN, *+AMJST BE BASED (M ADFDUATE TREATMENT TO
AFFCRD CLIENTS MEANINGFUL OPPRNUTTIES TO IMFROVE ENCUGH 7O BE RELEASED***, foint baing, if mot yet
alyaady obvious, that the laws, and lsgel standards that are authorizad to detain/comit this Plaintiff at

this Rushville Facility, is cnly under the pramsis that if he has mesningful oppurnuity to recieva
adaquate trestment, and subsequentally be releassed, that being, if the underlying intent by the States
Attornsy Genaral is to kesp plantiff permantlally confined, regardless, but make it appear as if the
reazonings why he is confined is simply due to his behaviors, and highimed rsoffense risk, by such
Comemtnations by facility Steff and Defendants/Trsatment Professionals, then CIERRIY THAT SPEEKS TO THEIR
MALICIOUS AND UNDERLYING INTENT IS TO CONTTNUSALLY PLACE PLAINTIFF IN SUCH SFOKEN OF "BIRAPPING"

STTUATIONS IN HIS TREATMENT, AD DAILY LIFE AT SUCH FACILITY VIOAUTING SUCH LEGAL, CONSTUTIOMAL RIGETS, I
CRDER 7O MPAKE IT APPEAR ITS THE PLAINTIFFS FAULT, AS T0 WHY HE CANT PROGRESS, AXD BE RELFFASSED, BUT

(3b)



CONSIDERTIG THESE FACTS, RATHER IS SUBSTAATTAL, EVITSRESE TO ALUDE TO THE FLATNTIFFS APPEARTNG FRRFETCHED

CONCLUSICNS 2RE TNFRCT ACCURATE, that being such conflicting, non corplisnt trestment methods to standard

Zx offender tresmtent, by the Defendnars/ Rushvills T=satmet providers, ar: infact te Ssleriabtly and
intentionally place plaintiff in entrapping situations, o then charry pick nis behaviors, actions,
oodncut, absent lack of complaince, and unprofessional, and illegal condout an the Rushville, and
Defendants/Clinical treazmtent providers part, to then provide docuemtation o the State Attomey, that of
the nesd to permantlly place plaintiff in confinpent, =2sting the wndarlying smotive, to use authroity to
pernaneally dentain plaintiff making it appsar as if its his beheviors, of vy he cant b2 relsased vhen
infsct its Defendants/Clincial Treatment Providers, and Rushville Staffs delisbrate and intentional liiss,
felsfications of recards, including trestment records, (by methods described hersin this writ) that is at
Such cause, of wiy plaintiff cannct progress, and camot recisve adsquats treatment,

THUS BEUCASE THE LANS TH WHICH GOVERS THE FLAINITFES COFDMENT, AD (R COMIDIMENT MIST AFFCRD

PLATNTTFF MEANINGFUL OPPURNUITY TC BE RELEASED, IF THERES CLEAR AND DELIEERATE INIENT TO “SET UBY THE

FIAINTIFY, AS EVIDANCE ADDUCTED THUS FAR SUCCESTS, TO SERMANTALLY XEED HIM CONFINED, THEN CLEARLY HIS

CONFLVENT BY THE SEXUALLY VICLEMT PERSQNS COMITIMET PETITIOY IS INFACT IIIFGAEL AND CONSTUTICNAILY

CEFENSIVE, BEUCASE ITS MOT AS FROVIDED TO FROVIDE IREXTMENT 7O BE RELEASED, EUT WDER TEAT GUISE, 70

PERMANTILY CONFINE THE PLAINTIFF, VIOLATING DOZENS OF CONSIUTIONAL AMD LEGAL RICHTS AND THE SEXUALLY

[P

VIQLEYT PERSGNS OOMMITMENT ACT IN ITOELF.

CoIISTaN
For the Seavousnass of these issuss pressnied hersin this writ, the countless clear, delairbate
vicaltions of constutional, legal/statutory rights b y the Defendants/Rushville Clincial Treatment taam,
Rushville Facility Staff, including the State of Illincis Attorney General naving participated in such and
Deing the cause of such illegal, and constutionally offeasive acts, under the guise of thair 1sgal
authroity, and professional judgment, this Suprems Court Shall Grant This Fetition, including but not
limited to ite remedies, involving up to, and including ths State of Illinois Attormay Cansral, and the

Qurt of Cook County in which the Flaintiffs civil commitzent is Sarived from.
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