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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

R ~Whether the sbandacd  For mental - health Pro*pessiovwafs Yo receive
qualified immun#j is higher  lower, or the same as other medical
pr O‘FCSS ionals ?

1. Whether there showld be a malpractice standard For government

'e,MPlo\lf.ag{ Doctors , nurses | & medical stafP +o receive q)umliﬂ'&a@

immunﬂy?

- \A/l’\eH/\er qu, Couﬂ' Sl/.pvdo/ opine on me)/\A'a/('/\ea/H’A Sﬁmc/o,r/r,
ch}ioes, A Proaeo@wr»@s varyihg So much From Starke o 9’(17/6.7
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

A ,C\Tmt\vmﬁ .ﬁ\rm\ \@m&@\»&\\«\i\w &QSNQ\.@ mﬁs:mw +o ti.m cqse and &_.%

Hhe ﬂ_%\.?ﬁ,nu recelvie 9: waoom\muwm, T& Wwag Q@:&\w

B. .._in ,Uw@s%%s\r :Te—n@ g&(%\f@m\ of Somgone. t\.@ \umwm\&(&{\é \\:s\m\
a T..WTWQ of menkal illness ‘ and Er@i@; Plaintiff cvae 2@.3&.@& on

intate +o the Oregon State Hospited (OH) ?

C. Whethee Hre Minth Civewit 39:%5.& x_so:.mw :3?,%@.\ standands of
review o uc,n.r@ dismissing pro se \s,&s%M is the \{%@\? Colrt
1@?@ " Russian _WDL@x@s Wi Pofitiovers clunces at receiving a .S.

CERTIORAR| review !

D, Whether the new Nafionwide mental-health hotling ™9-8-8 would benefit
from Ts(.\:,m a QS*.To_:.,._\G Q‘S\T\Sw_%.w ?
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ST Appendlx

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI -

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[\/I For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is _

[ ] reported at ; ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
«/ is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The oplmon of the highest state court to review the merlts appears at
to the petition andis -~ - o T

[ 1 reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

M’ For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _ _MAR 25 2022

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

54 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: _ T VLY 7 2022 , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _5 .

M An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including _ Vecember 4 2022 (date) on _August 3,2022  (date)
in Application No. 22 A 97 .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix

[TA tlmely petltlon for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:

, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

The Constitubion of the United States, Acticle IV Section 1. Full Faith and Credit
shall be givea in each Stwle Fo the public Adks, Records , and judicial PfoCL&J:;V\fS‘
o evecy other Stale ® ” o

Ackicie IV Seddion Zﬂ-yﬂqe. Cikizens of
Cmulf\ S-LaA—e Slxal’} bé’/ eMiH&J + @‘/( }’riv})ejge.s and ’MV"MnHﬂ'eS‘ of Citizens in -qu,.
several Hates : |

. AMENDMENT XIV Sechion L. "N,
State shall make o evloree any law which shall abridse the Prc‘vi/eges or mmuntres
of citizens of the Unived Stakes; nor shall any Sode dleprive any perton of e,
\ilaerly/ or ProPerJy, withot due process oF /aw; nor (ﬁgw fo any pecson
within its juri(o@ic{»foh He c’.q)m/( Pro‘l-eoﬁ'on of the /avu/s‘_.“

The Constitution of Ocregon , Arkcle I Section 10. Adminiskation of Jushice . <0Mf'/'>
Section 13, Tresdmend of arrested or con —

-Fineo’e persons, (GM}‘D

.. Sechion 20. Equality of privileges and
rrunities of citizons. (rik) |

Oregon Revised Slutwfes, ORS 161.370, ORS 133,482

RDIMT, 28 USC8I291 , 42 U.S.C.§(983

American Disabilities Ack [§ j2.107 (3XA)]



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Petibioners orig. suit alleged that Plaindif had been prejudiced on intake +o 05H

by Defendants because of calfs from ashinghn Coundy Tail relaying false info. the
C;ova-la”mﬂr kwllq@;‘ a“egd Had Plambil had E&n asswu'&/, Mecffw:ily {’01'7Lw‘€e/, '
and foceedd fo undergo x198 days of oral wmedications under the Hhreat of
playsical harm even Hhough Plainkif wes vot a menkally -ill person. Plainhié

also sued alleging OSH policies on seclusion & "&S%m[n‘f‘ were miglem/i;:sg)
vague — bad . [n addi}ion, Plainkl alleged he was codem during intoke and
.Luas force injeo{—ed? even afler he shoved “n, ivxd&@vfs of aggressfok\“.
Plaintif Mc[wf’ed') avv\‘ol& evidence of his claims in AHadament +o the om'\q,.
comp. Defendands’ achions were a violation of dearfj established laws.

The lwe. coust dismissed claims agdinst OSH but allowed claims against the
individual Defendants  see Doc.No [7] . On Swvwvxa«ry Judgment fhe Mag Isteale
Aismissed the suit saying "plaindiffs clims lack wmerit", Doc. Mol52] 155 puce.]

On i&APf’M{ Q9-%107) the Ninth Circsit Macabe-remanded, Appardix_F___.

On remand, pleadings & evidance indicated Hhat— during the timeline

» defailed in the ortg. Comp.— Defem&/\/f}* Ranganatton never pl“aviM her Pati#@/l/f“/t
S{yh'ze_aV reduckion in Haldbl /ijreﬂa 30ing Con}nu-j #o wmedical science,

nor was she Fwhfid in her ‘ Physfcfam)S S‘Lﬂ}"@w&/ﬂ—f‘\. Plinditf also §mL>rvu’)ut¥
VIDEOQ EVIDENCE (DOCQNO‘[?Z]) SL\owivlj ‘H«\g /‘e{)oPM calfs made from the )a('lj

were clearhy prejudiciat ;ie. et \6!15( nof refuse fo-leave histell and he - - -

QM ot SPH’ on ofFicers . Planif filed a MFSU [61], a Motion fo Transfer
(2], and a Motion to Reinslate [&3]. S
The lwr. (owd again culed in “Da{‘cna/améy) Favor, withowb 9iving P/Mnfg
o Video evidence any C*'&Ceéncﬁz(fgéj& E’?S_])
On ZM('Ap,oeal He Ninth Cireuif me’%’)’ pf‘o\fiM cookie—cwtter affiemalion
of dhe lwe, courks decisions. APPENDIX_A. The Ninth used « high leve( of - genecelily.
Petitioner now- seeks CERTIORAR| review.

4.




REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
— INTRODUCTION —

This Petition focuses (arge(y on mental health. Aﬂﬂ{ me,vﬁla/t th’L\ s
a hot topic ri3h+ now . With dhe roll-out of the new MNationwide mentaf

hea [ emergency hotling 9 -8-8, we can presume (itigation will acise
from its ute. T would greatly benefit the Courfs Yo have a mewtal-
health precedentsetting case termed within the same year as the
9-8-8 roll-owt. A massive mental-health-hotline will need Pf‘mtcoﬁ'oh
reinforcerment and boundacies goverving Hts Staff responses. Fejnfr:oner
huvwéy asks Hms* Coudt $o GRANT CERTIORAR! review in favor of our
!\/a,ﬁom good wewtaf- healH-care Frac/*fl-/-lumem‘ for the REASINS set

ﬁ)r‘Hn ‘a@low .

A. lmportant QueS‘Hom%‘ of Federad |aw +hat has not been , but should
be  seiled by this Cour}:

Javerer v fa#z 5583 U5 194 mandated a tvo ---s+ep. sequence for resolving
govf,rxrwvuu/\/i’s7 a—FF.’d;o/g) Qu.wh'#ie/ ;Mmunf{'y claims : A conrd must docide
(1) whether the Hacks-alleged or shown by Plainfiff make out a violation of a
constituional N‘gH'/ and (2.) i so, whether thak right was (c//&zr/y established
ot Hhe time of the defoadants’ aleged misconduck, e af 291 . And with the
medical Cﬂh’!mwv\'\b m the government, Hie “medicad waprac»{»fce,n standacd should be
applied in addition | sees Jandbvaf v. Coy. oF San Diego , 985 €34 65F (%r 202)
STays v Sprinkle. 992 F.24 295 (4% in2021),; Maher v Gl (b. Tdaho 2"'3)
However , when i+ comes dovn to mew‘i*w( lf\ea'ﬂ\ -care Pr40+>‘/'ioners

5.




the  States difer; sometimes Completely - And Pekitioner has been wnable 4o locate
any authorities Speciﬁcww; +ie'm3 mewtal —healHh -care PF“OHHOMFS fo a
Common@ used medica Mw‘PraOHC& standacd Cavf'ﬁ[a"‘/~—g?m"ﬁ° to ”me"‘Aﬁw‘
health! Many cases gmw‘h’nﬂ q,Mdf‘Fb”a/ 5MMW"‘?¥] to mewhad-healll - care
ymmtfir\'omrs end up ci'f—imj Fejwiaf medicol -care cases, see: M“-’“/‘APG/%@T
794 £3d 932 936—37(3916}. 20(5),. J%j,,jéfu Sfate 31 Hawai’i 229, 317 ¢34 683(%%
App. 2013) ; or, 4hey frequently cite different auhnocibies dealing with men—
fal healn  see: /,/g@ v Frensfein 50 F34 1562 (9-Cic.17) 5) ; Goodrich v facker,
(N.D. lowa 2017); Spencer v Abbott. No 16~ 4009(10'M‘.n Dee. ‘5,2017), And | it has been
neacly 47 years Since Estelle v. &zmé/é, 429 U897, 50 LEd24 251, 97 $.C
2¢5 (197¢). -

Peditioner belioves that mental—heal}l, scrence is complicated and specific
evough fo heed its own cut-ouwt standard in Sorer

A hﬁarl 1Lran3f}awf* i a heart "J'Vav\spjww}' no matter what State or
Country yeu are in s But with the C/OMP[&)C nedure ofF Mmenful-healtl, -
scince F’radices‘cms)roms, and procedures vacy quite a bit from State +o
State. Differont Stades treat the same mewdal -illnesses with different med@l
and sometimes completely different approaches. regon Adyocacy Goter v, Mink | 322
F3d 101 V2122 (98 (3.2003) : o v Oy of Remo, 572 £3d 1047 1055 (96Cie. 2009) ; a5,
P/eaSe See s Isen v (zy/o/q. SIS Medf | 312 F.34 1364 1316 ﬁOT'i"Cir. 2092), and see x
Shanky vi Litscher 213 F.3d 340 (7HCir.2000) . And while individual patients
require customized care, & mentaf- /\&z/ﬂl Pmcﬁ{—{oncr n [Wyon;‘n\ﬂshnwtd’ be
‘P”"Led}d with the same ‘l}’f’ﬁ of 7/““/{?{")’66{7 iv“mwnﬁy as any other Safe.

The lack of a cenralized judicial awthority on mental-health standads
for mewdal ~head b~ cace Praoé}n'\({oners fo receive %w/rp;@a/ in«muvxi-]y May
be allowing States Jo discriminale against the m@wf’a/@ ~ill. T4 ray be d/ﬁowi@
Hflg cour+s +0 Sweep abuses umc{?er-'“#\e‘ruﬁ. And it Coo.',d/ be /fvind’?,rfrig
e advancement of medical Science in~general especially where ouwr . ..

6.



Nations menchJ-lqea‘«Hf\ securiiy is Concerned .

At present, our Mation's mevdad - healHh weliness is not secure .

In Gaifed Sfates v. Loughner, €72 F3d 731 (3%01n2001) 45 cited
i e Appmls Couets opinion (AI’PEND})( A), M. Louﬁlm@r was given muAlee
hearihys '1"(; a&lrermim “qu n-eed’ “’O Force, Mec?fccof@. “QUJQS gf‘v&/\, an
ample. or obralongeae observation period of fime befare Torce f’l&(iai{ﬁ'@,
ond he was asked “on a o{aily basis" ¥ he was wi”iyy fo v@lqwﬁﬁ\fy
dake V"\Uf&, s 736, I+ should also be nofed Ho4 Loug‘nne,r had
slain six people.

The facts n SToRES are in Stark contrast 1o LovGHNEL. .

Mr. Moreh was given a single /’\wrfﬂg Fequiring him to ap)waré@ﬁ?m
the Admin, Low Tudse (ALJ) under the influence oF drugs. /Morer was
frce inedked within 8 minues of /ﬁi; arrivad of OSH sn Feb. 19, 2006,
Aad, Morer was vot offered or as)cee( it he was " w i}fuj_q 740 Jolee Meds
l)y aZ@Fe{/lcfaW.{_y’-(oR‘l_G-‘ COV"\P‘) at (&_ad-/ nok wadil 7 moif)ﬂr\;s‘ [a}cr(Al’PﬁNmX I,E)dle)°
| Lovenner shouldve supporled REVERSAL in /MOREF buwt it did not-
because the due process requiremends for Stades to “shserve’ for mendal
ow"\’(’)/rkl s @j}her Yoo broad or Yoo [ow.

Sirailar] | [«/d‘r//ﬂgyﬁh vi Karper, 494 US. 210, 110 $.G1 1028 | 108 L.Ed. 24
178 ((990)i the very sy”a-laws seds fordhn distinctions C,om‘f//'ovl/'nj with
the Mioihs Pw/l'vy in MoRETT M Hmper was  glven h?ar'fyy/é with
Feop[z, "wone of whom My e currew/:iy involved in the inmades
L é{'{!gHoSfF_ df:.er 9&4*"’?%\*# 7‘@% M- qu&% was gimn a h&am’vgg L,e,*Far? H«e

MT and Defondant Ranganwkhan—his trealing psychiatrist, Inthe

State of Washinglon Me. Morefg due process wouldve been violated.
/—\o(’p(hlfomd@, like Sarper~, Mr. Moret wus omly given a Sikyte )‘%chfd/{ /’)8&(51:,7,.
And -.quc Wwdas one oF the Mojri\fa/(‘ﬂ'\g fackors for reversal in /7éf (a

7.



The next twvo authoriies Supp‘{@g{? loy_Jd% Minth Circwits foster /?Um/le/s,
S54 F3d 807 (4Cir. 2009), and, Rarson v. (allehan | 555 US. 223, 129 S.Ck 803,
72 LELU 565,77 USLW 4068 (2009) fuckher coment the need for a mewtal
healflr precedent because neitiner have much to do with mental healls,
Nearlj every case o[/\aueozgfwg Hae ‘FO(ceg/ adwinistration of andi -psyohpﬁgff‘c
medicakions deals wih qualifie] immunhlyemﬂme;mg}m#m procedures |
Look dd how ™Many cases He NMidh cicewit cited ih theic apinion |, none
of which seem fo suppor} affirmation ! Magbe dhoy dong have the
right case dealing with all the aspects needed 1o slylize Haeir
opinion. '
When li#gawk raise evidence 15swes ‘H«zy ci‘f’&”ﬁ/w@ ;
When H-Hgnvv%“ ra'ls“e counsel Issues quy usugoo“y cite ”J’/r/’c/é/m;/.“
When “‘Hgank raise meVH—w{ heq/ﬂx (Ss‘q@s Hq\@y 5//,9M c/;[é Mﬂ/‘e%

B. Conflicks with decisions of Other courts :

OH’wr #\am *qu CH'w'f—iohs @(Facw[i‘j .PFeS‘eW I Hﬂf&‘ Pﬂ%@’\, ‘(4’:3 /VM#\

Cfrcu}k) decision conflicts with Cruzan B, Crazan v. Precior, /.
Lest of Healftn | 497 US 26(, 177-78 110 $-Ch 2841 (1390) (which relied

on Whashing forn v Hacper | 494 08 200,22 (1989) , ang Vited v.Tones, 445

US. 440, 494 (1940) . |
Becamse defondads decision +o not Frov?de a Sly//'ze% reduction in

baldel fZyprexatoMoret-went against eskablished medical science, . ...

He Mindh CiceniB ruling conf licks with Srai#h . Jenkins, 913 F14 50,

93 (8%Cie. 1990) (care that “so dleviated from peofessional staudards

it + armouwrted {o deliberafe fmdimrmce\\ would vidlafe the COMHM/W\J/'

8.
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C. wc,._umTS.on Power _
The Nindh Ciecnit has &%;LO& so far from the accepted and

usual course of judicial proceed ings | and has sonchioned such g
depaclure by the lower court) as fo call for an exerclse of this
Courls SuUPERVISORY PoWER. Bolh e Dislricy Cowd and
the \fai?.f Circuid discriminated against Morer because of a
perceived history of mevtad - ilinesses @U» 512002 3)(A) : APPEADIX T
Exhidiad para. N\wv\ and  they held him fo 4the legod standard of a
cer¥ified Qi.sj)@. .
— Begining with the District courh | they denied Plaindilfs Morion/
fo 9383»\_@,\3%& OVQPEQ, THC TSoE?% he was confined o Stote
| Bospitad a4 Hae Hme of Bling. IE., when Morer initiaked
r\__.w mS.;\ T& was \Qi@ ’ MSQBRLAJ_% :\ and .ﬁ\»\w& t\& 39:3)
+o s%o?\»ﬁ counse] | while _v& wos contined a4 0SH adsy .
| In lmmw?\(mhm Defendands ﬁ\\@m\m\ Plaivi¥ had 7mo.9,<g\ Q\v\
ﬁﬁogwwmm Ym SSW. O@%m m@ L g Shh\x/ﬁq Tmsl.@ and ﬁm_oﬁ,mmmsm&\,or
by Matd Secces, Disabilidy Rights Oregon, during thoh hearing. However
Moret had wo .,_Amr+ for Counsel on lAys Qﬁ%mb\ of Hwe \unho\w ORVDER.
resulting in Iy gw?@i being Aismissed as \\Q,\zr.sm\\(w wamz@\x Iv.
the Didriot Maglshrate stated " Regardless of Hhese threshold issues, T
Fire thak Planmtifes claims lack rerit.” ,,QVOP\CO WNM\ paye W%mv
The Courd continues, stading d PlaivH® s claims orsx?@é the ivolun-
Jory ademinidration of rmedication on February 19,2016, the dafe of his
adwission , and Hae erss_,sw administeation of medication atter
“his adwiniseafive heacing \ (B2 4 5 para 2) The conrt seems fo
have ?»TSTGS&Q omifed Plaintiffs clavms of being medicaded on
Reb. 20,2016 & Felar 21, Wol6 which were QQG indicated in dhe
AMENDED CoMPLAINT, as rs?@@ been done aFter he patient Showed
"o incidends of @@ﬂ@nn@ﬁ.ﬁ Thus Fhe orplaint was deconsteucted ?&S&.&s@f
10. _




Aftar the Fivst appeal vacated | and on revand—aFer the video
eVidence was received , He District Judge simply said 7 the video evidence
ﬁwos\, the mer:@?s m&:@ qﬁz )s 5a+ relevant // V\m\«; ._,Mn we _OQ_n o%w g
First paragraph of Claim 4 of Plaidifls AMENDED (OMPLAINT | relevance (s dear
and ;& S\%@ ?_frsrs 5 m&%%m claimg Sm 9:?&:%%& \_i‘i&w %& )
Just because Hhe courd had  dismissed ;\g?&}.&_g ams dpesny make
he Wl wnder CLAIM L dosolede V unless E_Qr@, it s loting held Yo
Yoo slandards of a Aome futr atocney. Frost v ygriingfom 197 F3l 346 G

_ﬁﬂﬁo se, @.wtfi% _st }.S@w are o be construed ?mﬁ.m\:k and held o
A \mmw w,r,wswms* m_gjm«s]& t\,sP ,ﬁoﬁ.\sn& %k\g% &&:ﬂ.@\ @k \&_\\kﬁ\
if court can ﬂgno.\_er read 1&&%5@@ to state valid claim on which
li+igant Could ?m,\ﬁi, it should dp so Rﬁ.ﬁ:& .. confusion of legu
Uneories | poor ,muisx and sewfence consteucton | or i,\\s:m, undami(-
lacity with \v\@\w&\ regurerons . " Kames v. Kerner, 404 VS 519, 30 LHH
652, 92 W@fmﬁ@ﬁ@

C(oro_%.:\:.w dne ﬁc&sm Kot \\.E&Sfﬁm claims lack merit when video
mi\%:o@ FS%& Hgm Q,m%m:_oa ur\ac,\w clisceimination @8.3,&‘ Sorieon e
ﬁmﬁo&,\@m\ ,T have @ _\:\127« SW mendal flness. And Hhein 2&::@ Hhat
Wie vides evidence i3 "nod relevant™ Yo certain. claimg, where if
would have been televant 4o daose previously olismissed, shows the
Court was holding  2ro se :tws;% o very shringent standards
m%m&i@ because Hre courd did not allow Plavdif do amend.

—_— Wit e Minbn Circuit we dovd vieed Yo look as deep. This case

s extrevely unigue . Afder 7 months of nightmarish treatment
under Pri Rangonadhan 3 Dr. Peykanu ook over Moreds case. Dr.
Poykanw weened Moret off oMl menbed health modicafions pro—
viding « stylized reduction of meds Yapecing fo zero. then,
Dr. W@d&.\f assessed Mre, Mored as " not s\_gé i before

.

v&.&a?@ him back ,_rog‘&._\ Q\,m,*om@. >z§k.9§. pg- 6, para, 28)
| 11.



But dhe Ninfl, provided a rulivg we may consider « bland
Lestament +o e dislike of /TorsT . Covsidering the facks of fhe case
and Mee avkhoridies ciijr%( Ey the Ninhe Cikcw‘\*, their rw’li\r\g s€0ms
shmilar {o an wFFfrTMO\/Q‘fOH W/}%ﬂﬂ/ OF5V\(OVL~ Tl’w.y sanchioned Hhe
bisticks discrivmination against Mored piecemeal. And, gave no regurd
lo Plaimdis  Mokon to Transfer (Voc‘No‘[gl‘]).ﬂ'M} rude the unigue Seom ordinary. |

When e /\/iwfﬂa cited //6215',47/ Transter (ﬂo l/.@o/éf /%//r f;/éy, V,.Y.A., 8373
h2d 208, 2“((7&@’"‘ 1987)™ (APPIDX A, py. 3) Hhis was a slights Se/ﬁiﬂj fordy the
rutLeg to establish an abuse of o(fscre/-{»fén, /'ﬂ(ﬂfZ”, was q way for Yo
counrd Fo sM\o{—ex\Luaiy nswld  Morer for his “lacklustor Proi‘ﬂw\"}’f()\/\\'\. But
Qjo\]V})ML)Rér IS Vo ‘awy{ir;amapl he c{f)c&yf lao’H\/aP 'l’L\e/ l\,ur. C,ow”-}@ ‘For
Counce]. The Ninth held Moret 4o a very S‘J—-ﬁ'nﬁem/}’s‘iam/arc{)pr%jwffcmlfy.

Taken as a whole, i appedrs as i the courts wade indenhiond] efforks
Yo rid Hhemselves of someone they perceived fo be mw-}wlly il . One can
on Lj cpeculode e courde indendions in wet publishing Heir opinion, Bud we,
kinow Haad wL\qL Supresme Couct has //repemL&fb/ chastised " Hne I\/Mv‘Hq Circuit
over C@Y\cﬁuwll'*:\j deeur'&y estallished Mg\ﬂfy at foo /’)/jA a (ovel of
geneciy . Sarby v Hammondl, 821 F.3d 1090 (3G 2006) ; $ec also: C#y &
County of San Fancisco vi Wiethm, _0s.__ 135 S.CHI765 177576, 191 L£4.2
YA (2015) ( "\ have FCP&M\//L/ Lolof Courts — and Heg Nintt, Girewit in /ml‘vl/'w)/ar“"
not to define clearly established law at a hih lovel oF generality” (quoling
Asheeoff  ve al~Kjde, 563 US. 731,131 Sct. 2074 2084 177 Led.2d 1149 (20i1) ) ).

The lower couwrds” trecdment of orer shows that even if He Suprg,m.g
Cous} reversed 4his vatter the lwe Courds mMay shll tread him Poo::fy on his
retwn, Prejudice fowards a {l#jm’ﬁl based on_pro se or .‘b./fé‘_“{?ﬁig&?_\t@v/.._ﬂ
l/\(salv?y oF mentol -illnesses and  disdain {or #his Courke f/-ew‘owf insdrue —

-HOV\S Is So Far‘ Dmfé'-op-ioou,wofs as ‘}O wmmwﬁt a Ca/% %r' exercise of
lis Courdd SUPERVISORY POWER.

12.



. The Hotline

If OSH had never received pregjudicia] AT\F%TE\E\ Cormun icagioh %
from the ,Mz‘__ prior Yo Morers intake Hals case May have never }93&3&.
The power of T\Ebroj\.a Compmuni cahioh can 1@&@ hurt someone as i+
did tn /%rer. lmaogine iF the jail had called the hospitaf and foid
ey the frwth— dhad Morer had his areas fwisted af the il pords
Zr@S TN <o?3ﬁm®?m\% +.2. .T.s:w.ﬂol‘ and ?&« )@ was Slammed onto
{he ground for ?&:@ off his spit mask though he vasn %yf@i\
iMmagine | AS%@ Evid. x_-xwv
Consider o sed amount of 4ime o observe a pationt before
force medicating ; that could only benefit & strenghhen 5&@% creaded
g civil servands who run Hie emergency hotline. Their minds
would be pud @} ease because heir repords wouldns mw%a\x.s&ww.
The Lay 1 is now, a doctor camn Jorce :&m&\ Someone Inside
oﬁ 5 3_.3,_ %.%w?v& rv\ \urbg O@«\ s .\ \\.~ ae\&m\ %mm&l.@ &s‘a\u\.\%\g.\ism&.\
Review periods affer receiving  cass w&?ﬁ@ prejudice , right 4o
comse] Fr patients Ora:@@_.@ AL orders, wmalprackice Shamdards
for /menrel~healh care. _uxao«.,re:@ﬁw fo receive @S@:._\wm\ \33::@\
uniform mendal -health medicad Science, the abuse of meada - pationts,
and (ower cowd mu_\&,\a%._dm\ conn all be qoldressed under /Morer
The vas) namber of T&wﬁyos@ calls o the new 9-8-8 hotline
w.,ma.mi‘ unigue mevdad-hea | Hy sECtAr @ ricke. 7B o SAUL P

SECURE OUR NATIONS MENTAL HEALTH wi# MORET
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

e

>
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