No.

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

M. PATRICIA CANTU and ROBERTO CANTTU,

Petitionets,

CITY OF AUSTIN, TEXAS, et al.,

Respondents.

UNOPPOSED MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE PETITION

FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI

To the Honorable Chief Justice and the Associate Justices of the Supteme Court of the

United States:

Pursuant to Rule 13.5 of the Rules of this Court, Petitioners M. Patricia Cantu and
Roberto Cantu respectfully request a 60-day extension of titne, or the time this Honorable
Court will allow, to and including August 15, 2025, within which to file a petition for a wtit
of certiorari in this matter. The petition is currently due on June 16, 2025. This is Petitionets'

first request for an extension of time.

The requested extension is necessaty to allow us to secure counsel and additional time to

finalize the petition, prepare the appendix, and address complex issues involving excessive



force and the application of the Americans with Disabilities Act in police encounters with
individuals in mental health ctises. The undersigned is a tax attorney unlicensed in the United
States Supreme Court and not trained in this area of law but also has other professional

obligations and court deadlines that require attention during this period.

Trial and Appellate counsel conferred by email with Monte L. Barton, counsel for
Respondents, on June 5, 2025, on our behalf, and he indicated that Respondents do not

oppose this request.

WHEREFORE, Petitioners respectfully request that the time to file a petition for a writ of

certiorati in this matter be extended by 60 days, to and including August 15, 2025.

Respectfully submitted,

Pr. N Ptz
Ot (a

Drt. M. Patricia Cantu

{ i

Robert Cantu, Esq.
Pro Se litigants
1837 Fredeticksburg Rd.

San Antonio, TX 78201
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I heteby certify that on June 6, 2025, T caused copies of this Motion for Extension to
file the Petition for a Writ of Certiorari and orie electronic copy in compliance with Supreme

Court Rule 29.3 to be served by first-class mail, postage prepaid, on the following:

Monte 1.. Barton

City of Austin Law Department



301 West Second Street, 4th Floor
Austin, TX 78701

Counsel for Respondents

b A4S A
UA. A. Lewis % ﬂCW\WUJ;M

Trial Counsel and Counsel of Record for Appellants
Lewis Law Group, PL.L.C.

P.O. Box 27353

Houston, TX 77227

(713) 570-6555

myattorney@thelewislaw.com

June Zﬁ%
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Adnited States Court of Appeals
for the fifth Circuit

United States Court of Appeals

No. 24-50397 Fifth Circuit

Summary Calendar FILED
January 17, 2025

Lyle W. Cayce
M. PATRICIA CANTU; ROBERTO CANTU, Clerk

Plasntiffs— Appellants,
versus

AUSTIN POLICE DEPARTMENT; MICHAEL JOSEPH, Sergeant, Austin
Police Department; JACOB BEIROWSKI, Officer, Austin Police Department;
ROBERT MATTINGLY, Officer, Austin Police Department; LU1S
ALBERTO CaMACHO, III, Officer, Austin Police Department; KYLE
PETERSON, Officer, Austin Police Department; JULIAN PADRO-
MARTIN, Officer Badge# 8243, Austin Police Department; CHRISTOPHER
J. KNODEL, Officer, Austin Police Department; CITY OF AUSTIN,
TExAS,

Defendants— Appellees.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. 1:21-CV-84

Before DAVIS, STEWART, and SOUTHWICK, Circust Judges.

PER CURIAM:®

" This opinion is not designated for publication. See 5TH CIR. R. 47.5.
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After their son was fatally shot by law enforcement, Plaintiffs M.
Patricia and Robert Cantu filed this action alleging, inter alia, claims under
28 U.S.C. § 1983 and Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).
The district court, on summary judgment, dismissed their § 1983 claims on
qualified immunity grounds and their ADA claim as a matter of law. We
AFFIRM.

I FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND!

Paul Cantu was “suicidal and suffering from mental distress” when
the Austin Police Department (APD) encountered him on January 29, 2019.
APD Sergeant Michael Joseph located Cantu’s car off-road in a grassy field
while responding to a service call around 1:40 a.m. that morning. Joseph
parked behind the car and shined his spotlights on it. Cantu exited the
driver’s seat with a handgun drawn and aimed at the officer. Joseph drew his
own weapon and exited his cruiser to engage Cantu. His body-camera footage
shows that Joseph repeatedly ordered Cantu to drop the gun and to “get on
the ground.” Cantu ultimately knelt; he did not drop the gun, pointing it to
his own head. For the next six minutes, Joseph urged Cantu to drop the gun,

to no avail.

Joseph called for backup, saying there was a gun and requested a
ballistic shield. At about 1:45 a.m., APD Officer Luis Alberto Camacho, III
arrived and took a position “to provide lethal cover.” About a minute later,
APD Officer Robert Mattingly arrived with the ballistic shield and began to

! We recount the facts in the light most favorable to Cantu’s parents, the
nonmovants, except to the extent that their story is “blatantly contradicted” and “utterly
discredited” by the defendant-officers’ body-worn cameras and their cruisers’ dashboard
cameras. Scott v. Harris, 550 U.S. 372, 380 (2007); see Carnaby v. City of Houston, 636 F.3d
183,187 (5th Cir. 2011).
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position it by Joseph’s cruiser.? As Mattingly did so, Cantu stood up and
pointed his gun towards Joseph and Mattingly, the two officers who fired
sixteen rounds at Cantu over the ensuing two-to-three seconds. Cantu was
struck five times and fell to the ground on his back. For the next two minutes,
the officers ordered Cantu to show his hands and place them on his stomach.
Body-camera footage shows Cantu complied.

Once he followed their instructions, the officers approached and
handcuffed Cantu. APD Officers Jacob Beirowski and Julian Pardo-Martin3
began administering first aid before Cantu was transported to a hospital
where he was later pronounced dead.*

Cantu’s parents sued, snter alios, the APD and seven of its officers—
Joseph, Beirowski, Camacho, Mattingly, Pardo-Martin, Peterson, and
Knodel. Plaintiffs asserted § 1983 claims against the officers, alleging Fourth
Amendment violations for excessive force and Fourteenth Amendment
violations for racial profiling and denial of medical treatment. They also
asserted a failure-to-accommodate claim against the APD under Title II of
the ADA.

Following discovery, the officers and the City sought summary
judgment on those claims, and the magistrate judge recommended granting
relief in their favor. Plaintiffs timely objected.

2 APD Officer Kyle Peterson arrived on the scene around this time.

* Pardo-Martin’s name is incorrectly spelled in the complaint as “Padro-Martin.”
He and Beirowski also entered the scene shortly before the shots were fired.

# Pardo-Martin guarded Cantu’s hospital room until he was relieved by APD
Officer Christopher J. Knodel. Knodel was never present at the scene of the shooting
incident.
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Adopting that recommendation in full, and over Plaintiffs’ objection,
the district court dismissed all claims on summary judgment. It concluded
that the officers were entitled qualified immunity on the § 1983 claims. The
court determined that the excessive-force claim remained only as to
Camacho and Mattingly and the deadly force they used was reasonable. It
further found that the officers did not act with deliberate indifference to
Cantu’s medical needs. The court also held that the ADA claim failed as a
matter of law.® Final judgment was entered on February 8, 2024. This appeal
followed.

II. DISCUSSION

We review grants of summary judgment de novo.® Summary judgment
is proper where “there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and the
moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.”” “A court of
appeals need not rely on the plaintiff’s description of the facts where the
record discredits that description but should instead consider ‘the factsin the
light depicted by the videotape.’”#

Plaintiffs’ appellate brief only addresses the district court’s dismissal
of their § 1983 excessive-force claim and their ADA claim. Thus, “[w]e
review now only those issues they explicitly preserved for appeal and
adequately briefed. We do not address other claims, though, that Plaintiffs

3 After concluding that the APD was not an entity that could be sued, the district
court construed Plaintiffs’ ADA claim as against the City. This substitution was proper.
Kentucky v. Graham, 473 U.S. 159, 165 (1985); see Darby v. Pasadena Police Dep’t, 939 F.2d
311, 313-14 (5th Cir. 1991).

8 Carnaby, 636 F.3d at 187.
"FED. R. C1v. P. 56(a).
8 Carnaby, 636 F.3d at 187 (quoting Scott ». Harris, 550 U.S. 372, 381 (2007)).
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appealed but did not raise in their opening brief. Those claims were

abandoned.”?
A. § 1983 Excessive-Force Claims

“Section 1983 provides a private cause of action against those who,
under color of law, deprive a citizen of the United States of ‘any rights,
privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws.’”1°
“Qualified immunity shields government officials from liability if their
conduct ‘does not violate clearly established statutory or constitutional rights
of which a reasonable person would have known.’ ! “To determine whether .
a government official is entitled to qualified immunity, we must decide (1)
whether a plaintiff has alleged facts sufficient to establish a constitutional
violation, and (2) whether the right at issue was clearly established at the time
of the defendant's alleged misconduct.” 12

Plaintiffs allege that the defendant-officers violated their son’s Fourth
Amendment rights by using excessive force. To prevail on an excessive-force
claim, a § 1983 plaintiff must establish: “(1) an injury (2) which resulted
directly and only from a use of force that was clearly excessive, and (3) the
excessiveness of which was clearly unreasonable.”® “An officer’s use of
deadly force is presumptively reasonable when the officer has reason to
believe that the suspect poses a threat of serious harm to the officer or to

® Moore v. LaSalle Mgt. Co., 41 F.4th 493, 501 n.2 (5th Cir. 2022).

0 Goodman v. Harris County, 571 F.3d 388, 394-95 (5th Cir. 2009) (quoting 42
U.S.C. § 1983)).

X Allen v. Hays, 65 F.4th 736, 752 (5th Cir. 2023) (quoting Harlow v. Fitzgerald, 457
U.S. 800, 818 (1982)).

12 Winder v. Gallardo, 118 F.4th 638, 644 (5th Cir. 2024).

B Manis v. Lawson, 585 F.3d 839, 843 (5th Cir. 2009) (quoting Ontiveros v. City of
Rosenberg, 564 F.3d 379, 382 (5th Cir.2009)); see also Moore, 41 F.4th at 505.
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others.”* “The question is one of ‘objective reasonableness,’ not subjective
intent, and an officer’s conduct must be judged in light of the circumstances

confronting him, without the benefit of hindsight.” >

On summary judgment, the district court held that Camacho and
Mattingly acted reasonably in response to Cantu’s threat. '¢ Plaintiffs argue
otherwise, contending Cantu was incapacitated by a single shot and thus the
officers were clearly unreasonable in continuing their fire, citing Rogue ».
Harvel, 993 F.3d 325 (5th Cir. 2021). Plaintiffs, however, offer no evidence
that the first shot incapacitated Cantu. What’s more, the officers’ body-
camera footage establishes that Camacho and Mattingly shot all sixteen
rounds within just two-to-three seconds. Their response in a “tense,
uncertain, and rapidly evolving” situation was not “clearly unreasonable.”!?
We agree with the district court that the officers’ use of force was not
objectively unreasonable and Plaintiffs failed to demonstrate their son’s

Fourth Amendment rights were violated.

Even if we found, contrary to our above conclusion, that Camacho and
Mattingly violated Cantu’s Fourth Amendment rights, they are still entitled
to qualified immunity because their “actions were objectively unreasonable

in light of clearly established law at the time of the shooting.”® The law was

¥ Ontiveros, 564 F.3d at 382.
15 Manis, 585 F.3d at 843 (quoting #d. at 383).

16 Because Plaintiffs did not argue to the district court or to us that any action by
the other APD officers amounted to excessive force, the claims asserted against Joseph,
Beirowski, and Peterson are abandoned. See Moore, 41 F.4th at 501 n.2.

7 Winder, 118 F.4th at 645 (quoting Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386, 396-97
(1989)).

8 Rogue v. Harvel, 993 F.3d 325, 334 (5th Cir. 2021).



Case: 24-50397 Document: 50-1 Page: 7 Date Filed: 01/17/2025

No. 24-50397

well-established, at the time of the shooting, that any reasonable officer
would have known that Camacho’s and Mattingly’s behavior was lawful.!?

B. ADA Claim

“[The law in this circuit is unequivocal: The ADA ‘does not apply to
an officer’s on-the-street responses to . . . incidents, whether or not those
calls involve subjects with mental disabilities, prior to the officer’s securing
the scene and ensuring that there is no threat to human life.’ 20 Plaintiffs
acknowledge this precedent but argue an issue of material fact exists as to

whether the scene was “secure” considering Cantu was the only person in
the field.

We disagree. “To require the officers to factor in whether their
actions are going to comply with the ADA, in the presence of exigent
circumstances and prior to securing the safety of themselves, other officers, and
any nearby civilians, would pose an unnecessary risk to innocents.” 2! The
APD officers here faced unsecure, exigent circumstances while Cantu
brandished his weapon and therefore were under no duty to reasonably
accommodate Cantu’s mental illness.

kekk

The district court’s final judgment is AFFIRMED.

¥ See, e.g., id. at 325 (noting parties did not dispute reasonableness of police
officer’s first shot at deceased suspect who disobeyed commands “to put down is gun” and
instead “pointed the gun in the officers’ general direction”); Ontiveros, 564 F.3d at 383-
85; Winder, 118 F.4th at 638; Manis, 585 F.3d at 845-46.

2 Allen v. Hays, 65 F.4th 736, 752 (5th Cir. 2023) (quoting Hainze v. Richards, 207
F.3d 795, 801 (5th Cir. 2000)).

2 Hainze, 207 F.3d at 801 (emphasis added).
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United States Court of Appeals

FIFTH CIRCUIT
OFFICE OF THE CLERK

LYLE W. CAYCE TEL. 504-310-7700
CLERK 600 S. MAESTRI PLACE,
Suite 115

NEW ORLEANS, LA 70130

January 17, 2025
MEMORANDUM TO COUNSEL OR PARTIES LISTED BELOW

Regarding: Fifth Circuit Statement on Petitions for Rehearing
or Rehearing En Banc

No. 24-50397 Cantu v. Austin Plce Dept
USDC No. 1:21-CV-84

Enclosed is a copy of the court’s decision. The court has entered
judgment under Fed. R. App. P. 36. (However, the opinion may yet
contain typographical or printing errors which are subject to
correction.)

Fed. R. App. P. 39 through 41, and Fed. R. App. P. 39, 40, and 41
govern costs, rehearings, and mandates. Fed. R. App. P. 40 require
you to attach to your petition for panel rehearing or rehearing en
banc an unmarked copy of the court’s opinion or order. Please
read carefully the Internal Operating Procedures (IOP’s) following
Fed. R. App. P. 40 for a discussion of when a rehearing may be
appropriate, the legal standards applied and sanctions which may
be imposed if you make a nonmeritorious petition for rehearing en
banc.

Direct Criminal Appeals. Fed. R. App. P. 41 provides that a motion
for a stay of mandate under Fed. R. App. P. 41 will not be granted
simply upon request. The petition must set forth good cause for
a stay or clearly demonstrate that a substantial question will be
presented to the Supreme Court. Otherwise, this court may deny
the motion and issue the mandate immediately.

Pro Se Cases. If you were unsuccessful in the district court
and/or on appeal, and are considering filing a petition for
certiorari in the United States Supreme Court, you do not need to
file a motion for stay of mandate under Fed. R. App. P. 41. The
issuance of the mandate does not affect the time, or your right,
to file with the Supreme Court.

Court Appointed Counsel. Court appointed counsel is responsible
for filing petition(s) for rehearing(s) (panel and/or en banc) and
writ(s) of certiorari to the U.S. Supreme Court, unless relieved
of your obligation by court order. If it is your intention to
file a motion to withdraw as counsel, you should notify your client
promptly, and advise them of the time limits for filing for
rehearing and certiorari. Additionally, you MUST confirm that
this i1nformation was given to your client, within the body of your
motion to withdraw as counsel.
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Sincerely,

LYLE W. CAYCE, Clerk
()7[0 b Ll

By:
Melissa B. Courseault, Deputy Clerk

Enclosure (s)

Mr. Monte Lewis Barton Jr.
Mr. U.A. A. Lewis
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United States Court of Appeals
for the FFifth Circuit

United States Court of Appeals

No. 24-50397 Fifth Circuit
FILED
March 18, 2025
M. PaTriciAa CANTU; ROoBERTO CANTU, Lyle W. Cayce
Clerk

Plaintiffs— Appellants,

versus

AUSTIN POLICE DEPARTMENT; MICHAEL JOSEPH, Sergeant, Austin
Police Department; JAcOB BEIROWSKI, Officer, Austin Police Department;
ROBERT MATTINGLY, Officer, Austin Police Department; LUI1S
ALBERTO CaMAcCHO, 111, Officer, Austin Police Department; KYLE
PETERSON, Officer, Austin Police Department; JULIAN PADRO-
MARTIN, Officer Badge# 8243, Austin Police Depariment; CHRISTOPHER
J. KNODEL, Officer, Austin Police Department; CITY OF AUSTIN,
TEXAS,

Deferdants— Appellees.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. 1:21-CV-84

ON PETITION FOR REHEARING
AND REHEARING EN BANC
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Before DAVIS, STEWART, and SOUTHWICK, Circust Judges.

PER CURriAM:

The petition for panel rehearing is DENIED. Because no member
of the panel or judge in regular active service requested that the court be
polled on rehearing en banc (FED. R. App. P.40 and 5TH CIR. R.40), the
petition for rehearing en banc is DENIED.



