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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

Petitioner presents two separate but related petitions G,tmt va Jay 14qiik, et at 16-35473 (2016) - 
Washington State Judicial Mental Health Disamnination, and GiroU vs. C udioA1penii et at 14-35288 
(2014) -Healthcaie Mental Health Disabilities Gmnt t C7flucfioAvvith (2014) presentedbdow 

Whether district and appeals wurts erred in holding that title 42u:Sc:12101 Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA'), ADA Amendments Act of 2008 ("ADAAA), does not Mental-
Behaviocal and Health "Clear and Effective Communication" accommodations in Healthcare; 
denying rights of medical treatment transparency and healthcare autonomy. 

Whether district and appeals courts erred in holding that petitioner; a multi-characteristic, non  -
institufionaliz vetemn, wmplaining of stigma of mental and behavioral health medical profiling 
denied her right of court entry under the United States Constitution Fourteenth Amendment; 
ADA ADAAA C.FR §8452 Health Wellbm; Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (1973),Civil 
Rights Act (1964); The Health hisurance Portability and Acmuntabffity Act (1996): Genetic 
Jnhation Nondiscrimination. Act (2008)- Nondiserirnination On The Basis OfAge In Programs 
Or Services Receiving liFTS Financial Assistance 38 U.S.C. § 4212, taken jointly as multiple anti- 

rimination legislatures. 

Whether district court erred and abused diseretion in denying appointment I counsel to pm se 
litigant; with a serious Mental and Behavioral Health disability and diagnosis,  a violation of the 
United Sates Constitution Fourteenth Amendment Due Pnxess and Equal Pmtetion Clauses 
and or their Oath of Juckml Duty for rushed summary judgement case dismissals. 

Whether the district and appellate courts misapprehends the facts, misapply procedural and 
evidentiary laws constitute comp]icit manifest abuse of discretion, and derelictions of Judicial Oath 
of Duty-,supporting rushed summary judgement case dismissals, requiring judgment reversals. 
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING 

Petitioner PatñciaA Grants  Ph])., oiginalwmp1ainant and appellant in the mutts below. 

MIDT$J[S fl 11  DM 11MUrfrom.11 11? 11 11 ~ Me 

Gabriel A1peimch4 MD:, 2) St Francis - HospWFnuicisn Health System (& FIr); 3) Valley 

Medkl Center,  4) ThetM NgenDO ('VMC); 5) Pacific Medical Center,Jnc; E) U.S. Family Health Plan 

at Pacific Medieal Center, Inc; '?) lisa Oswald, MD; 8) Sheba Kiishnamuithy, MI), 9) WM. Richard 

Ludwig, MI) ('PacMecl); 10) Mlchele Pulling, MD; 11) Univei* of Washington Schcol of Medicine ("13W 

Medicine); 12) Virgirña Mason Medial Center; 13) Richard C. Thiriby, MI) (VMMC'); and 14) Michael K 

lion, MD. 
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PMTHON R)R WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

Petitioner pints two major issues for Certiomii 1) Whether district and appeals courts end in 

holding that title 42 U.S.C. §12101 Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA'), ADA Amendments Act 

12008 (ADMA) does not cxiver Mental and Behavioral Health "Qear and Effective Communication' 

ammrnodaiions inh althcaidenying iitsdrnedka1 teatrnenttranspaincy and healthcare autonomy 
- 

and 2) Whether distñct and appeals wuits end in holding that pethioner a multi mctaistk, non- 

P 1)1 Ii •)PJ4UII UTMIMM U1BJ 

—ht  of  court mtL-j  under the United States Constitutiori Fourteetith Amendni"  AM! AD  InK 

CYR §84.52 Health WeEue~ Secbm 504 of the Rdiabilitabm Act (1973),: Civil Rolts,  Act (1964); The 

Assisthnce 38 U.S.C. § 4212, multiple anthliaiiniination legislatures, The diarimination of mental and 

1115 1 1~ 11 MIMIT, NOW 

diaove1y peiiod for a nishth summaiy judgments  dengcitallalni1es and pm se litigant due process and 

equal protection  laws denies finther mental health civil iigts equality enhtment and health one 

7.1 miulm 

OPINIONS BELOW 

JURISDIC11ON 
The Ninth Ciituit Court of Appeals issued its opinion on Nov. 15, 2017 Petitioner filed for En Barr 

rehearing, deniedMar. 19,2018. This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1254(1). 



CONSTITUTLONAL/ STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED 

Law 101 - 336,104 Stat 327 reproduced at app. C-3; ADAAA of 2008, Public Law 110-325 ipmduced at 

app., D-4; Sec. 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Pub. L No. 93-112,87 Stat 394 iepioduced at app. E-5; 

Civil Rights Act of 1964, Pub. L 88-352,78 Stat 241 rwroduced at-app. F-6; The Health-  Insurance 

Pthability and Acmuntability Act of 1996 (H[PAA), Public Law 104491 repmduced at app. G-7; Genetic 

Infcnnation Nondisminalion Act of 2008 INA"), Pub. L 110-233,122 Stat 88 reprnduced at app. H-

11; Age Disinniinafion Act 11975, amended Thie ILl of Pub. L 94435, and lifle VI of the Civil Rights Act I 

1964 repnxluced at app. I -12; 42 CER § 417.472 Basic Contract Ieqthments reproduced at app J -13; and 

45 CFR § 156.602 Other wverage that qualifies Medicare as minimum essential coverage reproduced at app. 

K-14. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
A. Factual Background 

Washington Stated Roux-En-Y (RYGB) bariatric suica1 informed consent (SIC) form identifies  

hmiias, severe dumping and pain, pIt nausea and vomifiDg, intolerana-, tD sohd R)ods, 

intestinal as sides 

imAting m a seven vayses me-to-two days li%j~ stay Four days affier Mease banatne SJC 

reveals 'hernia" and 'Three-minute" swallowing delays, SIC pcet-sur1 side eifts; reruiring sui'gi1 

2 



wniction Surgwn inibmis petitioner and repoits to her primaiy care no medical findings, while continuing 

his 'Thnish" diagnosis medical timtment Petition&s restoied health due-diligence is met with denied 

(Ii &SS)l1S I •)SI. I) Si S1I,1SUIIJS  

and emergemy clehydrationtitmentcnntinuer1, with no plans ofsufl'edngmlie1 

August 2009, petitioner sh toethagèn scurfs mental illness diagn supporting his 
- - 

1011  Mrs) Vol  MISM. 

treatments, devise his "sme hm of mental illness - fixation on thrush placation medical treatment plaif; as 

intmvenous kxling and unknown to her releases her with a thlse mental Ill diagrris due to some undlear 

F IE1Iu,ris:sj,r,ip 1Fr.S sTSA'j.iFiITPM,v 

insunince ipondents wntinued with suienn's mental illness placation intravenous treatment denying 

S!g.) fl I) 5 SiUi Y&i1Ii S[Ij S Its r.ri :ss Ti 

3 



bathclly his and her strangers. He pnxeds to suppoit his medical negligence and mental health biasness 

psychiatric eIetions; whereas the p53thia1iist ]rnjrds her mental health as good, stating she has a 

wmplicated medical histoiy, one of her health diagnosis was non-edstent, and factually verified pmvious 

questions denying petitioner's Ph. D. candidacy. Febmaiy 2010, New Yoñc, NY; petitionefs June 2009, 

she was removed from feeding thbes resuming nonnal food intake about June 2011. Curmntly, she suffers 

V14- EIMII Mo  MEN 

work deamnes thus eclucabonal financial dtht, permanent VA uninhabitable disability status, and other 

I :! rrrrTcJ :Ti s1H .. I 

female, over age 50 ym, medically retired U. S. Air Forte Officer, 100% disable veteran wlmental and 

jj 

4 



SIAM41. 

101 - 336,104 Stat 327 reprolduced. at app. C-3. MmU and behavioral health stipm impacts all aspects cf society, 

petitmefs multi protected &muctmsbcs taken yx* with facts written by ieTsondents and evidmoe 

dimination covered under ADAAA at app. D-4; Sec. 504 of the Rehabilitation at app. E-5; Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 at app. F-6; H[PAA app G-7; GINA at app. H-li; andAge DiariminalionAct of 1975 at app I -12; 

entitling petitioner a right ofwurt and jury deterniination. 

C. Proceeding Below 

Pethioner presents fur review two separate but related cases, both filed June 15, 2012 in State and 

District Courts: Gitint v& Jay 1'Wük, ot a]. 16-35473, Washington State Medical Malpractice,  with Gir,iit c 

instructions after identifying and verifying her muhi-chamcteristks protected status disability as her income, 

submits the court's cited plain statement fbmi Court' s hm cites a law and directs not to state laws, just 

write her complaint a in plain statement Petitioner submits form and request legal representatico. Courts 

denies representation in a Show Cause dismissal order for "failure to state a claim for which relief can be 

wanted". Pefitiones response to court order was counted against her as a Sorond Amended complaint; 



incaitemted pm se litigants with valid claims wuit entiy and Whether disttict wuit is supporting 

Washington State's cnuits puctice that pm se litigants am held to the same standanis as an Attorney; 

whenas, petitioner appear bethm distxict couit with Pleadinga in this case am being filed by a Plaintiff in 

aFana whemin pleading. amtobe-wnsideidLwithoutmgaIr1th thcalitieaPia pleadings 

are not to be held to the same high standanis of perfection as piacticing lawyei'. Homes v. Kemer 92 St 594. 

Power 914 F2d 1459 (1lthCir1990), Hulsey v. Ownes 63 E3d 354 (5th Or 1995), and Hall v. BeJimon 935 

F.2d 1106 (10th Cir. 1991). State local practices hcing non-incaizated pm se litigants to either far gojusth 

due the inability to alh'd or obtain legal mpmsentation or hn them to unscrupulous attorney financial 

thng legal pmctha client -attorney state barcxmplaints banknrptcy, etc.  

IS -id 

I T T, 

questions Whether Washington State district and state wurts abuse their diseretion wiffi nilings that have 

Ti I! ii 

91 MINE. 

D. Argument 



supporting rushed summary judgement case, dismissals requiring high court intervention with court 

sarx6ons and judgment reversals. Respondents appeared m distnct murts with surnmary judgerrieI 

motions Courts were to "view the evidence. . . in the light most favomble td' petitioner, the nonmovant party, 

"with respect to the central facts ofher case," Thkin v. ori 572 U. S. (2014). in review of district coures 225- 

and appeals cou summary 
- 

judgement principles, misapprehends the facts, and misapplies the laws, per Justice Sotomayor. Kisela v. 

Hughes, 17467 (2018) for rushed summary motions dismissal 'n the light most favorsb1' to the 

opportunity ft case amendments, while refising pm se litigsnt's replies and reconsideration motions, in 

addition to refisal to take supplement judgement of her dthmation claims backed with sworn witness 

affidavits,  although she identified the claims were dismissed in state court District wur1s rulings and 

of how her pleadings were deficient and how to repair them, pursuant to Withelin v. Rotintre, 680 F.3d 1113, 

1121 (9th Qr. 2012). To survive § 1915A review, a complaint must "contain sufficient factual matter, accepted 

as true, to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face." Id (quoting4shaoJl v. Iq&z4 556 U.S. 662, 

disrncsscd lit appears beyond doubt that the plaintiff can prove no set of facts in support of his claim which 

would entitle him to relief" IcL(quotingSthxz. 658 F.3d at 1101); see &hztcker v. R c*wd 846 F2d 1202, 



1203-04 (9th Cir.1988) (Dismissal of a pm se complaint without leave to amend is pmper only if it is 

absolutely dear that the deficiencies of the cnmplaint cnuld not be cured by amendment" Summary 

Judgment is appropriate 'If the pleadings, the dianvery and diaure materials on file;  and any affidavits 

show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the movant is entitled to judgment as a 

matter cflaw." FcrL R Civ. P5c). The cnoi1s role at the summary-judgment stage is not to weigh the 

evidence or to determine the truth of the matter, but rather Summary to determine only whether a genuine 

issue exists for trial. Andein v. Liberty Lobby, 1ni, 477 US. 242, 249 (1986). In doing so, the court must 

view the evidence in the light most favorable to the non-moving party and draw all reasonable inferences in 

favor of that party. Matsushita Dec. Indus. Co. v. Zenith Radio Corp, 475 Us. 574,587 (198. addition to 

meeting the plausibility standards of Ashen/1 v. Iqbal, 129 S. CL 1937 - Supreme Court 2009. B Pkitsky v. 

CL4. 953 F.2d 25,2628(2nd Cir. 1991); 

3) Whether district and appeals axuts denied petitionefs replies due to reply lengths, deficiencies, or 

twhnicalities;whereas, it was held that even if".. .[Hei] . . .civll rights pleading was 150 pages and des2ibcd 

asinept', [n]evertheless, it was held '\vhere a plaintiff pleads pro se in a suit for protection of civil rights, the 

Court should endeavor to construe plaintiffs pleadings without regard to teriiit litiea"1cke# v. Ccx, 456 F. 

2d233 (1972) (6th Cir. USCA); nor can ignore the over nor,  4) \Mietherpetition&s allegations and assertions, 

"... however in axtftffly pleaded, are sufficient.. [where] held to leas stringent standards than hal 

pleadings drafted by lawyers, per Justice Black in Conley v Gibson" Roadway Elpress v. Pipe, 447 Us. 752 

at 757(1982); Jenkins v. McKeithen, 395 US. 411,421(1959); Pithing v. Peimsyiwnia R Co., 151 Fed 2nd 

240 Pucket v. Car, 4562nd 233; 



5) Whether aut's Show Cause order, denial of legal representation, reew of petitioneis rephes  

misapprehends the facts, and mmpphes the laws and the nilings were not".. intended to serve as a means 

of aniving at fair and just settlements of w tnwersies between litigants.... [but to] raise baniers which 

prevent the achievement of that end. Proper pleading is important but its imwitanee consists in its 

as-am nstoammp1 ndoa•udgmentNAACPv. Button,. 371 U.S. 415); LTniM1 

Mnewirkers ofAmeriw v. Gibbs, 383 U.S. 715; and Johnsen v. Amy, 89 S. CL 747(1969); and 5) Whether 

district court thilowing the simple guide of Fed R Civ. P. 8 (f), which holds that all pleadings shall be 

5177-679  MTIVIES=001 =16, I  MW 

Lküs v. Werhler, 263 U.S. 22, 24 Slro,ithe,gv. California, 283 U.S. 359 NAACP v. Aktharna, 375 U.S. 449. 

AT 

plausibility complaint standards to beat pre-thnveiy rushed summary judgement motions; 7) Whether 

district court had taken jointly all of petitioners' repliea and evidenee, and viewed in light of her as the 

nonmoving pai1 8) Whether a jury could find that respondenfs defamed petitioner2s mental health 

condition and relied upon this deibmation to deny her dearly established 14th Amendment rights; and 8) 



Mthether district court's refisals and "with prejudi& ease dismissals are an abuse or gives the appeamrice of 

abuse ofjudicia1 disexetion and dei1idion of their outh of duty, pursuant to ''1ile 28U.S.C.§ 4551  Matsushita 

E7 Indus1*zl Co. v. Zeizfth Radio Corp., 475 Us 5742,  Celotx Coip. v. CaUW, 477 Us 317- Supreme Court 

1986. Rule 56(c)3  Andersen v. Liberty Lobby, Inc-, 477 US 242 - Supreme Court 1986, Pli At!. Corp. v. 

Ihnth1y, 550 US:M-127 SL 1955, -167 L2d 929(200. and Me eaznes v. C ofThIda1o, 
- 

et4 No. 15-493, January 25, 2016, U.S. Supreme Court on Petition for Writ of Ceiüoraii&'. 

REASONS FOR GRANTING CERTIORARI 

Petitioner request Cethooni for legal human iigiits appithes to mental health inequality, by 

WIND 

lmental and behaviomi health remains at ensis intervention levels, due in fact that "[m]ental disability 

and mental health cam have been negktedin the discourse amund health, human rights, and equality. This 

the Unitad States mite of mental iUness is"... [a]ppmximately 1 in 5 adults in the US.-43.8 million, or 

18.51/6 qeiient mental illness in a given year.2  [] Approximately 1 in 25 adults in the U.S-9.8 million, 

or 4.01/c—expeiienees a serious mental illness in a given year that substantially interilnes with or Emits one 

or more major He adMties3  [] Appmdmately 1 in 5 youth aged 13-18(21.4%) eerieiixs a sever mental 

diserderatsemejxint duringtheirllfa Forchildren aged 8-15, the estimateis 130/0 4[;]1.1%of  adults  inthe 

11F16}\ Lpp. 15-16 
Ml 1-4Apinciix MP.16-11. 

10 



M2US live with seIphrenia5  [] 2.6% of adults in the U.S. live with bipolar disorder.] 6.9% of adults in the 

US-46 million—had at least one major depressive episode in the past year .7  [] 18.1% of adults in the U.S. 

specific phobias8  [] Among the 202 million adults in the US. who experienced a sthstance use diler, 

50.51/o402mThatkilts-4d a-o-oaning mental illness[] Social Stats -nestiriatec6%of 

homeless adults staying in sheltens live with serious mental illness and an estimated 443% live with severe 

mental illness and/or substance use di9oii1ers'' [:]Appmximately  20% of state prisoners and 21% of local jail 

priseners have "a iient histori' of a mental health cnndition1' ] 7(YYo of youth in juvenile justice systems 

have at least one mental health systems have at least one mental health anclition and at least 20c/lo live with 

a serious mental illness-L{-,] Only 41% of adults in the U.S. with a mental health ondition imived mental 

health services in the past year. Among adults with a serious mental illness, 62.9% meived mental health 

services in the past year.'3  [} Just over half (50.6%) of dlilckeii aged 8-15 reived mental health services in the 

previous year 11  [] African Americans and Hispanic Americans each use mental health services at about one-

half the rate of Caucasian Americans and Asian Americans at about one-third the rate 15[}  Half of all chmnic 

mental illness bins by age 14; fluee-quarbers by age 24. Despite effective treatment there are long delays—

smetimes decades—betwcen the first appearance of spthms and when people get help 11,  [] 

Consequences Of Lack Of Treatment -Serious mental illness ousts America 1932 billion in lost earnings per 

V 17[;] Moud disI)n1ers including major depression, dVSalrTM  diserder and bipolar dianler, are the third 

most common muse of hcispitalizationin the U.S. for both youth and adults aged 18-44.1 ' [] Individuals living 

with serious mental illness face an increased risk of having chronic medical concIitions." L] Adults in the US. 

Fbotmtes 5- 18  A  vm& Mpp. 17-la 

11 



iving with serious mental illness die on average 25 years earlier than others, laiely due to teatab1e 

medical wnditions [] Over one-thith (37%) of students with a mental health condition age 14-21 and older 

WI-10 ai'e served by sp€dal education cimp out—the highest drnout rate of any disability gmup.21  [] Suicide is 

the lOth leading cause of death in the U.S.the 3d  leading cause of death for people aged 10-14 and the 

11ãdiri ciiLise of dth for PODPIe-axF 15= 4-} Moiethan-90o-of childimwhodie by suicide havea 

mental health condition .] andEach day an estimated 18-22 veterans die by suicid'. 

Court nilitigs can dose mental health and other diacthnination legislative loopholes vidimizing 

millions of milh-chamcteiistic pmtected class Americans; finther victinli2ing and denying the rights of 

millions of Americans with mental and bthavioni1 medical conditions, wnntly at crisis levels. he 

IMN 

impact negatively on the course and outcome of such disabilities. A human right approach to mental 

digeity, their individual autonomy and independerie, and their frdom to make their own choices. A 

human rights appitch to inequality, diacrimination, and mental disabilit  YI  

The dcrisions below are hmixt This case is primed to establish mental health 

enfoitementpredents that deternmiesnewlega1plesandcoiiepts santiaflyaffetinginterpietalion 

MFcolndrs 20-27M1)18. 

12 



defaming mental health c1iagrs; ensuring right of healthcme autonomy and treatment transpaieriy, while 

minaignentationofprescriptive mediation as  part ofhtl mental health treatment. 

N-- 

Due Due to the actions of the respondents, petitioner has suffered inhumane physical and financial 

harm. Based on the mere fact that I am a senior citizen and 100% disabled veteran with mental and 

behavioral diagi and disabilities; appearing before the Court after six years of pro se due diligence 

without any legal assistance, and able to follow wurt procedures,  it depicts that I should be amn1ed equal 

rights of ADA aanmmodations of "Clear and Effective Communication" allowing my fill pernhood as 

one with mental and behavioral diagnosis and disabilities; granting my inherent dignity, individual 

autonomy and independence, and the freedom to make my own choices. Respondent's have harmed me, 

and the courts below have denied me this right 

For this and the masons set above, petitioner prays that the Court grants the petition for Certiorari 

subrnittec 

June 8,2018 

. 

7TRZI&A G 
1001 Cooper Point Rd-, SW#150-231 
Olympia, WA 98502 
(210) 543-2331 
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