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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

(). The decision by the United states Courd of
Appea s Should be reversed and tepmanded 7

(). The Wistrtct Court £atled to view e
evidence wn the Rkt wost Favorable +o the
plﬂbﬁnﬁ‘?@ md Furdber denfed him the abi [ty 40

obtan ay expert widmess §hat violates his
Constisutional fignt< P
(3). Has e Pladn i €4 preseted Widence Hhat a

wy Could vely wgon on, +o determine Hhat

Ws Efghth Amendment riants Were i,
oY ‘e Defendantsr ) Violates

&Q Was the Districk Gunt Wrong €or af \ing +o
relognze that Y had the discrection 4o qpfoint
wn expert W Plamtitfs cose even Hhaugh he's
wdigent o

(5).‘\'\4@ Nintn Cipcuct has €aled +o allopt «
Flexivle wnrer pre Yation of Federa) Aule of
Evidence 706 (“Rule #0b @) which pemmi+ Courts
Touse thelr dizcretion Yo apfortton Lees where 2o
expert would be wsefu| Lo the et Lhder Sor Yooth
51d€s and ot just P the Defendants P

¥
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Quest o &) resented
ComRnuance.

(b) Was i legal or civilized for +he Plaimiies
+o sufLer 1n pain Lor Five doys withan
beyond Salveged \busted, eye globe +hat

4id not meet the community standards of
‘welve +o W%ﬂr\/—%w B ours ?

(7) The Unided States Court 0f Agfeals has
made an Viased,error, mv\'ew?ng Planti€ s
genuwne dvspure of patertal fact on whether ornot
e Defendants were deliberately mdiLere t +o
his medical needs, and a result +he Nelendarts

are noy entitled to yudgment asa matter of
law & Hat s wiconstitutiona| P

14

| (Z) Ras the United 4tates Cowrd o4 «M()peéls M Carrged

the law of Jushice to PadbiCs appeals,showing
Pt the Bf‘.%\a%‘heeck-%@e;d%“hwﬁvs delverate
i tererrt o ot #65 medical emergency sugery
by classifying ¥ as “‘urgent "when we knew i+
should Wave Yeen performed on an ‘emergency "
basis P |

(Ci> 0id the fefendant Or. Rasheed performed
mal practice Lor €ailure +o act when he kuew
ne \e£te the Pt Ls petma dedached Crom
WS eye glove surgery othen Yhan Feattathing it prompr\yD

.
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner vespectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue 1o review the Judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW
I\[} For cases from federal courts:

T

The opinion of the United States cowrt of appeals appears an Appendix I"A Lo

Ve petition and s

LUy

1

[ B el aesichated fur publication bat =m0l et veporteds o

f\/i oanpbdished,

1

Phe epinien of the United States distriet comrt appears at Appendix _ngt(,

Lo petitiom and s

Poreporied Db,
1
]

1

his e designated for publication but ix not vet reported: o
J] = unpublizhed.

LoRlan JuilPus

SThe opinien of the highest state court 1o review the merits appears at
Appendix — to the petition and is '

I reported at L or,

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

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

I} reported at ; or,
I'] has been designated for publication but is not yvet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.




JURISDICTION

t ‘( For cases froms federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my cuse

wak _@;J_ﬁ:AO_ZL

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my casc.

I\]} A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: __b=18=93025_____ anda copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _{-A

[ ] Anextension of time to file the petition for o wril of certiorari was eranted
woand inchedine o0 00 0L datedon . L dated

in Apphication Noo N

The jJurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 UL S CL§ 1250010,

| For cases from state courts;

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was

SHUU U Lk U ol ap PGPS Qb s ChUEN el L

[ A timely petition for rehearing was thereafier denied on the following date:
wom o e, and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix

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

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a)./
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Eig W Amerdwent Kgwt, To be Free
From Cruel And Unusetal "Puntsimend

Tofltered Nop Excassive Fines be Tmposed.

49\ U.5. Code § 1983 (c\“v‘\\ Ackion Fov‘ Deprivation of
Rigwys) states;

'EWV PLrson Who, wnder colon o

ey Statue ,ordivaneg
(\63 wation , eustom

- 10 w324 €, ob any State or TeM\H-ofy ov
e Dstrict of Clumbia ysubject s or causeg voye

Subjected ny 12 ok the United States or +Hhe
other Persom witlhin e Jemsllichfon dhereof 4o the
degrivation of cny fights Pwileges, or Ympunities

se cured by the Coms+€+u+?on and laws, shiall he leable
‘o W Pty Tnywred nan ackion at law, suid n
equcty, or other proger proceeding €or redress, excegt
Mt any ackion brought against ao\uAida\ 9tLicer
for an act or omisson +aken Wi such o@&(‘ccr‘ls
wdidal ofLicer £or an ack o4 CAAN | Injup chive
reliek sha\\l noy ve greated unless 4 dcclam-{-or'y decree
was Violated or c\cdara'\-m’)f reliek was wnavalable,

For he furposes of any Act of Congress qpphicable
exclusively to the Nistrick of Coluwidia shall be Cons\dered
tove a Statue of e Districk of ColumVsia.

Y -




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

And
Factual BHadkground

g SYetement of Facks

A The Naint £l was attacked in prison
Sui@—@é’/‘cd A TeMons eye WYY, and Hhe Defend ants
Wauted Four ciays To vrepaip yHat did ot meet
the Com MUty Standard s, 08 Fugdve +o Pty ur noupg

€ye globe. 3-E R~ 435, Platatede had previouws ly made

Complents +o Sta4 about \r\auiwcj a threat Yo his safe
dwe 4o Wewng assau (+ed of an tamate wi an mamd?ac:Y A
6¥a\o\aM3 weafon \w the freviousg year o ao&%) -
o Thak same Aaxh e \ant 0l oo Yransferred Cor
emergency” treatment Yo Nativi dad Mmedrca\ Center
Bmerg ey Jepartment \hene We was see, by Ophthal-
mologist Or. Del fierg Velieved Hhat the Plainiifd <
e¥e was \ikely “beyond Salvage” bt vrelffered the
Paind i$€ to anotner ophtralmologist that 15 comvacted
Wi Ca\iLornia bep’lr‘-\-mew\— 0§ Corrections and Rehalnl: -
Tation Lor a second opwwion . I-ER =495,

The PAnERE wis gppoines Yo Delendant ~Refelle

4.




Ot Karim Rasheed the '@o\\O\ﬂ\\v\% day atthe Sam Eye
Center, Or. Rasheed ‘noted e eye glove was collapsed
and e conxents s organi zed. Dr Q%efn&;c\ desanyed
oL 4 eye v WS dec\aration | svating "in \ay
Ferms, Phe eye Was crushed We a grage gnd the
iwﬁic\\ea‘s wene sgueezed owt of the eye ., - E & &0,
bespite fecognmizing the grievous nature of the |
NaA 605 Tmury (or any \’VWW\GZEV\S‘) , Ot Rasheed cata-
gorzed NandiCss wury werely as ‘mod erate” in
severity. 3-EA-H3, ' | .
 The Aant 0 was semt hadk 4o prison Salnas
Valley Stae Prison, with only & sof+ eye patch because|
Or. Rasheed scheduled the surgery on an‘urgent rather
than ”&fw@r@eﬂc/\/ " asis afden nis £vdings that the
WY Was evvieal . 3-E L~ H33) ER-22-23,
p‘&‘\\ﬂ’\"\Q'c was sert vacds Yo Peison Wit Wis
damaged eye wrhot no recommendatims 4o pmswf\m
the PlaintiEL with any ost gresenived high gatn medi-
Caons, Pain ¥ i€L was et ™ Pain and Wanted +o
Commit swede because Yhe pan Was so unberrable
3-ER-433,The Dafndi-f£ walved wn pain €or Four
days, he had o change the eye dressings three Hues
fer day while VW Coptinued Yo bleed ouwt, 3-ER-425.,
U Qasweed did not greccrive pan yed cation durng vhis
§€«\Q\/, not Ad W usypuck nor N@M%ﬂl’ calfornia

Defartment o4 Corrections and kehaGiection (COCR’) O
do S0 Mot ER was ov\\y as351954%ed w?@’\r\ T‘@,tjit\a\“ doses pt |

Ra,



’T\, lenol. 2-EQ-425 A-E&- 42-23, During these Courday s,
The Nantill “Complaned , Crted owk €oepmore help,and

medi cation o8 vom statg ) SutLEMNg in pain Wit headaches,
earaches and couhd notr eat Gnything becawse o veing
nauwseous Vom"ﬁ”\ng &X%aové\naw{\\[ ,@—bwér was and not
aa;ep*\-'“\oml\\/ Lor any norrmal human loe‘%no))." a-Ef- 23,
On +he Lourth day, Dr. Qasheed gertormed +he
6\4»7'&»\/ ‘o refair Yhe globe of the Nainti€Ls eye on
October 28, 2014, 3-ER- 1Y, Dr.tasheed $aw the Plantife
Kor a€ollowuf appoinkment on Novemwer 7,2019,3-ERY36.
BP.Q\%heeA wroke T Wis cefort afiens 5 urgery Hhat “vigual
{Jqu,ms?s 18 @xtremely poor " noting Fhat Wis ye had poor
View" and the glbe was stable, Td. Matn€E e Ramsey
provided all evidence Hhat e aau_lA not see out of the
2ye Por ) Hais malpractice globe fepaic Jouk afdes

M. Qasneed dained Wis €lash \ightr into plahi &l s Tnjued eve,
MR EE o\ Drlasheed e could see e Gignt.3-ER=
HA5, X -ER-N, Or, Rashecd adwitred seeng Nadntikds
feva outrside twe egye but Laated Yo reattachh the retina
at tMis surqery apfointwent e malfreeticed, performed,
not scheduled the PAWAAEL on a Lollowuf aypointment
j_o do so,despite V‘“OWM‘j W was detached and instead
o eXnau st every last hope' 0 refairing the fantifes
eye | . (LQ‘S\/L'&A e @j{\e(_\ M. \o\a,m,f,@y_“\‘a\ef\ﬂhae‘—";@,p +0.
& rekina speaa\ist 4o reattadn the orgaun, g-E R~{,0.

B. Plaink if4 Waded over the Procedural +me
fimitation inorder Yo save Ws eyesight for over Two morths

Hb.




o have W5 petind reattacned appropriately,
dim‘\vx‘\f‘:\r\‘mc) Wis overal\l QPO%V\O’ﬁ%\,@ov what |
cou\d have been restored, ’

Two montws later, on Tamuam/ F, A0 &0, Plaintige
eye Was evaluated by D Jwdy Chen at West Coast
Refina. 3-ER-UTF At hen evaluation, De.chen Qpithal-

mologiot) discussed at length with the Plaintidt that
[due to twe delay inWis re€erral 16 her,the detached’

cetWna wald developed severe suhseguent proliferative
Vi+reo e Finopatin (eye disease tiark causes blindness) and

saared Hasuel'T d.

Dr. Chen perforwed sungery do reattach Paimtiofy
feAina on 'mey' 20, 9020, T 4. V¢, Chen performed
add i\ Fonal SUgeries on the ?\a\\rv\—i-_?“@% eye Lor“pehalorti-
+ation o viston.m Td. Wi et of s redina ceattached
Pl T4 cou\d see W Yothees Lert avay, even besfore
the lens +o he replackd buck ks W eye atan
£oW\ow “6&(‘3-&%7/ a,p]oo?m\-mw‘{-e 1-E Q- 25. Dr.Chen
was able o teshore some Vision.

Despite OnRashedts daims y that Ywis Cour-day
cle/la\/ was nok medteally unacceftabple hecause the
surgery he jntended o perdorm was menely Lor cosmetic
feasons  and e would need ¥o remove Hhe entive eye,
as there wWas nog pose\\oi\l%\( of re storing vision, 1-EL-59,
Contredickions oy Or Ragheed | Nowever; Or Rasheed
CLl%O ‘-(wesem%g\ Yhe oftion Lor 6(@43@(\}/ +o V‘E’,QCL_\\(‘ +he Nam-
TS eye 4o Wofefully restone Wes Vision. R - 60/ Then

He.




X5 means thak Yhe procedure should have heen done
"\W\meA‘\av\—e\\/ inordesn to meet tue Commn}«\—\‘ Standard < g’“
Dr. Rasheed Wimseld stared 1§ there was any
Po3RNVINYY Yo Sauve any vision TuWis eye ,the Surgery
Show\d nod have been de(a,s/ec( . A-ERA-54, The conflic-
‘HV\6 SYatements ralsed reasonable inferences that
OnQasheed acted “interttonaly’ with delibgrate

wdifLerence and shouwn Whis declaration 1 5 ambiguous,‘
Dr. Rasheed claimied in Wisg dedaration Yhat he referred

the Aaintif€ to O Chen,so he could “reassure him that
there was no visual potential €or hig Tnjured lef+ eye”
R”E A“@Oo | ‘

C. Plan iE€ proven Hhat the Ve fendants
were deliberately wdikferent +o
Plaint €465 medical needs by delaying
his emergency Surgersy while he sufLered
From fain 1 Wis let eye. |

- On jcmwry 30,2020, £ollowing Wis surgery, the
Mant €4 was preserived "’Ty\eno\ or Mo'\-vin“appmpﬁ“a{-e\y,
and allegedly “Worco™ Sor pain management ,3-EH-31,
Tt temains unclear whedther flaindice was discthanged”
With amf of these medications, See 3-ER-A5-3b,the
op poirted exgert witness O Leynard opined Huat %\atawe@%z
Was &i‘smﬂgej [€rom W5 Tanuﬁ,ry 30 swqer\/j‘ with
Ty\enol w3 (cett,4030) o 32-ERA-2206+ wes some Prejud cing
409 on with this expert witness €or e def andamﬁ).

Hd.




N any case, records show that Ty lenol was isted as one
ol Pluin W CLs qctive medications as em*h/ as January 31,2020,
See 3-ER-3b3.There 15 no record o€ Norco admint stration
hoween, ()w\;.,\ﬁ a swosegaem+ 'Col(ow«up visit on Febmar,y b,
2030, Dr. Chen Yold Plaint¥€f Phathe will need additional
Surgery for rehabilitation o€ Vision M3~ER-H3T, During

this visiy | the Naintie € told Dr.Chen Yhat e was exqferienciag
Severe™icedle puin"tnhis left+ eyé,3-ER-351. After
treatment | Or.Chen noted that 1§ he-plaind i€ exyperiences
“eye pain’ or1055 o€ vision," immed take Wwiervntion is
ﬂeeAeA,§:c\, C"C&U ‘immﬁiia+ely 1§ eye pain or loss of
Visiona, -

The Paint €L on twe Lollowing day ‘complained o€
Pain inwis lef + eye " Aww\q a €oWlow-uf vis\t witha D,
Satyakant Chittury | MD, 3-EL-X956- 96, Tnstititional
Realthcane Grievances Was€ied by Plain e on Al 6, 2090,
X184, O Ok Yy 3aw Yhe fawny i £ aﬂafn on March 14, 2020,
he dserved Yt et Symptoms Wad feman ed Cons\S+eumt
and Contued 'T\lleno! Wdibu{)i‘o(‘em €or pain Control, 3-Ef~
370 During tuat same Visit D Cnit fum told e Plaink e
—\-M-\—“\Q he Ae/\/elop&s reciurrént or wor sénivy fain S\mpioms,

+hen he needs 4o come noﬁ%{ Pcp on nwsc‘n@ Yal{ |
med tately For Lurther evaluation and managemendt,

3£ R-2495,

On April 1,200, Dr Chen assessed Nan\iQ€ again,
3-ER-261, Noting W frovements 0 e famtif€s Vision
nas Tacneasel from e €ivgt dime Since the initial sUrgery,
Or.Chen also noted that the plaricgs eye wassevere lthf«6“

gHe.




mhis lef & eye and lett Wis fresinved Tylenol #£3

| prescription wA\smp«\—eA .é‘%ﬁs goes +o show D Rasheed
had +Hie abi \H«( and awthority t+o do the same similari ‘Hes“gj
1 d. A%Qtn, De. Chen gtressed wer plLice ghould pe
Contacted \mmediately & the Patnd € experienced any
'éye pa\vx or bs5 O—C VTSiOVL,\‘ Id.

On A{M{‘( b, 2030, when MNainti€L ‘5‘\>af‘+’mo+\°c{ﬂﬁ

| thet the \mfrovement<s +o his VYision were c\&miw‘fsh?ng )
Pt 164 abided oy DrOnen and Drliid+uni instructims
and €iled health-Gare grievence i California thea [+
cane FME\H‘-Y (cH CF HC 20000909 (the ”Ff/‘ﬁ“f’éri@/amce%)
wWhich was veviewed by nursing stal € member A, Prasad (4,
A-ER-1Z1. As the Districk couct noted and adwitted
facke, that Paindiel made « showing that we “complainel
tht the gains tn Wis Visipn 1n the lef+ eve were
dim?n?s‘h?nﬁ and Hat heneeded anothrer retinal ‘5&/’6/‘6/7
immediately” \-ER-95See 2-EA-181-85, Tn Plant €€y e
was pain lamented about the trawma™ he Was @*‘?@i&nc{nﬂ,
Complain ing that the delayed surgery led 4o "built wp sear
tissue inthe eye glope " “Which he warned 5ta4€ Huat Hars
delay and help 05 having a Severe adverse efleock Upon hig
wealth and wel fare ™ R~ER-\ZW-8(, |
Due Yo the c&e'\&ys Plaint i awaited a vﬁsf’om;e
From the Fiest Grievance | Yhe PantiL vis\ved Orchens
0LLice unti| Mauy ©y 2020, €or a “regular*Lollow-uf
appoint memt | withowt any noYi€icattons from CH-C.F.staffg,
ot fetnany Care Providens &&@ wpon this Visrt aloout amf Hhing sk
the Plainvic £ \wes Comflan ?ng about (‘Cam Y Wwappen o 200

q¥.




mm&-es And WY can he siill acceMale ?\B,I w"\'t’.l‘z(’efm\vxg with
Yoe Dtfhens procedural Meguirements noted that e
Plain AL Vision Wad decreased, TA, 0n Chen Preserived
€Ye dvops and again stressed that she should be Conta ey
'immec&iw\e\y W e DlanAi £4 experiences more “eye pain
or ss of WwWsion," TJ.

On June 1, 2020, Appeliee DrSmgh didnt sven both ep

to Personally Interwiews He Aantifl 4o $2ek and see |
Hee landif € was recieving {roper care €ravn Yhis appointed

Vitreore dinal Swrgeon , and 455€5%5ing his ConAi-H’on‘; |

08 Singh determined at e Institidionad tevel Hhadt nop
mtervention was Pleceé‘sar\/,s'a'mpi\/ because Planmti L wes
fecently loeing seen by an oprthalmologhst and +hes by his

\} P . | ”~
,;\.'H/wd' neithen d1d any additional asststamce orhelp,

Q—E{L)gg-gqs see also EASTE
Plaindi€e’s visvon furdner deteriorated through -
out July and Augu st 3020 3-ER-2%0 ) A-ER- 143, On
SeP‘remlaer 2 &O&O)Q\a‘m'\—’\%\"c a,o(zealed Simﬁ\'\‘é deansion viq
a Health cape Grievance Mppeal £orm tn which he camplained
of "los\‘ng mgove ol his \e.'e+ eye stjh"'“g,né Yhe -\'\\M?vw) o
hs second retina surgery. A-ER-185. 0 October 24,
200, ¥he Plainriff Liled a medical grievance GeCHhep
HC ' 2000 &40 Y theSecond Grtevan ce‘ﬁ . d-Ek- M5,
Plainti€€ ety erated many of the same similar concerns
faised \a the First Grievence amd also complaned +hat
due to 2 Yen month 4212y W vedieving wis second €tina

3 awaiting €or an emecgeary (€5(oN5L e had develoged
sggrggyzééu\zz “\vx»\/l\q\s lef + eye and sufCered minas a nesult,

84




2-ER~197,

Thereafder, on November 5 12020, P\aniEL was
S€en by Or. Chen for a reqular follow-ug Sthed uled eye
examination, 3-ER- 45, Plainticd’s results Yo the collatertl
delawy of darmage. 0. Chen noted upov examination Hwat
he has a “4ractional retinal derachmet i prolife r-
ative Vitxreoreting Patiny,” “retinal Prickening and Lolds
were present wthe \eft eye and “Locs] +raet fona | retinal
derdnment was (Jr\eeen‘févism\“) W the fostervor gole,™ 2-£4-
AQd, IMNE, To +reat yuese vssues, Or. Chen Performed a-
Second tetal surgery on Q\antiCL | on November 35, 4020,
s¢e 3—€E&-3AM1\.
Finaly s on Oecember 1y 2030, Appellee - Dr. Gates
feviewed the Paindi$4s First Grievance /@nd without ordering
Yo examime the f\@inti L ,C—Owc\w.\\"‘ng Wat no Wntvervestion was
necessary A-ER-1BR, Dr Gates ated competing veadons £eop
ch\ucl\\'\g et pon- mtervention was appropriate Like
e Plaintifds epe 15 mt severe or Wportand af all, Firs,
Dr. Gates damed Pt no tnteryernt ion Was nece ssar y
because the flantif s health records wdicated that he

hod recently undergone eye swrgery and wes su\aseguemqy
evalwated by an OPthmoloﬁ\S’-\' T d. Wewever, undes +Hho

su\omcl_mﬂ “Basis €or Tusifutionr| Level Wsposiyion
Or Gates alo stated Pt ursuant +s the cheR's CovIiD-
19 mi t+igation e Qorts over PlantiC{ s emergency weatth
care, “ummte movement will e minimized “and Some

y
sfecialty and routine care may be delayed,” Td.

On December 33,2020, Agfellee Dr.Smgh Wiongully

Hh,




denied e Second Grievance on the Da5i5 thal the
Plamil€ had recent \\/ undergone retina surqery. 3-ER-
439 -Y4g, Simitarly, on April Vy 203\, Apfellee N Gates
al%o denied Ywe Second Grievance, Cz&m&\wd\‘ncj Hat
wier vention Was waneces sary gwﬁm that +the Pl&t\vh?@(j
recently reLeving eye surgeries ond Tnd{cations in
the medical record Yuat his eye was downg well, 3-E£
HHA. Twmportantly ;in heir respnses, Apfellees Ors,
Stnah and Gates poth cided ehel’s CoVI H-1d miti~

oAtons 64 po\ley Wasis €or their Atsfositions, see
3-ER- 1440, U, Nelther Appellec’s interviewed nor
eXamined Yhe N\awAiLL vpelore making a decision
reqarding -the Second Grievancé,




‘'REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

T, The Districtr Court Efred ITimn Grrantvng
Summary Judqment And The Cour+
0¢ Apfeals For the Ninth Circit A4Sirmed

Twe Disdrick Court Evror 2m Grantin |
S wnmany Judgment Por The ed@andants

because Platntiff Presented Estaplished
Evidence 0 Del\verate Tnd\€Cerence
To Wis Seriows Emergen Medrce |

Need s (See ExnviteA fages 3-13,Repy brief),

(1) Dr. Ragueed acted witw delverate indi§Lerence
by leaving the Paintift unaided w pain £or
‘QO\L(‘ Aw\/ s Huat doesnt meet the Commun}c}'\/
Standard sy Yhat could have sared Wis eye sighet.

(D dr. Pesheed was deliberately ndi4% erent by
£ailing +o wnsure or advising CDCR s34 provide
Patn med ications ke the Vitveoretng) $W‘g€ong
provided €or puin Managesment while awaiting €or
post Surgertes and 0r Resheed Failed +o engupe
Pt P fe promptly Saw & reviva specialist

W frocedunal matiers Yt exceeded ovep the

Two movtth Wwnitations, There's repetitve errors
0. Rasheed made norder €on the flant € 4o

Yecover 45 an reasonable ,a,ueMc?e cizen,
Coninuance

®5.




Reasons For @‘fw+\*ng Petion contd

T T, Plawiifl showed Reasonable Evidence,
EMausting Every Last ’r\o()e,Ca\\\\ng Avd
Loo\(‘w\% For %e\g, And AN Twe Defendants
Dr. Stngh And Dn.Gates Acted With Deliberade
Inditference fefetitively To Alatnhidfs
Weltare ,@ee Exmpy A /pfug) 5 ]’5-)3)

(\') Plajnis £ comflained abowt Pum inhis letteye
WS grievance that can e accepteble Forany
human being 1o o Yhrough s Wpe of sewere fain
because of Y nature of this tyfe of Mjury.
The Courts are 56++M9 Yhe bar of A&hwmﬂf‘z}nﬂ
Yncarce ated Wdividuals @nd berding the commu-
Mty Standard s statue of laws, Defendauts Sngh
and Gates A@\'\\a@rw('e\y gnored Wis pain -related

Qo-m()\a/\\r\%s.@ee EXxoiYs pages\3-18 / Refly p"”‘\eO

(%) Pladnti&es Specialists noved for CHCR Steck® on
M\t €€< medical record s shows Huat 1§ hWis -
Vidion wofse,neA,“\MMeAiw\-e\y wrervention ¥
need and 4o e dosely monitoved, but defendants
Stngh and bates decmded agamst the sfecia \ists
recommendations of wervention s, without

“ ogically Vexamining the Nant i €4 before making
such wnetical deasions Yuak vesulted {\aint pee

Vision o deter orated, Bee Bxvivi A, fagesng)

(3) bekendants S and Gates dented the Nareti€es
ComPlaivt4 on a basis otmer Hun thewt medica) Wag—

5.



Reason s Evr Goraut Mg Petition Contd
~mert 5. Twey dd nod fo\Wow recormmendated
“\v\%-\-m(/‘\"\ons “\"0 \'\A‘e{f ()1‘0 & €56 ?CY\ °

CL‘D Pl lL-Qams 2y ) exhansted wis clams
49 a5 e Detendants Stgn and Gates,

LTI, Gualitied Tmmunity Never Was Addvessz]
TnThe Firsty Tnstances by The Distnict
Count (Bee Exndoit-A sP2ges 33-25)

(1) Deftendants was not entited Yo quzliffed
i Ay on Suwmmany judgment tn \ight-of
the disputed evidence showing they acted with
deMoergde differencejunless e fR.and
Yhe Pisdrick Courd are sed+ing anew Statue
of the \aw and Gonstidutiont 7 (See Enniit-AL
page 35) |

TV Unided States Count 0f Apperls For The
Nindh Cirant Comm +tred Evror That
Shall e Reversed By AfLivmng The
Oistricy Courts Commitded Reversable
Evyor %\‘ De,ny]vxcj T™we NandiLs Oy o(‘“\'\wf\'\y
To Faurly Obtan A Exgert At The Defendants
Exgense ;As T Federa| Ru\e of Evidence
706(a) Recognizes That The Distvict Court
Con Moot An Exgert For One Party At The
Other Party’s Expensey by MisCarngge oF Law,

B5b.




Reasons For Grenting Petition Contiy
(ee EXntbid~A Pages VA= 23D

é\) e above Covpd= CNTV\% Grewt Cound-of Pppesls and
the OISty Court) hag mits inten preted and préfudial
i tfs figndr 45 consider aggotnitng a non-
P(\eéuA%ced medical exferd at defendomds -
Exfenses, And shou\d have Vet for aGrand
T\M‘y 1o Ae,c‘iAe,%e Pland 1605 case ,TWs -
ar‘cowemf‘\’ % wo¥ waived.

V. PDlandif6's Case should Not Mave been Dismissed
Avd TThe Court 0€ Rpperle Ty The Niwth Ciran
3howld Wawe Made Twe T\AAQW\&W\' o{ Q\Q\/e/'€1\’\—j
Potndcdds Case And Be Remanded Fo The |
Distrier Court? MatntifL Met AN Reguivesments
Meeﬂﬁmj The Estelle v, Camdle Steundard <.
Upon Reviews o€ Or Rasheeds Condradictory

- SYate ments To Mot es TujuryiAdmit-
+ing (Je/p—(%rm/;\aﬁ Mal gractice |

(D P\'Mﬂﬁ‘(ﬁf"% Wit 0 C,erﬁor'_am'i shall be GRAVTEY,
(@ Plaanti€s Should have hed the offertunty forthe

selected Jury decdeWs case agamst the leten—
domt¢ —(La«“w\:\/? ;

(3Pt ige snoudd Wave nad the Offertumidy +o feadn
a Sexdtlement conberence of compensation of Five
Mundred Thousand Dollansy Yo e \east?

&5c




CONCLUSION

Based on the -Popsoins , this Court shall reverse the Cowrt of Appesls J“ﬂmﬂ’b

The petition fur a writ of certiorari hould be grantedyTn respeets 4o e lé’cWanA
consthitwtion,

Respectiully submitted,

Date: ?‘ -




