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Ms. was also & psychiatry associate at the MHU.

ECE No. 84 at 2. 5he had numerous interactions with Mr. Troupe. Id.

Ms was initially assigned as Mr. Troupe’'s primary contact. Id.
However, because Mr. Troupe T“could not maintain appropriate
boundaries,” she requested that she bs transferrad'mfff;mf his duty.
Id. At that point Mr tock over Mr. Troupe’s care. Id. Ms.
however, would occasionally treat Mr., Troupe 1f Mr. Roes was
unavailable.

Ms. , assessment of Mr. Troupe sesems to mirror both Mr,

, and Ms. s assessment. Ses ECF 118-2 at 130-136. She saw

his pattern of self-harm not as a legitimate suicidal tendency but as
a manipulation tool. ECF 84 at 5.

Unlike M=z, and Ms, however, Mr was not a part
of Mr. Troups’'s treatment team on the day they decided to releass him.
There 1is no evidence before the Court indicating that M: was
in anyway invclved in releasing Mr. Troupe from the restraint bed. As
such, Mr. Troupe’'s claim against Ms, is different than against

the other Defendants. See ECF No. 10 at 6-7. Mr. Troupe claims that

after he was released from MHU to a holding cell and after he began

cutting himself, Ms. walked by the room and saw Mr. Troupe
cutting himself and did nothing. ECF No. 10 at &. He further claims
that hs asked Ms ‘or an emergency grievance and she denied it

to him and then covered the window to his seclusion room with a sheet

1nstead. Id. Mr. Troupe cla

b

ms that no help given until after Sargent

removed the shest and saw Mr, Troupe cutting himsel
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MS . in her declaration does not discuss this incidant.
She acknowledged that she was not part of Mr. Traupe’'s treatment Leam
and she discusses previous times that she covered Mr, Troupe's window
prior to his release. See ECF No B4 at 6. In particular, she discusses
arn incident on May 18, 2012, where she covered his window. Id. She
claims that this is a legitimate practice to reduce the stimulation of

mental-health patients. Id. However, nowhere in Defendants' filings

R S

does Ms. ' deny covering Mr. Troupe’s seclusion room window after

he was released from the MHU and started cutting himself on May 21,

2012. This is the basis of Mr. Troupe’s claim against Ms,

e

Tharefore, thes Court nust deny Ms. summary-judgment motion

[ -

-

simply because she doesn’t provide any evidence to refute this claim

mh

r—

against her.

/| )
D. Dana Fayette Q\‘C’ ":’I‘izjgf W o X )

Dana Fayette was a Health Care Manager at thes Washington State
Penitentiary during the incident in question. ECF No. 85 at 1. Mr.
Fayette's role was “administrative in nature.” Id. He did not make
health care evaluations, provids .treatment, or make health care
decisions. Id. at 1-2. While he did participate in team meetings with
health care professionals, his role was to give advice on Department
of Corrections’'s policies. Id., Mr. Troupe claims that Ms. Klahn and

Mr. Faystte were mad at him and that is the reason hes was releasad on

May 21, 2012, Mr. Fayette dsniss ths allegations and reiterates that

—

he had no authority to not make hesalthcare decisions including ths

e

decision to release Mr., Troupe from the bed. The decision to ralease

-

Mr, Troups was mads by Ms. and Mr. Mr. Troupe includad an
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in his response to the summary-judgment motion titled

e b

seem to indicate that Mr. Fayette authorized ths use of

bed at wvarious times in the past. Many of them s=em to

i

however, that Mr. Fayette was authorizing or ratifying the

of a health care professional and not ctually making

the
7 jecision to release Mr. Troupe., To the extent that the documents

8 ||indicate otherwise, thes most recent document was last dated in 2011.

B

g ||There 15 no evidence to show that Mr., FPayette participated in the

10 ||decision to release Mr. Troups on May 21, 2012.

11 Mr. Troupe also claims that after he was released Ifrom the bed
12 ||land into the seclusion room, Mr. Fayette “walked by the windows that

13 ||are big and easy to see in” and did not help him. ECF No. 10 at. 6.
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claim against Ms, Mr. Troupe does
15 ||not claim that Mr. Fayette actually saw him harming himself nor does

16 ||he claim that Mr. Fayette took any actions 1in response to the

17 ||situation. His only claim 1s that Mr. Fayette walked by.
18 Therefore, because there i1s no evidence to show that Mr. Fayette

19 ||was invelved in the decision to release Mr. Troupe on May 21, 2012,

20 ||and because there 1s no evidsnce to show that Mr. Fayette knew that
21 ||Mr. Troupe was cutting himse=lf and rsfused to help, no reasonable jury
22 |lcould find that Mr Fayette acted with deliberate indifference. The
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was a substantial risk of harm to himself and released him dnyway &
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iberate i1ndifference te that risk the De

:fendants would havs
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iroupe’s Eighth Amendment right. The Defendants’ would

protected by qualified immunity if they could show that thess
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right.” Devereaux, 263

However, there is significant case law on this topic and

have a duty “to take
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reasonable msasures to guarantse the safety o

i

the inmates,” and that
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including s
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Amendment . ")

prison

deliberate indifference toward a serious maedical risk
sdical ,

uiclde and self-harm threats, is a violation of the Eighth
Fearmar g Br=nnan ET11 1. 8 o - _—— .
= Vo g e T =4 F el o s T trz:!', 831": {lgﬁ-—u_}; SEE E_.I.SG'I,

04 [197€) ("We therefore conclude that deliberate
to serious medical needs of prisoners constitutes the

and wanton infliction o

Hh

pain preoscribed by the Eighth
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i Parsons v. Ryan, 754 F.3d 657, 676=-677(9th Cir 2014) (*A
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Lo an 1nmate violates thes Eighth AEmendment.”); Clouthier

ntra Costa, 291 F.3d 1232, 1241 (9th Cir. 2010} (“We have
¢ed claims that correction facility officials violated
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