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Buddy Kamakeeaina appeals from the adverse grants of summary judgment to

Honolulu Police Department (HPD) officers and Drs. Tom Leland and Peter

Yamamoto in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging the HPD officers and Drs. Leland

" This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent except

as provided by Ninth Circuit Rule 36-3.



and Yamamoto were deliberately indifferent to his medical needs. We have
jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.

Kamakeeaina has not created a triable issue of fact as to whether the HPD
officers were subjectively aware of a risk of harm to Kamakeeaina after his arrest. See
Conn v. City of Reno, 591 F.3d 1081, 1096-98 (9th Cir. 2010), vacated, 563 U.S. 915
(2011), reinstated in relevant part, 658 F.3d 897 (9th Cir. 2011). Nor is there
sufficient evidence that the HPD officers acted with reckless disregard for
Kamakeeaina’s health. See Castro v. County of Los Angeles, 833 F.3d 1060, 1071
(9th Cir. 2016) (en banc). While Kamakeeaina had earlier attempted suicide and, in
the presence of the HPD officers, threatened to commit suicide by jumping from a
balcony, he subsequently agreed to leave the balcony, peacefully submitted to arrest,
and was transported to jail without incident. Moreover, the HPD officers did not
know of Kamakeeaina’s previous suicide attempts or his mental health history. See
Conn, 591 F.3d at 1097. Accordingly, there was no error in granting summary
judgment to the HPD officers.

Nor has Kamakeeaina created triable issues of fact as to whether Drs. Leland
and Yamamoto were subjectively aware of a risk of harm to Kamakeeaina, see Conn,
591 F.3d at 1096-98, or whether Dr. Leland acted with reckless disregard for

Kamakeeaina’s health, see Castro, 833 F.3d at 1071. Dr. Leland assessed



Kamakeeaina as stable and commented, in his contemporaneous notes, that
Kamakeeaina had a good treatment plan. Dr. Yamamoto diagnosed Kamakeeaina and
concluded medication and psychotherapy were inappropriate. Accordingly, there was
also no error in granting summary judgment to Drs. Leland and Yamamoto.

AFFIRMED.



