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SUMMARY

The court conducts a merit review under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A of Christopher Lewis’s pro se § 1983
complaint alleging deliberate indifference to serious medical needs arising from the discontinuation of
buprenorphine. The court permits the Eighth Amendment claims to proceed against the Doe
defendants, Nurse Whitley, and Officer Sleeter, dismisses the claim against Warden Farrington for lack
of personal involvement, and directs service and further case-management procedures.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Merit review and screening of a pro se prisoner's complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915A, with a pending motion for temporary restraining
order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court accepts factual allegations as true
and liberally construes them in the plaintiff's favor, dismissing claims
that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim, or seek monetary
relief from an immune defendant. Conclusory statements and labels
are insufficient; the complaint must state a plausible claim for relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court screening order with no reported citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim against the
medical and correctional defendants.

2. Whether the complaint stated a § 1983 claim against Warden Farrington absent allegations of her
personal involvement in the alleged deprivation.

3. Whether the court should rule on Lewis's motion for a temporary restraining order before defendants
were served and the motion was fully briefed.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint stated a plausible Eighth Amendment claim for deliberate indifference to a serious
medical need because the defendants allegedly knowingly denied needed opioid use disorder
medication, tapering, or alternative treatment, causing unnecessary pain and suffering.

2. The complaint failed to state a claim against Warden Farrington because it did not allege her personal
involvement in the medical-care deprivation, and she was entitled to defer to medical professionals'
treatment decisions.

3. The court reserved ruling on the motion for temporary restraining order until defendants had been served
and had an opportunity to respond.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff states a plausible Eighth Amendment claim for deliberate indifference to a serious medical need
against Doctor Jane Doe, Jane Doe II, Nurse Whitley, and Officer Sleeter.”

“Plaintiff fails to state a claim against warden Farrington.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lewis alleged that he was a long-time opioid addict whose addiction had been controlled with buprenorphine.
He alleged that medical personnel and a correctional officer abruptly stopped the medication without
explanation, tapering, or an alternative treatment, causing severe withdrawal symptoms and unnecessary pain
and suffering. He alleged that Doctor Jane Doe, Jane Doe II, Nurse Whitley, and Officer Sleeter acted together in
denying the medication, while his only allegations against Warden Farrington concerned the processing of
grievances.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Christopher Lewis, proceeding pro se and incarcerated at Lincoln Correctional Center, filed a § 1983 complaint
alleging deliberate indifference to serious medical needs after the abrupt cessation of buprenorphine treatment.
On merit review, the court found a plausible Eighth Amendment claim against four defendants, dismissed the



claims against Warden Farrington for lack of personal involvement, ordered service, and reserved ruling on the
motion for temporary restraining order until briefing was completed.
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