UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
INDIANA, TERRE HAUTE DIVISION

Brandon Michael Council v. Gina Sacchetti and Thomas J. Watson

Council - No. 2:21-cv-00302-JPH-MKK - Decided March 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The court grants defendants' motion for summary judgment and denies plaintiff Brandon Michael

Council's cross-motion and motion for default judgment in an Eighth Amendment Bivens action. The

court holds that Council's challenge to his placement and conditions in the Special Confinement Unit

presents a new Bivens context and cannot proceed, while his claim concerning deliberate indifference

to serious mental health needs could proceed under Carlson but fails on the merits because the

evidence does not show deliberate indifference.
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Cross-motions for summary judgment in a Bivens action alleging that
federal prison officials were deliberately indifferent to the plaintiff's
serious mental-health needs and that conditions of confinement
violated the Eighth Amendment; the plaintiff also moved for default
judgment.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. The court views the record and draws reasonable inferences in
favor of the nonmoving party, may not weigh evidence or make
credibility determinations, and considers the materials cited by the
parties. On cross-motions, inferences are drawn in favor of the party

opposing the motion at issue.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether Council's claim that his placement and continued confinement in the Special Confinement Unit

harmed his mental health and violated the Eighth Amendment presented a new Bivens context.

. Whether special factors, including alternative remedial mechanisms and congressional competence,

counseled against extending a Bivens damages remedy to the conditions-of-confinement claim.

. Whether Council's claim that Defendants were deliberately indifferent to his serious mental-health needs

could proceed under Bivens and Carlson.

. Whether the designated evidence created a genuine dispute that Dr. Sacchetti or Warden Watson acted

with deliberate indifference to Council's serious medical needs.

. Whether Council was entitled to default judgment merely because Defendants did not separately respond

to his summary-judgment motion.

OLDINGS

Council's claim that confinement in the Special Confinement Unit adversely affected his mental health
and itself violated the Eighth Amendment presented a new Bivens context because the mechanism of

injury was the conditions of confinement rather than inadequate medical care.
. Special factors foreclosed extending Bivens to Council's conditions-of-confinement damages claim.

. Council's claim alleging deliberate indifference to his serious mental-health needs arose from allegedly
constitutionally inadequate medical care in a federal prison and could proceed under Bivens and

Carlson.

. No reasonable jury could find that Dr. Sacchetti was deliberately indifferent to Council's mental-health
needs, and Warden Watson likewise could not be liable because the record did not show deliberate

indifference by the medical provider. Defendants were therefore entitled to summary judgment.

. Council was not entitled to default judgment because Defendants' summary-judgment motion responded
to his arguments, and a nonmovant's failure to respond does not automatically establish the movant's

entitlement to summary judgment.

EY QUOTATIONS



“The Court concludes that Mr. Council's claim based on allegations that placement in the SCU adversely

impacted his mental health cannot proceed under Bivens.”

“No reasonable jury could conclude, based on this designated evidence, that Dr. Sacchetti was deliberately

indifferent to Mr. Council's mental health needs.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Council was housed in the Special Confinement Unit at USP Terre Haute, where he alleged that prolonged
restrictive confinement harmed his mental health and that Defendants failed to obtain psychiatric medication or
otherwise address his needs. Dr. Sacchetti, a staff psychologist, repeatedly evaluated Council, advised him that
she could not prescribe medication, directed him to seek medication through Health Services, and raised his
medication request with medical staff. Council did not pursue medication from a qualified prescribing provider
and identified no evidence that Sacchetti's evaluations or treatment departed substantially from accepted
professional judgment. Warden Watson was a nonmedical supervisory official who received grievances
concerning the conditions but did not change them.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Council filed the action on August 2, 2021. After the original and first amended complaints were screened and
dismissed with opportunities to amend, the court allowed the third amended complaint's Eighth Amendment
damages claims against Sacchetti and Watson to proceed under Bivens and Carlson. The case was stayed during
Council's direct criminal appeal and the stay was later lifted. Council moved for summary judgment, Defendants
moved for summary judgment, and Council moved for default judgment. The court denied Council's motions

and granted Defendants' motion for summary judgment.
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