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SUMMARY

This document contains findings and recommendations from the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of California in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging deliberate indifference to serious
medical needs in violation of the Eighth Amendment. The magistrate judge recommends granting
summary judgment to Defendants Powell, Hurtado, and Ugwueze, concluding that Plaintiff did not
provide evidence establishing a genuine dispute of material fact regarding their medical responses or
processing of treatment requests.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations by a magistrate judge recommending
that the district judge grant defendants' motion for summary judgment
in a prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

STANDARD OF REVIEW 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 nonmoving party must produce evidence of specific facts
showing a genuine, material dispute; mere allegations, speculation, or
lack of information are insufficient. Evidence and reasonable
inferences are viewed in favor of the nonmoving party.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Garcia's Eighth Amendment deliberate-
indifference claims.

2. Whether Garcia produced evidence creating a genuine dispute of material fact regarding Powell's
response to his finger injury.

3. Whether Garcia produced evidence creating a genuine dispute of material fact regarding Hurtado's
processing of orthopedic requests and Ugwueze's approval of those requests.

4. Whether defendants' qualified-immunity defense required resolution.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment should be granted where the moving party establishes the absence of a genuine
dispute of material fact and the opposing party fails to produce competent evidence supporting a
material, genuine factual dispute.

2. Powell was entitled to summary judgment because the undisputed evidence showed that she examined
Garcia, consulted medical providers, provided treatment and pain medication, arranged an x-ray, and
advised follow-up, while Garcia produced no evidence that she purposefully ignored or unreasonably
responded to his medical needs.

3. Hurtado was entitled to summary judgment because she processed the high-priority orthopedic requests
on the days she received them, forwarded them for approval and scheduling, and had no inmate-patient
encounters of the type alleged by Garcia.

4. Ugwueze was entitled to summary judgment because he approved the high-priority requests on the days
received, was not responsible for scheduling the specialty services, was not shown to have modified the
medical order, and had no knowledge of a scheduling problem.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is appropriate when it is demonstrated that there “is no genuine dispute as to any
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (at 2)

“To maintain an Eighth Amendment claim based on medical care in prison, a plaintiff must first “show a
serious medical need by demonstrating that failure to treat a prisoner’s condition could result in further
significant injury or the unnecessary and wanton infliction of pain.” (at 4)

“This Court finds Defendants Powell, Hurtado, and Ugwueze are entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff’s
claims of deliberate indifference to serious medical needs and will recommend Defendants’ motion be
granted.” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Garcia, a California state prisoner, injured a finger in late December 2018 or early January 2019. Nurse Powell
examined him twice, provided buddy tape and pain medication, consulted medical personnel, and arranged for
an x-ray. After a high-priority orthopedic request was submitted on January 22, 2019, Nurse Hurtado processed it
the same day and Ugwueze approved it; a later surgical request was likewise processed and approved on
February 20, 2019, followed by corrective surgery on February 27, 2019. Garcia offered no competent evidence
creating a genuine dispute that any defendant purposefully ignored or unreasonably responded to a serious
medical need.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Garcia filed a second amended complaint asserting Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claims against
Powell, Hurtado, and Ugwueze. The action was initially dismissed for failure to state a claim, but the Ninth
Circuit reversed and remanded for further proceedings on the deliberate-indifference claims. Defendants then
moved for summary judgment, and the magistrate judge recommended granting the motion and entering
judgment for defendants, subject to review by the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).
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