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SUMMARY

The Seventh Circuit affirmed summary judgment for prison officials in Jaryan Gills’s 42 U.S.C. §
1983 action alleging unconstitutional cell conditions and inadequate medical care. The court upheld
exclusion of Gills’s declarations under the sham affidavit rule and concluded that the evidence did not
establish deliberate indifference or a conspiracy to violate his Eighth Amendment rights.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court properly disregarded Gills's declarations under the sham-affidavit rule and
whether its failure to expressly address declarations from Gills's mother and a prison porter was
harmless.

2. Whether the prison conditions, including intermittent denial of access to toilet and sink facilities,
supported an Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim.

3. Whether Dr. Rankin and other prison officials were deliberately indifferent to Gills's objectively serious
medical needs in violation of the Eighth Amendment.

4. Whether the defendants conspired to violate Gills's Eighth Amendment rights.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court did not abuse its discretion by disregarding Gills's declarations because they added
significant factual details that contradicted or expanded his deposition testimony in an effort to
manufacture disputes of fact and avoid summary judgment.

2. The district court's failure to expressly address the other declarations was harmless because, although the
evidence should have been considered, it merely corroborated existing evidence and did not create a
genuine dispute of material fact.

3. A prisoner must establish both objectively sufficiently serious conditions denying the minimal civilized
measure of life's necessities and officials' subjective deliberate indifference. On this record, no
reasonable jury could find that prison officials were deliberately indifferent because they took reasonable
measures to mitigate Gills's intermittent lack of toilet and sink access.

4. Gills failed to present evidence from which a reasonable jury could find that Dr. Rankin or the other
defendants were deliberately indifferent to an objectively serious medical condition.

5. Summary judgment was proper on the conspiracy claim because Gills could not establish an underlying
constitutional violation and offered no non-speculative evidence that defendants agreed to violate his
rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the sham affidavit rule, which “prohibits a party from submitting an affidavit that contradicts the party’s
prior deposition or other sworn testimony.”” (at 5)

“The Constitution mandates humane prisons, but not comfortable ones.” (at 6)

“While the EMCC’s guards may not have acted kindly towards Gills, on this record, no reasonable jury could
conclude that they responded to his plight with deliberate indifference.” (at 8)

“Gills’s medical care while recovering from surgery may not have been everything he wanted (or everything
that his surgeon recommended). But the evidence shows that Dr. Rankin performed his role at a level far
above the Eighth Amendment’s standard for liability.” (at 11)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

After another inmate broke Gills's arm at the East Moline Correctional Center, Gills underwent two surgeries
and was placed for 31 days in a medical-segregation cell without a sink, toilet, or running water. He alleged that
guards sometimes delayed or denied bathroom access, that he had to relieve himself in the cell, and that he
received inadequate ice, showers, medication, physical therapy, and follow-up care. Gills also alleged that Dr.
Rankin and other officials were deliberately indifferent to his medical needs and conspired to violate his
constitutional rights.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gills sued Dr. William Rankin and other prison officials in the United States District Court for the Central
District of Illinois, asserting Eighth Amendment claims, a related conspiracy claim, and an Illinois intentional-
infliction-of-emotional-distress claim. The parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment. The district court
disregarded Gills's declarations, treated defendants' factual assertions as admitted, and granted defendants
summary judgment. Gills appealed only as to his federal claims.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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