UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS, ROCK ISLAND DIVISION

Anthony Sullivan v. Gerald Carreon, et al.

Sullivan v. Carreon - No. 4:23-cv-4059 - Decided March 26, 2026

SUMMARY

The court grants Defendants’ motion to supplement and motion for summary judgment in Anthony

Sullivan’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning mental health treatment provided at an Illinois sexually

violent persons detention facility. Applying the Fourteenth Amendment’s objective-reasonableness

standard and deference to professional treatment decisions, the court concludes that no reasonable

juror could find that Defendants’ treatment decisions were constitutionally unreasonable. The case is

terminated, and judgment is directed in favor of Defendants.
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Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging that treatment
provided during his civil detention violated the Fourteenth
Amendment. Defendants moved for summary judgment and to
supplement their summary-judgment motion with additional exhibits
and facts.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute of
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
Facts and reasonable inferences are construed in favor of the
nonmoving party. The constitutional adequacy of treatment for a civil
detainee is reviewed under an objective-reasonableness standard, with
deference to treatment decisions by qualified professionals unless they
substantially depart from accepted professional judgment, practice, or

standards.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants violated Sullivan's Fourteenth Amendment rights by requiring him to revisit

disputed sexual-history disclosures during treatment-group sessions.

2. Whether the referral of Sullivan to the Power to Change group and the treatment team's acceptance of

that referral constituted objectively unreasonable treatment.
3. Whether providing the Power to Change group for one hour per week was constitutionally inadequate.

4. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment because no reasonable juror could find that

their treatment decisions violated Sullivan's constitutional rights.

HOLDINGS

1. A civil detainee claiming inadequate mental-health treatment must show that the official's conduct was
objectively unreasonable and that the official acted purposefully, knowingly, or perhaps recklessly;

negligence or gross negligence is insufficient.

2. Treatment decisions by qualified professionals are presumptively valid and receive deference unless the

evidence shows a substantial departure from accepted professional judgment, practice, or standards.

3. A detainee's disagreement with treatment methods, without evidence of objectively unreasonable

conduct or a substantial departure from professional judgment, does not establish constitutional liability.

4. The fact that a treatment program provides fewer treatment hours than another program does not,

without more, establish that the program is constitutionally inadequate.
5. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment because the record did not permit a reasonable inference
that their actions were objectively unreasonable or that they violated Sullivan's constitutional rights.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“The record does not permit a reasonable inference that Defendants’ actions were objectively unreasonable.
The Court finds that no reasonable juror could conclude that Defendants violated Plaintiff’s constitutional

rights.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Sullivan was civilly detained at the Rushville Treatment and Detention Facility under the Illinois Sexually
Violent Persons Commitment Act and voluntarily participated in a phased mental-health treatment program.
After a 2019 polygraph examination raised questions about his disclosure of sexual-history information,
defendants Schupick and Bygrave required him to revisit those issues during disclosure-group sessions in 2022.
Sullivan characterized the treatment as interrogative and shame-based and challenged his referral to the Power to
Change group and the limited frequency of that group's sessions. An independent evaluator nevertheless
recommended that Sullivan no longer be classified as a sexually violent person and should be discharged from

treatment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sullivan, proceeding pro se and detained under the Illinois Sexually Violent Persons Commitment Act, sued
facility treatment personnel under § 1983. The court granted defendants' unopposed motion to supplement, then
granted defendants' motion for summary judgment, directed entry of judgment for defendants, denied remaining
motions as moot, and terminated the case.
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