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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois grants summary judgment to
former and current wardens in an incarcerated plaintiff's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 deliberate-indifference
claim concerning treatment of celiac disease. The court denies summary judgment to the medical
defendants, finding genuine disputes regarding the plaintiff's disclosure of his condition, the failure to
provide a gluten-free diet, specialist referral, and prior medical records. The case proceeds against the
medical defendants under the Eighth Amendment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that prison
wardens and medical personnel were deliberately indifferent to his
celiac disease in violation of the Eighth Amendment. The Warden
Defendants and Wexford medical Defendants separately moved for
summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute of
material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
The court viewed the facts and reasonable inferences in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party, but required evidence on which a
reasonable jury could find for that party.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive rather
than precedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Warden Defendants were entitled to summary judgment because the record failed to show
their personal involvement in, or knowledge of, the alleged Eighth Amendment violation.

2. Whether Dr. Sood and P.A. Schwarz were entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's Eighth
Amendment deliberate-indifference claim concerning failure to prescribe a gluten-free diet.

3. Whether Dr. Sood and P.A. Schwarz were entitled to summary judgment concerning their alleged failure
to refer Plaintiff to a specialist.

4. Whether Dr. Sood and P.A. Schwarz were entitled to summary judgment concerning their alleged failure
to obtain and review Plaintiff's prior medical records.

HOLDINGS

1. The Warden Defendants were entitled to summary judgment because Plaintiff presented no evidence that
either warden personally participated in, knew of, or consented to the alleged constitutional deprivation.

2. Summary judgment was inappropriate because genuine disputes of material fact existed concerning
when the defendants learned of Plaintiff's celiac disease, the appropriate treatment for that condition, and
whether failing to prescribe a gluten-free diet constituted deliberate indifference.

3. Summary judgment was inappropriate because a reasonable jury could find that the defendants' failure to
investigate Plaintiff's celiac disease and refer him to a specialist was blatantly inappropriate and
constituted deliberate indifference.

4. Summary judgment was inappropriate because a genuine dispute existed concerning whether the
defendants' failure to request and review Plaintiff's prior medical records radically departed from
accepted medical standards and constituted deliberate indifference.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons explained below, this Court grants the Warden Defendants’ motion for summary judgment
and denies the Wexford Defendants’ motion for summary judgment.”

“Therefore, a genuine issue of material fact exists, and summary judgment remains inappropriate at this
stage.”

“The Court directs the Clerk to enter judgment in favor of the Warden Defendants.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff, who had been diagnosed with celiac disease before entering Illinois Department of Corrections
custody, was transferred to Stateville in August 2017. He contended that he informed medical personnel of his
condition and repeatedly requested a gluten-free diet, but Dr. Sood and P.A. Schwarz neither prescribed such a
diet, referred him to a specialist, nor obtained his prior medical records. Plaintiff also submitted grievances
concerning his diet, but the wardens did not personally review them and delegated grievance review to other
officials. The parties presented conflicting evidence concerning when the medical defendants learned of the
diagnosis and whether accepted medical standards required a gluten-free diet, specialist referral, or review of
prior records.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initially sued numerous defendants, later voluntarily dismissing several parties. Two claims remained:
an Eighth Amendment claim against the wardens based on their alleged handling of diet-related grievances and
an Eighth Amendment medical-care claim against Dr. Sood and P.A. Schwarz. The court granted summary
judgment to the Warden Defendants, denied summary judgment to the Wexford Defendants, directed entry of
judgment for the Warden Defendants, and allowed the claim against the Wexford Defendants to proceed.
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