UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Donald R. Huston v. A. Mardesich, et al.

Huston v. Mardesich - No. CV-23-02203-PHX-JAT (DMF) - Decided November 24, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Arizona granted Defendant A. Mardesich’s motion

for summary judgment in Donald R. Huston’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning alleged delays in

treatment for a detached retina. The court found that Plaintiff’s retinal detachment constituted a serious

medical need but concluded that the evidence did not establish deliberate indifference or show that

delays attributable to Mardesich caused Plaintiff’s blindness. The action was terminated with

prejudice.
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Plaintiff brought a pro se action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that
Defendant was deliberately indifferent to his serious medical needs in
violation of the Eighth Amendment. Defendant moved for summary

judgment, and Plaintiff opposed the motion.

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 evidence and drew reasonable inferences in
Plaintiff's favor, but required Plaintiff to identify specific facts

showing a genuine issue for trial.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Plaintiff presented sufficient evidence of a serious medical need under the Eighth Amendment.

2. Whether Defendant was deliberately indifferent to Plaintiff's serious medical need by failing to ensure

timely retinal surgery and post-operative follow-up.
3. Whether Plaintiff presented sufficient evidence that any delay attributable to Defendant caused

compensable harm, including blindness in the right eye.

4. Whether Defendant was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's § 1983 Eighth Amendment

medical-care claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff's retinal detachment and accompanying blindness constituted a serious medical need under the

Eighth Amendment.

2. Plaintiff did not present sufficient evidence that Defendant's individual involvement in scheduling or

responding to medical requests rose to deliberate indifference.

3. Plaintiff failed to produce sufficient evidence that delays in surgery or follow-up caused his blindness or

were attributable to Defendant.

4. Summary judgment was proper for Defendant on Plaintiff's Eighth Amendment medical-care claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court must grant summary judgment “if the movant shows 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)

“Without more, there is insufficient evidence that Plaintiff's current blindness in his right eye was due to any

delay in receiving care and that any delay was attributable to Defendant.” (at 15)

“Thus, on this record, Defendant’s involvement, which consisted of responses to Inmate Letters in May and
June 2022 and an HNR on August 25, 2022, about scheduling appointments with the specialist were not

egregious enough to rise to deliberate indifference.” (at 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a prisoner at a privately operated Arizona correctional facility, suffered a right-eye retinal detachment
requiring surgery on March 7, 2022. After a recurrent detachment was diagnosed, a second surgery was delayed
from approximately May 16 until June 27 because of prison transportation and scheduling issues; Plaintiff later
experienced blindness and a poor visual prognosis in the right eye. Defendant, the facility's health service
administrator, responded to Plaintiff's communications concerning scheduling and follow-up care, but the Court
found insufficient evidence that Defendant's conduct caused Plaintiff's blindness or constituted deliberate

indifference.
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