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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana granted defendants' motion for
summary judgment in Bobbie Jo Carter-Rader's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging deliberate
indifference to serious medical needs in violation of the Eighth Amendment. The court concluded that
the defendants' decisions concerning Clonidine, anticoagulation for atrial fibrillation, transport for
gastrointestinal bleeding, and post-hospital care reflected medical judgment and did not establish
deliberate indifference.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging that medical
providers violated the Eighth Amendment by providing
constitutionally inadequate medical care during her incarceration.
Defendants moved for summary judgment, and plaintiff did not
respond.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court views the evidence and draws reasonable inferences
in favor of the nonmoving party, does not weigh evidence or make
credibility determinations, and may treat properly supported factual
assertions as undisputed when the opposing party fails to respond
under the applicable local rule. Even when a motion is unopposed, the
movant must still demonstrate that summary judgment is proper.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants were deliberately indifferent to Carter-Rader's serious medical needs in violation of
the Eighth Amendment by reducing her Clonidine dose.

2. Whether prescribing and managing Warfarin for atrial fibrillation constituted deliberate indifference
despite Carter-Rader's later gastrointestinal bleeding.

3. Whether the delay in transporting Carter-Rader to the hospital after she reported gastrointestinal
bleeding constituted deliberate indifference.

4. Whether defendants' post-hospital monitoring and treatment constituted deliberate indifference.

5. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Carter-Rader's § 1983 deliberate-
indifference claims.

HOLDINGS

1. A court may grant summary judgment when the nonmoving party fails to respond, but the movant must
still establish that judgment is proper based on the undisputed facts.

2. To prevail on an Eighth Amendment medical-care claim, a prisoner must show an objectively serious
medical condition and that a state official was subjectively deliberately indifferent to it; deliberate
indifference requires more than negligence, medical malpractice, or objective recklessness.

3. The reduction of Carter-Rader's Clonidine dose did not constitute deliberate indifference because the
provider considered her normal blood pressure, ordered testing, continued other blood-pressure
medications, and exercised professional judgment.

4. Prescribing and monitoring Warfarin for Carter-Rader's atrial fibrillation did not constitute deliberate
indifference because the treatment was initiated or supported by hospital physicians, was an appropriate
first-line treatment for atrial fibrillation, and the record did not show that defendants disregarded a
known risk of gastrointestinal bleeding.

5. The approximately three-hour observation period before transport to the hospital did not constitute
deliberate indifference because the delay was based on normal vital signs and the absence of apparent
emergency symptoms, and staff ordered immediate transport after Carter-Rader vomited blood.

6. Defendants' post-hospital monitoring and treatment did not constitute deliberate indifference because
they followed hospital recommendations, arranged specialist follow-up, monitored INR and other
medical conditions, and treated the gastrointestinal ulcer and possible H. pylori infection.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“Even where a non-movant fails to respond to a motion for summary judgment, the movant still has to show
that summary judgment is proper given the undisputed facts.” (Section I)

“The Eighth Amendment does not guarantee a patient his preferred medication or a pain-free recovery.”
(Section III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Carter-Rader was incarcerated at Rockville Correctional Facility and had multiple chronic medical conditions,
including cardiac conditions, hypertension, kidney disease, and hepatitis C. Medical providers reduced her
Clonidine dose, prescribed Warfarin after she developed atrial fibrillation, and monitored her blood-clotting
levels. After she reported gastrointestinal bleeding, prison medical staff observed her, sent her to the hospital
after she vomited blood, followed hospital recommendations concerning Warfarin and ulcer treatment, and
arranged follow-up care. The court found no evidence that any defendant consciously disregarded a serious
medical risk.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Carter-Rader sued medical providers arising from treatment she received at Rockville Correctional Facility. The
court had previously screened the complaint and granted Nurse Graves's motion for judgment on the pleadings.
The remaining defendants moved for summary judgment, which the court granted; final judgment was to issue
by separate entry.
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