UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION
Douglas Johnson v. Cook County Sheriff Thomas Dart, in his official

capacity, Antwaun Bacon, and Cook County

Johnson v. Dart - No. No. 22 C 3718 - Decided January 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The court denied summary judgment motions concerning claims arising from the allegedly excessively
tight handcuffing of pretrial detainee Douglas Johnson during transport within the Cook County
Department of Corrections. The court held that genuine disputes of material fact existed regarding
excessive force, qualified immunity, and whether Johnson was denied the benefit of a family visit
because of his disability. The court also denied Johnson’s motion to strike, granted his request to

voluntarily dismiss the Monell claim against Sheriff Dart with prejudice, and set a telephonic hearing.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, the Rehabilitation

Act, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and Illinois indemnification
law. Officer Bacon moved for summary judgment on the excessive-
force claim; Cook County and Sheriff Dart moved for summary
judgment on the Monell, Rehabilitation Act, and ADA claims; and
plaintiff moved to strike arguments raised for the first time in

defendants' reply.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when 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. The court views facts and draws

reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmovant. For the Fourteenth



Amendment excessive-force claim, the use of force is evaluated under
an objective-reasonableness standard. Qualified immunity requires
determining whether a reasonable factfinder could find a federal-rights

violation and whether the unlawfulness was clearly established.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether genuine disputes of material fact precluded summary judgment on Johnson's Fourteenth
Amendment excessive-force claim based on forcing him to walk a long distance while handcuffed and

allegedly tightening the handcuffs excessively.
2. Whether Officer Bacon was entitled to qualified immunity on the excessive-force claim.

3. Whether genuine disputes of material fact precluded summary judgment on Johnson's Rehabilitation Act
and ADA claims based on allegedly denying him the benefit of a family visit by requiring him to access

it in severe pain.
4. Whether defendants' vicarious-liability argument was properly raised for the first time in a reply brief.

5. Whether Johnson's Monell claim should be voluntarily dismissed with prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was denied because disputed facts could allow a reasonable jury to find that Officer
Bacon's use of handcuffs, particularly allegedly excessive tightening and refusal to loosen them after

Johnson reported pain, was objectively unreasonable.
2. Officer Bacon was not entitled to qualified immunity at summary judgment.

3. Summary judgment was denied on Johnson's Rehabilitation Act and ADA claims because a reasonable
jury could find that he was denied the benefit of a family visit by being required to access it while

suffering severe pain.

4. Plaintiff's motion to strike was denied, although the court declined to give weight to defendants'

vicarious-liability argument because it was raised for the first time in reply.

5. Johnson's Monell claim against Sheriff Dart was voluntarily dismissed with prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“The court finds that Officer Bacon has not carried his burden to show there is no genuine dispute as to the

facts underlying whether his use of force on plaintiff was excessive.”

“The court also finds that the unlawfulness of the conduct at issue was clearly established at the time Officer

Bacon acted.”

“The court agrees with plaintiff that a reasonable jury could find that plaintiff was denied the benefit of a
family visit.”

“Consequently, the court finds that defendants have failed to carry their burden to show that there is no

genuine dispute of material fact and that they are entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Douglas Johnson was a pretrial detainee at the Cook County Department of Corrections and had an inmate alert
authorizing him to use a cane because of a hand and wrist condition. During a roughly five-city-block escort to a
family visit, Officer Antwaun Bacon handcuffed Johnson despite his cane and allegedly refused repeated
requests to loosen the cuffs. Johnson claimed that the cuffs caused severe pain, swelling, numbness, tingling, and
continuing loss of wrist function; defendants disputed the tightness of the cuffs and asserted that Bacon applied
them with room for Johnson's wrists. CCDOC policies allowed an exception to restraints when a physical
disability could cause serious injury and required officers, when feasible, to check restraints to ensure they did

not compromise circulation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The case was pending in the Northern District of Illinois on cross-dispositive motions. The court denied both
summary-judgment motions and denied plaintiff's motion to strike. The court construed plaintiff's response as a

motion to voluntarily dismiss the Monell claim and dismissed that claim with prejudice.
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