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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin granted defendants’ motion for
summary judgment in Jeffrey Lamont Lee’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court held that Lee failed to
establish an objectively extreme deprivation of bathroom access or an injury caused by the
discontinuation of his special handling note, and therefore rejected his Eighth Amendment conditions-
of-confinement and deliberate-indifference claims. The case was dismissed.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that prison
officials were deliberately indifferent to unconstitutional conditions of
confinement and that defendant Burton was deliberately indifferent to
his serious medical needs. Defendants moved for summary judgment.

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 reasonable inferences in the light most
favorable to the nonmovant, but a party bearing the ultimate burden of
proof must present admissible evidence sufficient to support a
reasonable jury verdict and may not rely solely on the pleadings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants subjected Lee to an objectively serious deprivation of the minimal civilized measure
of life's necessities by restricting or discontinuing his special handling note and by enforcing bathroom
restrictions during prison counts.

2. Whether Burton was deliberately indifferent to Lee's serious medical needs under the Eighth
Amendment.

3. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment because Lee failed to establish a constitutional
deprivation, causation, or an actual injury.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment because Lee did not establish an objectively serious
deprivation of toilet access or other extreme deprivation. The evidence showed that he used the
bathroom during the incidents described and was punished afterward, rather than being denied access to
the toilet.

2. Burton was entitled to summary judgment because Lee failed to establish that Burton's conduct caused
him an actual injury.

3. Summary judgment was proper because, on the record as a whole, no reasonable factfinder could find
for Lee on either claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"The Eighth Amendment can be violated by conditions of confinement in a jail or prison when (1) there is a
deprivation that is, from an objective standpoint, sufficiently serious that it results ‘in the denial of the
minimal civilized measure of life’s necessities’ and (2) where prison officials are deliberately indifferent to this
state of affairs."” (8)

“For a § 1983 claim to survive summary judgment, a plaintiff “must establish not only that a state actor
violated his constitutional rights, but also that the violation caused the plaintiff injury or damages.”” (9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lee, who was housed at Kettle Moraine Correctional Institution, suffered from ulcerative colitis and related
urinary and bowel symptoms. Health Services entered a special handling note stating that he might need to use
the restroom more frequently, while allowing security staff discretion during count or when the restroom was
closed. After Lee used the bathroom during count, received conduct reports, and ultimately lost the special
handling note, he sued prison officials, alleging unconstitutional conditions of confinement and deliberate
indifference to his medical needs. The record showed that Lee was able to use the bathroom during the incidents
described and did not provide specific evidence tying any claimed soiling incidents to Burton or the other
defendants.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lee was permitted to proceed on Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claims against all defendants
and an Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference-to-medical-needs claim against Burton. After the parties
completed briefing on defendants' motion for summary judgment, the court granted the motion on the merits and
dismissed the action. The court did not reach defendants' qualified-immunity argument.
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