UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION

Andre Lee Hilliard v. Clark, et al.

Hilliard - No. 23-cv-00472 - Decided February 23, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois granted Defendant Elizabeth

English-Lindsey’s motion for summary judgment in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging deliberate

indifference to medical needs. The court held that the plaintiff failed to exhaust administrative

remedies because his grievances neither named English-Lindsey nor provided sufficient identifying

information to alert prison officials that she was accused of wrongdoing.
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Defendant English-Lindsey moved for summary judgment in a
prisoner civil-rights action, arguing that Plaintiff failed to exhaust

administrative remedies under the Prison Litigation Reform Act.

Summary judgment is proper 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 viewed the evidence and reasonable inferences in the
light most favorable to the nonmoving party, without making

credibility determinations or weighing evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether English-Lindsey was entitled to summary judgment because Hilliard failed to exhaust

administrative remedies concerning his allegations against her.

2. Whether prison officials' merits responses to Hilliard's grievance precluded English-Lindsey from

asserting failure to exhaust.

3. Whether a prisoner must name a defendant in a grievance, or provide identifying information sufficient
to alert prison officials that the defendant is accused of wrongdoing.

HOLDINGS

1. Prison officials' response to the merits of a grievance does not eliminate the failure-to-exhaust defense
where the grievance did not identify the defendant or provide sufficient information for officials to

determine that the defendant was accused of wrongdoing.

2. A prisoner need not identify a defendant by name in a grievance, but must provide identifying

information sufficient for prison officials to determine that the defendant was accused of wrongdoing.

3. Hilliard failed to exhaust available administrative remedies concerning his allegations against English-

Lindsey.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, a plaintiff who fails to mention by name or provide any identifying information that indicates the

defendant to the grievance officer fails to exhaust.” (Analysis II)

“For the stated reasons, this Court grants Defendant English-Lindsey’s motion for summary judgment.”

(Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hilliard was incarcerated at the Joliet Treatment Center and alleged that he was denied timely medical care after
being sprayed with mace on February 24, 2022. He filed grievances concerning the incident, but the April 5
grievance identified numerous individuals while omitting English-Lindsey and providing no description or other
identifying information pointing to her. Hilliard admitted that he did not include English-Lindsey in his

grievances because she was a supervisor.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hilliard brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning alleged deliberate indifference to his medical needs while
incarcerated. English-Lindsey moved for summary judgment based on failure to exhaust administrative
remedies. The court denied Defendant's request to strike portions of Plaintiff's factual submissions, granted the



summary-judgment motion, terminated English-Lindsey as a defendant, and allowed the action to continue

against other defendants.
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