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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois ruled on cross-motions
concerning exhaustion of administrative remedies in Travonte Lindsey's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The
court held that the grievance exhausted Lindsey's conditions-of-confinement claim against Zachary
McClanahan but did not exhaust his deliberate-indifference claims against McClanahan or Nurse
Practitioner Crane. Those two claims were dismissed without prejudice, while the conditions-of-
confinement claim survived exhaustion-based summary judgment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The parties filed cross-motions concerning exhaustion of
administrative remedies in a prisoner civil-rights action. Following an
evidentiary hearing under Pavey v. Conley, the court granted the
motions in part and denied them in part.

STANDARD OF REVIEW 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. In prisoner-exhaustion cases involving disputed facts, the court
conducts an evidentiary hearing and resolves the factual dispute under
Pavey v. Conley. Defendants bear the burden of showing beyond
dispute that administrative remedies were available.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district-court order; precedential status unknown and not
designated as precedential in the source metadata.
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Lindsey's appeal to the Administrative Review Board should be treated as timely or excused as
unavailable when he placed it in the prison mail system within the applicable thirty-day period but the
Board received it later.

2. Whether Lindsey's grievance sufficiently exhausted his Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement
claim against McClanahan despite not naming McClanahan.

3. Whether Lindsey's grievance sufficiently exhausted his deliberate-indifference claim against
McClanahan for allegedly denying medical and mental-health care.

4. Whether Lindsey exhausted his deliberate-indifference claim against Nurse Practitioner Crane when the
alleged interaction with Crane occurred after the only grievance was filed.

HOLDINGS

1. Lindsey's failure to obtain a substantive Administrative Review Board response before filing suit was
excused because his testimony showed that he placed his appeal in the prison mail system within the
thirty-day period and prison officials allegedly delayed processing the privileged mail; defendants did
not rebut that evidence or prove that the administrative remedy remained available.

2. Lindsey exhausted Count 1, his Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claim against
McClanahan, even though he did not identify McClanahan by name or title in the grievance.

3. Lindsey did not exhaust Count 2, his deliberate-indifference claim against McClanahan for denying
medical and mental-health care, because the grievance did not identify McClanahan's alleged denial of
treatment or otherwise alert prison officials to that claim.

4. Lindsey did not exhaust Count 3, his deliberate-indifference claim against Crane, because the alleged
interaction with Crane occurred after the only grievance was filed and Lindsey filed no later grievance
concerning Crane's alleged refusal to provide medical care.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, the Court finds that Plaintiff’s failure to receive a substantive response by the ARB before
initiating this action is excused because Defendants failed to carry their burden of showing the administrative
remedies were available.” (8)

“Because Plaintiff’s failure to identify Defendant McClanahan by name or title “did not prevent the prison
from identifying” the latter and responding to Plaintiff’s conditions of confinement claim, the Court finds that
Grievance K4-1023-0839 contained sufficient information to exhaust Plaintiff’s claim asserted in Count 1 of
the Complaint.” (9)



“Because the only grievance Plaintiff filed regarding this case predates the allegations against Defendant
Crane, it could not have served its purpose of providing the facility with an opportunity to address Plaintiff’s
claims against her.” (11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lindsey, an Illinois prisoner housed at Menard Correctional Center, alleged that he was served oatmeal
containing insects on October 12, 2023, after which he experienced stomach pain and vomiting. He alleged that
Major McClanahan participated in or was responsible for the incident and denied him medical or mental-health
care, and that Nurse Practitioner Crane later refused to evaluate or treat him. Lindsey filed one grievance
concerning the bug-infested food, appealed the institutional denial, and contended that prison staff delayed
mailing his appeal to the Administrative Review Board.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lindsey brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that he was served bug-infested oatmeal and denied
medical and mental-health care. After threshold review under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the court allowed three Eighth
Amendment claims to proceed. Defendants moved for summary judgment based on failure to exhaust
administrative remedies, and Lindsey moved to establish that the grievance process was inadequate and that he
had exhausted his remedies. The court held a Pavey evidentiary hearing and dismissed two claims without
prejudice while allowing one claim to survive exhaustion-based summary judgment.
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