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SUMMARY

The Eighth Circuit reviewed an interlocutory appeal from the denial of qualified immunity to a nurse
practitioner accused of providing constitutionally deficient medical care to a civilly committed patient.
The court held that the district court applied the wrong constitutional standard, concluding that the
deliberate-indifference standard, rather than the professional-judgment standard from Youngberg v.
Romeo, governs the patient's Fourteenth Amendment medical-care claim. The court vacated the denial
of summary judgment and remanded for application of the deliberate-indifference standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Eighth Circuit had interlocutory appellate jurisdiction over the denial of summary judgment
based on qualified immunity.

2. Whether the district court applied the correct constitutional standard to Scott's Fourteenth Amendment
claim alleging constitutionally deficient medical care.

3. Whether the existing record permitted the appellate court to determine at that stage whether Benson was
entitled to qualified immunity.

HOLDINGS

1. The collateral-order doctrine gives the Eighth Circuit limited authority to hear an interlocutory appeal
from the denial of qualified immunity.

2. A Fourteenth Amendment claim by a civilly committed person alleging constitutionally deficient
medical care is governed by the deliberate-indifference standard applicable under the Eighth
Amendment, not the professional-judgment standard from Youngberg v. Romeo.

3. To establish deliberate indifference to a serious medical need, Scott must show both that he suffered
from an objectively serious medical need and that Benson actually knew of and deliberately disregarded
that need.

4. The appellate court could not determine from the existing record whether Benson was entitled to
qualified immunity because the district court applied the wrong constitutional standard and did not fully
resolve or analyze the material factual disputes under the deliberate-indifference framework.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“liability may be imposed only when the decision by the professional is such a substantial departure from
accepted professional judgment, practice, or standards as to demonstrate that the person responsible actually
did not base the decision on such a judgment.” (at 339)

“Under the objective prong, Scott must show that he suffered from an objectively serious medical need.” (at
340)

“Under the subjective prong, Scott must show that Benson actually knew of but deliberately disregarded his
serious medical need.” (at 340)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Scott was an involuntarily committed patient at the Iowa Civil Commitment Unit for Sex Offenders, where
Benson was the advanced registered nurse practitioner primarily responsible for his medical care. In August and
September 2010, Scott sought treatment for boils or an infection that allegedly worsened, eventually developing
gangrene and requiring hospitalization and surgery. The parties disputed the timing and substance of the
encounters and whether Benson examined Scott, prescribed antibiotics, or otherwise treated the infection. Scott
later developed sepsis and underwent a leg amputation.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Scott sued Benson and other defendants under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, alleging inadequate medical care while
involuntarily committed at the Iowa Civil Commitment Unit for Sex Offenders. Benson moved for summary
judgment on qualified-immunity grounds, but the Northern District of Iowa denied the motion. Benson brought
an interlocutory appeal, and the Eighth Circuit vacated the denial and remanded for application of the deliberate-
indifference standard and a complete qualified-immunity analysis.

DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the Northern District of Iowa to apply the deliberate-indifference standard and conduct a full
qualified-immunity analysis in the first instance, including consideration of the disputed facts and the treatment
Benson provided at the various points in time.
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