UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA

Keair Boyd v. Tanisha Henry, et al.

Boyd - No. 2:23-cv-01022-CDS-MDC - Decided January 26, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nevada granted defendants’ unopposed motion for

summary judgment in Keair Boyd’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging deliberate indifference to his

medical needs. The court held that Boyd failed to properly exhaust available administrative remedies

under the Prison Litigation Reform Act because his grievance was repeatedly rejected and he did not

cure the identified deficiencies. The court directed the Clerk to enter judgment for the defendants and

close the case.
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Defendants moved for summary judgment in a prisoner civil-rights
action alleging deliberate indifference to serious medical needs. The

motion was unopposed.

Summary judgment is appropriate when, viewing the evidence in the
light most favorable to the nonmovant, there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. On a PLRA exhaustion defense, defendants must prove that an
available administrative remedy existed and was not exhausted; the

ultimate burden of proof remains with defendants.
Unpublished district-court order; precedential status not stated
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment because Boyd failed to properly exhaust

available administrative remedies under the Prison Litigation Reform Act.

2. Whether the grievance process was unavailable to Boyd because prison policies allegedly delayed or

impeded his ability to pursue the grievance.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment because the undisputed record showed that Boyd did not

complete the required administrative grievance process before bringing his § 1983 action.

2. Boyd did not establish that the grievance process was unavailable to him.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To succeed on a PLRA-exhaustion defense at summary judgment, the defendant must “prove that there was

an available administrative remedy” that the prisoner did not exhaust” (at 5)

“Consequently, the defendants are entitled to summary judgment on Boyd’s medical indifference claim based

on the failure to exhaust PLRA administrative remedies.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

While incarcerated in Nevada, Boyd was prescribed Bactrim at Ely State Prison for an ear-related condition and
was transferred to High Desert State Prison shortly thereafter. He alleged that prison medical staff prescribed
medication without properly examining him, that the medication made him ill, and that defendants ignored his
requests for assistance. Boyd filed one relevant grievance, but it was rejected three times because he failed to
demonstrate that he had first attempted to resolve the issue through the required informal process and failed to

cure the identified deficiencies.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Boyd filed this action on June 30, 2023. After screening, his Eighth Amendment deliberate-indifference claim
proceeded against Henry, Scally, and a Doe Nursing Director, while his conditions-of-confinement claim based
on lack of recreation was dismissed. Defendants moved for summary judgment, Boyd filed no opposition, and

the court granted the motion based on failure to exhaust administrative remedies under the PLRA.
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