UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

ILLINOIS

Devonte Willis v. Monica Carpenter, et al.

Willis -+ No. 23 C 50375 - Decided March 16, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois grants summary judgment to

medical and administrative defendants in a prisoner’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court holds that

the plaintiff failed to show deliberate indifference under the Eighth Amendment because defendants

provided ongoing medical monitoring, antibiotics, pain medication, referrals, and emergency treatment

for infections and foreign objects in his knee.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT
JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DOCKET

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

PARTIES

TOPICS

prisoners rights  section 1983

United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois
Iain D. Johnston

United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois
March 16, 2026

23 C 50375

dismissed

Prisoner civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging deliberate
indifference to serious medical needs; all defendants moved for

summary judgment.

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The court viewed the evidence and reasonable
inferences under the Rule 56 standard and concluded that no
reasonable jury could find deliberate indifference.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant Mershon was deliberately indifferent to Willis's serious medical needs by allegedly
delaying outside referral, selecting ineffective antibiotics, failing to provide preferred pain medication,
or otherwise providing constitutionally inadequate care.

2. Whether the IDOC administrative defendants were deliberately indifferent by failing to intervene after

receiving Willis's complaints about his pain treatment.

3. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Willis's Eighth Amendment medical-care
claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendant Mershon was entitled to summary judgment because the undisputed record showed repeated
examinations, wound care, antibiotics, pain treatment, referrals, and emergency treatment, rather than

deliberate indifference.

2. The IDOC administrative defendants were entitled to summary judgment because they knew Willis was

receiving medical care, had no authority to prescribe or alter his treatment, and reasonably deferred to
medical professionals.

3. Summary judgment was proper because no reasonable jury could find that any defendant was

deliberately indifferent to Willis's medical needs.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To prevail on a claim that his medical care violated the Eighth Amendment, Plaintiff must establish two
elements: (1) he suffered from an objectively serious medical condition and (2) the defendants were

deliberately indifferent to that condition.”

“To show deliberate indifference, “a plaintiff must establish that [the] official knows of and disregards an
excessive risk to inmate health or safety or that the official is both aware of facts from which the inference

could be drawn that a substantial risk of serious harm exists, and he draws the inference.””
“The Constitution guarantees . . . treatment within the applicable standard of care, not a specific outcome.”

“A prisoner is “not entitled to his preferred set of medications and treatments” so long as his medical

»

providers “did not act recklessly”.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Willis repeatedly inserted copper wires and other metallic foreign bodies into an opening in his left knee,
resulting in infections, pain, swelling, and drainage. Prison medical staff treated him with wound care, multiple
antibiotics, pain medications, referrals, and emergency hospitalization; outside providers ultimately removed the

foreign bodies and his knee healed with normal function. Willis continued to report pain and complained to



administrative officials that his pain treatment was inadequate, but those officials had only administrative roles

and deferred to medical providers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Willis sued medical and administrative personnel at Dixon Correctional Center under the Eighth Amendment.
After discovery, Defendant Mershon and the IDOC Defendants moved for summary judgment. The court
granted both motions, dismissed the action with prejudice, and directed that judgment enter separately for

defendants.
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