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SUMMARY

The opinion addresses claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging that prison healthcare providers and a

healthcare contractor were deliberately indifferent to the plaintiff’s mental-health conditions in

violation of the Eighth Amendment. The claims concern involuntary antipsychotic medication,

treatment for depression and ADHD, and treatment for gender dysphoria. The court states that

defendants’ separate motions for summary judgment are granted.
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Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging deliberate
indifference to medical and mental-health needs in violation of the
Eighth Amendment, along with an Illinois intentional-infliction-of-

emotional-distress claim. Defendants moved for summary judgment.

Summary judgment is appropriate 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 construed disputed facts and reasonable inferences in
favor of the nonmoving party, but required affirmative evidence

sufficient for a reasonable jury to find for that party.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendants were deliberately indifferent to Jones's depression by refusing to prescribe

Wellbutrin and instead offering other medications.

2. Whether Defendants were deliberately indifferent to Jones's alleged ADHD by failing to diagnose or

treat it.
3. Whether Defendants were deliberately indifferent to Jones's gender dysphoria.

4. Whether Defendants were deliberately indifferent to the risks and side effects of enforced antipsychotic

medications.

5. Whether Wexford Health Sources, Inc. could be liable under Monell absent an underlying constitutional

violation.

6. Whether Jones had standing to obtain prospective injunctive relief based on speculative future

mistreatment at Joliet.

7. Whether the court should retain supplemental jurisdiction over the Illinois intentional-infliction-of-

emotional-distress claim after dismissing all federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment because the record showed repeated mental-health
evaluations, antidepressant prescriptions, alternative treatment proposals, medication changes, and
attempts to engage Jones in treatment. Refusal to prescribe Jones's preferred medication, without
evidence of a substantial departure from accepted professional judgment, did not establish deliberate

indifference.

2. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on the ADHD claim because the evidence did not
establish an objectively serious medical condition requiring treatment, and providers exercised medical
judgment in diagnosing bipolar disorder and depression rather than ADHD.

3. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment because the evidence did not show that Dr. Marquez was
aware of Jones's gender dysphoria while treating Jones or that Nurse Practitioner Hoffman knowingly
disregarded a treatment need.



4. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on the claim concerning enforced antipsychotic
medication because the evidence did not show that they fabricated medical records, acted with deliberate
indifference, or ignored medication side effects.

5. Wexford could not be liable under Monell because the court found no underlying constitutional violation

by the individual defendants.

6. Jones was not entitled to injunctive relief concerning alleged future mistreatment at Joliet because the
asserted future harm was speculative and unsupported by sufficient evidence.

7. The court relinquished supplemental jurisdiction over the intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress

claim and dismissed it without prejudice to renewal in state court after dismissing all federal claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts evaluating deliberate indifference claims apply a two-step test: (1) the prisoner must have an
objectively serious medical condition, and (2) the defendant must be subjectively aware of and consciously

disregard that condition.” (Discussion, Part I)

“The Eighth Amendment does not give prisoners the right to demand specific medical treatment.”
(Discussion, Part I.A)

“The crux of Plaintiff’s claim is that Defendants erred by diagnosing Plaintiff with bipolar disorder and
depression—not that Plaintiff’s symptoms were entirely ignored.” (Discussion, Part [.B)

“Defendants’ motions [263, 267] for summary judgment are granted with respect to all federal law claims.

Plaintiff's remaining state law claim is dismissed without prejudice to renewal in state court.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jones, an Illinois prisoner diagnosed or alleged to suffer from depression, ADHD, and gender dysphoria,
received psychiatric treatment at Dixon Correctional Center and later at Joliet Treatment Center. Providers
diagnosed Jones with bipolar disorder and depression, prescribed or offered multiple medications, and
participated in Treatment Review Committee proceedings that resulted in periods of enforced medication. Jones
repeatedly requested Wellbutrin and ADHD treatment, complained about medication side effects, asserted
gender-dysphoria-related needs, and frequently refused appointments or alternative medications. The record
showed repeated treatment efforts, medication changes, crisis-watch assessments, and later approval of
Wellbutrin at Joliet.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jones originally filed suit pro se in the Southern District of Illinois. The Southern District severed and
transferred relevant claims to the Northern District of Illinois, where the operative complaint asserted claims
concerning enforced antipsychotic medication, ADHD, depression, gender dysphoria, and intentional infliction
of emotional distress. After discovery and briefing, Defendants filed two summary-judgment motions. The court
granted summary judgment on all federal claims and dismissed the remaining state-law claim without prejudice
under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(3).
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