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ORDER

After William Lee, a former Indiana prisoner, complained of hives and other
allergy symptoms, prison medical staff gave him anti-allergy injections, pills, and
cream. Lee believed that the care was inadequate and sued the staff for deliberate
indifference to his medical needs. The district court ruled that no reasonable jury could

" We have agreed to decide the case without oral argument because the briefs and
record adequately present the facts and legal arguments, and oral argument would not
significantly aid the court. FED. R. Arp. P. 34(a)(2)(C).
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tind the staff were deliberately indifferent and entered summary judgment for them.
We affirm.

In 2017, while housed at the New Castle Correctional Facility in Indiana, Lee
experienced hives and swelling in his face, fingers, and feet. Over the following weeks,
he was treated numerous times by medical staff. Among them was Bruce Ippel, a
physician, who prescribed a diphenhydramine injection and multiple courses of
prednisone (anti-allergy drugs). Lee also saw Loretta Dawson, a nurse practitioner, who
prescribed another diphenhydramine injection and hydrocortisone cream (an anti-itch
steroid). According to Lee, Dawson told him that she gave him this medication because
he was “going to whine,” but going forward, she intended to stop providing medication
to prisoners.

Lee’s symptoms cleared but then returned in 2018. Lee said that when he
complained to an officer about hives and swelling, the officer contacted another nurse,
Holly Denman. According to Lee, Denman told the officer that Lee could place a hot or
cold rag upon the reaction area and wait until the morning to be seen. Two days after
this exchange, Ippel diagnosed Lee’s condition as immune-related chronic urticaria
(chronic hives), continued his prednisone prescription, and started him on a daily dose
of an antihistamine. Lee’s symptoms then cleared again for several months.

Lee’s allergy symptoms returned in 2019, but by then, Ippel and Denman had left
the prison. Although Dawson was still there, she left within a few weeks and was not
involved in his medical care during that period. When Lee’s symptoms returned in
2020, the prison no longer had his medication in stock, and he was unable to treat his
symptoms.

Lee sued Ippel, Dawson, and Denman under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, asserting that they
violated his Eighth Amendment rights when they were deliberately indifferent to his
medical needs. In Lee’s view, the medical staff should have administered an allergy test
and sent him to an allergy specialist. He also blamed the staff for delaying his care and
not restocking his medication when it ran out.

The court entered summary judgment for the medical defendants, ruling that no
reasonably jury could conclude they were deliberately indifferent. The court first
explained that Lee failed to introduce evidence that Denman was involved in treating
his allergies. The court acknowledged Lee’s allegation that Denman told an officer to
have Lee treat his symptoms with a hot or cold rag, but the court deemed the statement



No. 22-2711 Page 3

inadmissible because he failed to explain how he had “personal knowledge of the
matter.” FED. R. EVID. 602. The court next ruled that there was no disputed material fact
regarding the efficacy of the anti-allergy treatment that Ippel and Dawson provided,
and no evidence suggested that he required additional testing or needed to be seen by a
specialist. Finally, the court concluded that the staff could not be responsible for
restocking his medication in 2020 because they no longer worked at the prison.

On appeal, Lee raises several fact-specific challenges, but none are supported by
the record. For example, he states that Ippel and Dawson knew that his medications
were not restocked, but by his own account his medications ran out in 2020, after the
staff had already left the prison. He also says that medical staff “waited a year” to
“prescribe allergy medication,” but again, by his own testimony, he received anti-
allergy drugs within days of complaining about his symptoms. Lee particularly takes
issue with Dawson’s care, asserting that at some point, she “stopped [his] medication.”
But Lee did not support that assertion with sufficient evidence. The closest evidence is
his testimony that she threatened to stop providing medication in the future, but
nothing in the record reflects that she followed through with her threat.

To the extent that Lee challenges the summary judgment ruling, no reasonable
jury could, on this record, conclude that these three defendants were deliberately
indifferent to his allergic conditions. “The Eighth Amendment proscribes deliberate
indifference to serious medical needs of prisoners amounting to the unnecessary and
wanton infliction of pain.” Arce v. Wexford Health Sources Inc., 75 F.4th 673, 678-79
(7th Cir. 2023) (internal quotation marks omitted). For present purposes, we assume,
without deciding, that Lee’s allergies are a serious medical need. But Lee provided no
admissible evidence that Denman was personally involved in his care, see FED. R. EVID.
602, so she cannot be held liable for deliberate indifference to his medical needs.

See Johnson v. Rimmer, 936 F.3d 695, 710-11 (7th Cir. 2019). Regarding Ippel and
Dawson, the “high bar” of deliberate indifference requires that Lee show they had
“something approaching a total unconcern” for his health, Rasho v. Jeffreys, 22 F.4th 703,
710 (7th Cir. 2022), and Lee provided no such evidence. Rather, when Lee asked for
medical attention, the staff gave him several anti-allergy medications that provided
relief. Lee contends that the staff could have done more, for example, by conducting
additional testing or sending him to a specialist. But pursuing additional care—beyond
providing effective medication—is not required under the Eighth Amendment. See id.
at 711.

AFFIRMED
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