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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

SCOTTK. MEHERG, R,

Plaintiff,
No. 18 C 4696
V.
JudgeSara L. Ellis
PAUL SKRIVAN, AKINRINOLA FATOKI,
and CHARLES PEWITT

Defendant.
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OPINION AND ORDER

During his incarceratiom lllin ois and Missourails, Plaintiff Scott Meheg was
hospitalized twicafterreceivingmedicationto treat his high blood pressurklenow brings this
8 1983suitagairst Defendants Paul Skrivan, Akinrinola Fatoki, and Charlewiealleging
theyacted withdeliberatandifferenceto his medical needs violation of the Eighth and
Fourteenth Amendments. Fatoki areitt move to dsmiss for laclof personal jurisdiction
andSkrivan moves to dmiss Dr failure to state a claimBecause Meherg has not alleged facts
sufficient forthe Courtto exercise personal jisdiction over Fatoki and Pewitt, the Cosevers
his claims against Fatoki and Pevaittd transferthemto the United States District Coufor the
Eastern District oMissouri. Becauskleherg hapleadedsufficient facts to state a claiof

deliberate indifference d@e Skrivanhe may proceed wittinat claim in this Court.
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BACKGROUND!?

Meherg is aesident of Illinois, currently incarcerated at the Lake County Community
Based Correctioal Center in Waukegan, lllinoigde was arrestedpproximately orseptember
19, 2016, antheld at twadifferentjails beforehe wastaken to the Saint Gevieve Sheriffs
Office Detention Cater (' SaintGenevieve Jdi) in Saint Genevieve, Missouri, on October 29.
While he was there, a doctor diagnosed Meherg with hypertension, and prescrilted him
medicatons, metoprolol and lisinopril. HE mebprolol causedllergicreactons inMeherg
including a rash and an accelerated heart fé&svitt,a primary care physician at the Saint
Genevieve Jajkwitchedthe metoprolopresciption to clonidine. Mehergthen begarno suffer
side effectsincluding shortness of breathzdiness and fatgue After his symptoms did not
improve overseveral monthewitt increaedMeherds clonidinepresciption from .1
milligramstwice a dayto .2 milligramstwice a day

Around March 2017, Fatoki bame Meherg primary care physiciaat the Sant
Geneieve Jailalthough Pewitt continued to treat Meherg. FatekMissouriresidentjs
licensed to practice medine in Missauri as well asn lllinois where henastreated patients
including atthe Fayette County Jail in Vandalia, Illinois.

Meheg continued to suffer worsenisie effectgelated to thelonidineuntil hewas
taken b the emergency room at Saint Genevieve County Memorial lbspiarch 24for
shortness of breath and an tafde heart rateAn EKG testshaved sinus tachycardiandan

abnormal rhythm. The hogpl performed blood workhatshowed Meherg haglevated blood

! Thefacts in the background section are taken from Métisegon amended complaint and are
presumed true for the purpose of resolving Defendants’ motions to dispassvirnich v. Vorwalb64
F.3d 206, 212 (7th Cir. 2011)pcal 15, Intl Bhd. of Elec. Workrs, AFL-CIO v. Exelon Corp.495 F.3d
779, 782 (7th Cir. 20Q7 In considering Fatoki and Pewitt's motion to dismisddick of personal
jurisdiction, the Cor also considers the declarations and additional evidence submitiefdrydants
and Meherg.See Purdue Research Found. v. Sanofi-Synthelabo338%.3d 773, 782 (7th Cir. 2003).
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glucose and low white blood cell counts. The ltasprovideda copy ofthemedicalreport to
Fatok andrecommended the jail reevaluate Mehsngedication. Pewit subsequently
increased Mehetg clonidine to .3 milligramswvice a day On May 17 Pewittprescribed an
asthma medication to trelsteherds shortness of breathiNeither Fatoki or Pewitiollowed up
on the results of Meherg’s blood work an@drg continued to suffallergic reactions to the
clonidine.

Around August 23Meherg vas transferred to the Gk Couny Depatment of
Corrections (“Cook County Ja)l’in Chicago, lllinoiswhereSkrivan, acertified physiciais
assistant with th€ook County Health and Hpisals System conductednintake medical
evaluation. Mehergentionedhatthe staff aSant Gerevieve Jail prescribechim clonidinefor
high blood pressure. Withotgviewing Meherds malical recordgrom Saint Genevieve Jail
Skrivanswitched the clonidine prescription to amlodipinfdeherg was unawatéat
discontinuing clonidine suddncould causewithdrawd symptomsin individuals who had
developedh depedency on the drg. Two days later, on August 25, Mehargferedfrom
vomiting, shortness fdoreath, excessivevgatirg, dry mouth elevated heart ratand an inability
to eat. He asked to be sdeya nurse or doctor regarding his medication and was subsequently
sert to thejail’s health services emerggrroom Mehergthentransferredo Stroger hospital
wheredoctorsdiagnosedim with clonidine withdrawal. The tepital plaed Meherg back on
clonidine in order to wean him off teedication througla series of taperatbses. After

Mehergstabilized hospital staffeleasedim backto Cook County Jail.



ANALYSIS

Fatoki and Pewitt

A. Legal Standard

A motion to dismiss unddRule12(b)2) challenges whether ti@ourthas jurisdiction
over a party. The party asserting galiction has the burden of prooSee Tamburo v. Dworkin
601 F.3d 693, 701 (7thiC 2010). The Courtmayconsideraffidavitsand otheccompetent
evidencesubmitted by the partief?urdue Research Found. v. Sanofi-Synthelabo, 338.F.3d
773, 782 (7th Cir. 2003)If the Court rules on thenotionwithout a hearing, thelantiff need
only establish @rima faciecase of personal jurisdictiof'sCIU-Emp’r Ret. Fund v. Goldfarb
Corp., 565 F.3d 1018, 1023 (7th Cir. 2009)he Courtwill “read the complaint berally, in its
entirety, and with everinference drawn in favasf” the plaintiff. Cent States, Se. & Sw. Areas
Pension Fund v. Phencorp Reinsurance, @40 F.3d 870, 878 (7th Cir. 2006) (quotihgxtor
v. Bd. of Regntsof N. Ill. Univ, 711 F.2d 1387, 1393 (7th Cir. 1993))O]nce the déendant
has submitted affidavits or other evidence in opposition to the exercise of jusisdibbwever,
“the plaintiff must go beyond the pleadings and submit affirmative seg@ipporting the
exercise of jusdiction.” Purdue 338 F.3d at 783Any dispute concerning relant facts is
resolved inthe plaintiff'sfavor. Id. at 782—-83.

B. Personal Jurisdiction

Fatoki andPewittargue that the Cotulacks personal jurisdiction ev Meher{s claims
against them.Because8 1983 does not provide any rutegiarding service of press the Court
may exercise peonal jurisdiction to the extent authorized by lllinois laginslow v. Pullara
538 F.3d 687, 690 (7th Cir. 2008) hdlllinois long-arm statte authorizegourts to exarise

personal jurisdictiomn any basis permittday the lllinois and United States ConstitutiortéM



Enters., Inc. v. Global Traffic Techs., Iné¢25 F.3d 718, 732 (7th Cir. 2013) (citing 735 IlI.
Comp. Sat. 5/2209(c)). To the extent thfederal constitutional and Illinois $taory inquiries
diverge,“the lllinois constitutional standard is likely more restrictive than its federal
counterpart,” but both essentially focus on whether exercising jurisdiction ovisraldet is
fair and rasonable and thus a single inquiry suéicld.; C.H. Johnson Consulting, Inc. v.
Roosevelt Rds. Naval Station Lands & Facilities Redevelopment Nothl:12ev-08759, 2013
WL 5926062, at *2 (N.D. lll. Nov. 5, 2013) (“In light of the Seventh Circuissessment in
Hyattand the absence of gteRollins[v. Elwood 565 N.E.2d 1302, 1315 (lll. 1990)] guidance
from the lllinois courts as to how lllinois and federal law may differ as @ipehmatter in
regard to personal jurisdiction, a single due prooepsry will suffice.”).

TheDue Proces Clausellows personal jurisdiction over a defendi&rite has“certain
minimum contacts with [the forum state] such that the maintenance of the suit do&smubt
‘traditional notions of fair play and substantjastice.” Int'l Shoe Co. v. Washingtp826 U.S.
310, 316, 665.Ct. 154, 90 LEd. 95 (1945) (quotindyilliken v. Meyer 311 U.S. 457, 463, 61 S.
Ct. 339, 85 L. Ed. 278 (1940)Personajurisdictioncomes in two fams: general and specific
Generaljurisdiction arises when the defendantontacts wh astate are scontinuous and
systematitas to render themssentially at homin the forum staté. Goodyear Dunlop Tires
Ops., S.A. v. Browrb64 U.S. 915, 919, 131 S. Ct. 28480 L.Ed.2d 796 (2011) (quotinmt|
Shoe 326 U.S. at 317kee alsoramburg 601 F.3dat 701 (“The threshold for general
jurisdiction is high; the contacts must be sufficiently extensive and pervasipptoximate
physical presencd. Specific jurisdiction existswhen the defendant purposefully direitts
activities at the foum state and the alleged injury arises out of thoseites.” Mobile

Anesthesiologists Chicago, LLC v. Anesthesia Assocs. of Houston Metrople&2B.A.3d 440,



444 (7th Cir. 2010). The Court looks to the “defendant’sr&ldtted conduct” and itsonnection
to the forum state; “a defendant’s relatiomstith a plaintiff or third party, standing alone, is an
insufficient basis for jurisdiction.Walden v. Fiore571U.S.277, 284, 286, 134 S. Ct. 1115, 188
L. Ed. 2d 12 (2014Philos Techs., Inc. v. Philos & D, In@02 F.3d 905, 915-16 (7th Cir.
2015).

Mehergdoes not allege that Fataki Pewitt ever treatehim within the stae of lllinois.
Normally, this wouldindicateonly geneal jurisdiction was at issuéAspen Amins. Co. v.
InterstateWarehousing, In¢90 N.E.3d 440, 44&017 IL 121281418 Il. Dec. 282 (2017) (“In
this case, plaintiff does not complain of any conduct committed by defendamansliiThus,
only geneal jurisdiction is at issue het¢. Curiously,Meherg assertthatthe Court hageneral
jurisdiction over Fatoki but spdic jurisdiction over Pewit The Court considers these claims in
turn.

Fatoki does not subméinyevidence to contradict Mehesgassertions, so Meherg need
only make ot aprima faciecase forgeneral jurisdiction He hasnot. Meherg alleges that
Fatoki “has dong-standing hisiry of practicing medicine in Illinoi%. Doc. 31at 3. Meherg
contends thathis establishesontinuaus and systematimontacts sufficientasubject him tdhe
Court’s jurisdction. Butthat is not enoughGenerajurisdiction requires contacts substantial
enough to consider a defendaobfistructivelypresenin the staté Purdue 338 F.3cat 787.

“For an individual, the paradigm forufar the exercise of gerarjurisdiction is the individuas
domicile” Daimler AG v. Baumarb71 U.S. 117, 137, 134 S. Ct. 746, 187 L. Ed. 2d 624
(2014). In “exceptional” cases, there may be situations wherpdfs®rs contacts are so
substantial thathey areessentially ahome ina differentstate. Id. at 139n.19 (notingthat

personal jurisdiction over a corporate defendant outside of its principal place of busistse



of incorporation would be “exceptiali).? Here, Meherglleges thaFabki treated patients
regularly at theFayetteCounty &il in lllinois. But Fatokiis a residendf Missouri, whoalso
practices mediae in Missouri, and most ingptartly, treated Meherg in MissourMehergs
argument wold imply thatFatoki’s practiceat the Fayette County Jawould make it
“fundamentally fair to requirghim] to answer in afillinois] court inanylitigation arising out of
anytransaction or occurrence taking placg/wheren the world” Purdue 338 F.3d at 787.
But Fatoki's regula treatment ofdetaineesn lllinois does nojustify halinghiminto an lllinois
court for sonething completely unrelated his medical practiceThis would be akin to finding
a corporation at home in any statevhich it conducts businessa—€ornentionthat courts have
rejected SeeDaimler, 571 U.Sat139 n.20 (“A corporation that operates in many places can
scarcely be deemed home in all of themOtherwise,at home’ would be synonymous with
‘doing businesstests framed before specifirisdiction evolved in the Unite&tates’); Aspen
90 N.E.3dat 446 (“[P]laintiff has established that defendant does business in lllinois through the
warehouse in JolietBut this fact falls far short of showing that Illinois is a surrogate home for
defendant).

Mehergargues that it was foreseeable that Fatoki might treat lllinois resiatetties
Fayete County Jail and hiaerebypurposefully directed his actions at Illinois residents. But this
“elide[s] the essential difference between egsecific and general jurisdictiori Goadyear, 564
U.S.at927 ([T] ies serving to bolster the exercise of specific jurisdiction do not waarant
determination that, based on those ties, the forum has general jurischeranaefendant.))
Burger King Corp. v. Rudzeer, 471 U.S. 462, 472, 105 S. Ct. 2174, 85 L. Ed. 2d 528 {1985

(“Where a forum seeks to assert specific jurisdiction over aofestiate defendant. .[the] ‘fair

2 Most caselaw discuissg) generajurisdictionhas done s the congéxt of corporationdutthe same
principles agply to individuals SeeAdam N. Seinman,Fedeal Practice & Procedire 8 1069.54th ed.
2019).



warning requirements satisfied ifthe defendant has ‘purposefully directed’ &sivities at
residents oftteforum, andthe litigation results from alleged injuries thatise out of or relate
to’ those activitis.” (citations omitted)) Therefore Meherg has not carried his burden to
establisha basis for the Court to exercise gengrasdiction over Fatoki.

Meheg asksin the dernative,for the opportunity to conduct jurisdictional discovery to
establish thapersonal jurisdiction is propefAt a minimum, the plaintiff must establish a
colorable omprima facieshowing of personal jurisdiction before discovery should be perniitted.
Cent. States, Se. & Sw. Areas Pension Fund v. Reimer Express World2@0rp.3d 934, 946
(7th Cir. 2000).Here, it seems that the only statevhich Fatokiis “at homé is Misouri.
Goodyear 564 U.Sat919. ltis difficult to see how Mieerg could prove otherwisandMeherg
does not explain how additionakisdictionaldiscovery wouldaid him. Thus, further discovery
is inappropiate in this case

Although Mehergloes not assert that there grounds for exercisingpecifc
jurisdictionover Fatoki, the analysis the samavith respect to eithdfatoki or Pewit. Thus,
the Court considemdleherds amguments as if they applied to bddefendants Mehergargues
that the Court has specifigrjsdictionbecauséd-atoki am Pewittpurposefully diretedtheir
activitiesat anlllinois resdent whertheytreatedMeherg See Mobile623 F.3d at 444. To
support hisargunent, Meherg pints toKostal v. Pinkus Dermatopathology Laboratories, Inc.
which involved a Michigan pathology laboratayatprovided diagnostic services through the
mail to lllinois residents. 827 N.E.2d 1031, 1039, 357 Ill. App. 3d 381, 293 Ill. Dec. 150 (2005).
Thecourt found that it was appropte to exercise specific jadiction over the efendant

because “the doctts servicesverefundamentally interstate in nature from the inception of the



relationship.” Id. at 1044 (citation omitted). Meherg asserts that Pewitt similartyirected his
treament toward an lllinois sadent.

Meherg’s argumens analogouso aper serule subjecting doctors to tharisdictionof
any state fromwhich their patiens come Kostalstaes no such thinglnstead, Kostalnoted
there arespecial jurisdictional rules with rpsct to doct@“to ensure that jurisdton is asserted
only when that physician has purposefully availed himself of the privilegemdiicting
activities in the patiehs state.”Id. at 1039. Generally “thetortious rendition of medical
services outside the forustate is not a portablert that would subject an out-of-state doctor to
jurisdiction in the forum[.]” Id. at 1040. Kostalfound a longrecognizeddistinction between a
situation where one ventures into a foreign state, receiegEahtreatment, rerns to his home
state andguffers injurious consequences, and a case where the nonresident physician diagnoses
andtreats a patient by mail.Id. at 1043. Meherds casefalls intothe former categry.® Pewitt
and Fatoki’s'suit-related condut does no create a “substantial onection” with Illinois so
there are no grounds exercise specific jusdiction. Walden 571 US. at 284

Meherg asks the Couid sevelhis claimsagainst Fatoki anBewittandto trarsferthem
to Missourirather than dismigsg them? A district cout can sever alaim underRule 21 so
long as the claims are “discrete and separdBaffney v. Riverboat Servs. of Ind., |i51 F.3d

424, 442 (7th Cir. 2006); Fed. R. Civ. P. 21. “In other words, one claim must be cdpable o

3 Meherg’s casés different in some respedi®m the caselawostalexaninedbecause Mehergjd not
hawe a chate as to where he received medical treatm&eegenerallyWright v. Yackley459 F.2d 287,
288 (9th Cir. 1972)Ballard v. Fred E. Rawlins, M.D., Ing428 N.E.2d 532, 533, 101 Ill. App. 3602
56 Ill. Dec. 940 (1981)Butthe Court’s inquiry focuses dhe defendant’s conduist order to protect
the liberty of the nonresident defendamtet-the convenience of plaintiffs or third partie$Valden 571
U.S. at 284 (citation omitted).

4 Meherg did not explicitly ask to sever his claim against Fatbkiwever Meherg had asked for
additional juisdictional discovery a® Fatoki, so th€ourt assumellehergwantsthe Court to transfer
both of his taimsrather than dismisthem



resolution despite theutcome of the other claifh.Gaffney 451 F.3dat 442. Here, the
allegatiors aginst Fatoki and Pewittreindependentf the allegations agnstSkrivanbecause
they center on Meherg treament at the Saint Gevieve Jailand Skrivartreated Mehergt a
later time while he was #ihie Cook Countyail.

It is appopriate to transfer thdasmsin lieu of dismissal.A district court may transfer a
cas€'to cure want of juisdictioni’ in the interets of justice. 28 U.S.C. 8 1631. The Seventh
Circuit has ot weighed in on whether thegpplies tosituations involving a lack of personal
jurisdiction SeeCarpentertenski v. RamseNo. 99-3367, 2000 WL 287654t *2 (7th Cir.
Mar. 14, 2000)describing circuit splias to whetheg 1631 onlyautlorizes tranger to cure
defectsn subject matter jurisdiction)But severalcourtsin this jurisdictionrhave held thait is
applicablen suchcases SeeGreene v. Mizuho Bank, Ltd.69 F. Supp. 3d 855, 866—@N.D.

lll. 2016) (collecting casedrom other circuits)Rieke Corp. v. Am. Flange & Mfg. Cdlo. 1:06-
CV-275 AS, 2007 WL 1724897, at *9 (N.D. Ind. June 12, 200@p¢fering case in interests of
justicebecause a$tatute of limitationg Torco Holdings, Inc. v. P&M Aircraft CoNo. 00 C
5439, 2001 WL 322070, at *2 (N.D. Ill. Mar. 30, 20@tansfer undeg 1631 appropriate for
lack of persaal jurisdiction);see generallyL5 Charles Alan Wrigh& Arthur R. Miller, Fedeal
Practice& Procedure§ 3842(4th ed. 2019).

Here, Meherg states that iees not want to lose the benefit of his csdia work thus
far. He also statethat he has statute of limitations concerns but nefthay offers anynsight
into whatthe proper statute of limiti@ns might be in MissouriSeeMitchell v. Donchin 286
F.3d 447, 450 n.1 (7th Cir. 200@)lo determine the proper statute of limitais for section
1983 actions, the federal court adopts firum states statute of limitations for personal injury

clams”). Statute of limitations conces are “particularly acut@ prisoner cases, since
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prisoners do not have lawyers and so are aptise deadline Phillips v. Seiter173 F.3d 609,
610 (7th Cir. 1999), and Meherg will not receive the benefit of his current counsel in Missour
For these reasons, a transiander 8§ 1631makes senseecause it preserves the date of the
original filing. 28 U.S.C. § 1631 [T] he action or appeal shall proceed as if it had been filed in
or noticed for the court to which it is transferred on the date ujchvit was actually filedn
or noticed for the court from which it is transferrgd.The Court maylsoconsider the merits
of a case before deciding to transfer or dismisPhillips, 173 F.3dat 610-11. Here, the Court
is not prepared to find thdeherg’s case is “a suteser.” Id. at 611. Therefore, the Court
severs Meherg’s claisagainst-atoki andPewitt and transfethiemto theEagern District of
Missouri.
. Skrivan

A. Legal Standard

A motion to dismiss utter Rule 12(b)(6) challengése suficiency of the complaintot
its merits Fed.R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6)Gibson v. City of Chicag®10 F.2d 1510, 1520 (7th Cir.
1990). In consideringa Rule 2(b)(6) motion to dismiss, the Coatcepts as true all well
pleaded facts in the plaintif’complaint and draws all reasonable inferenaas those facts in
the plaintiff's fava. AnchorBank, FSB v. Hofe849 F.3d 610, 614 (7th Cir. 2011). To sueviv
a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the complaint must not only protdedefendnt with fair notice of a
claim’s basis but must aldefacially plausible. Ashcroft v. Igbal556 U.S. 662, 678, 129 S. Ct.
1937, 173 LEd. 2d 868 (2009)see also Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twomp850 U.S. 544, 555, 127 S.
Ct. 1955, 167 LEd. 2d 929 (2007)."A claim has facial plasibility when the plaintf pleads
factual content that allows the court to draw thasonable inference that the defendant is liable

for the misconduct alleged.gbal, 556 U.S. at 678.
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B. Sufficiency of the Complaint

A pre-trial detainee’s right to adegte medical care is proted under the Fourteenth
Amendmeris Due Process Clausdliranda v. Cty. of Lake900 F.3d 335, 350 (7th Cir. 2018)
seealsoHardeman v. Curran933 F.3d 816, 823 (7th Cir. 2019) (holdthet an objective
unreasonableness standard “gggpto allFourteenth Amendment conditions-@dnfinement
claims brought by pretrial detainégsTo makeout a constitutional clei, apre-trial detainee
mustallege facts indicatinthat he had a seriousedical need and thél) the defendaracted
purposefuly, knowindy, or recklesky with respect to theonsequences his actions, and Pthe
defendant’sactions werabjectively unreasonahléMiranda, 900 F.3d at 353—54Hardeman
933 F.3dat 827(Sykes J., concurring).

Skrivan does not contest that hypertension is a serious medical condaakson v.
Pollion, 733 F.3d 786, 789 (7th Cir. 2018Hypertension is a serious conditiodntreated it
can result in strokes or heart attatksRather heargues that Meherghasnot alleged sfficient
facts toinfer Skrivan had the requisite intent. Skrivan points outttiexre are nallegations that
heknewMeherghad developed anndiagnosed dependency on clonidine. Thus, Skrivan argues,
the subsequent withdralvsymptoms were entirelgpeculative and the sudden discontinuation
of Mehergs clnidine wasat most ngligert. SeeMcCann v. Ogle Ctyl|l., 909 F.3d 881, 886
(7th Cir. 2018) (“A showing of negligence or even gross negligence will notestffic

But Mehergdoesallegethat &Krivan knew there were s@wus risks taerminating
Meherg’sclonidine “cold turkg,” Doc. 2 § 71, and that Skrivan did so anywayt tiis stage,
Mehergdoes not need to plead all of the facts to support his claim. He need only d8bge a
and plainstatement of the claim showing tlilag] is entitled to relief.” Fed. R. Civ. P8(a)(2)

“A clam has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows thietoo
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draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is lialdeefonisconduct alleged.lgbal, 556
U.S.at678. Meherg alleges th&krivan knew Meherg was taking clonidine, failed to review his
medical history, and “showed a gross indifference to whether Plaintifidweogderience
dangerous and debilitating withaval symptomsvhen, on August 23, 2017, [Skrivan]
terminated ofailed to continuePlaintiff' s clonidine prescription.” Doc. 22 { 61. Although
somewhat conclusorthisis enough. See Ciarpaglini v. SainB52 F.3d 328, 331 (7th Cir.
2003)(an allegatiorthat the plaintiff's medication was “being gratuitously witlth&ithout a
reason” would ha sufficed to state a claim).

Skrivan argues thathetherhis conducivasobjectively reasonablés also not in dispute
becausat mostMeherds allegationsonly amounto a disagreemémegarding theprescribed
courg oftreatmentnot a claim for constitutionally deficiemtedical care SeeWilliams v.
Patton 761 F. App’x 593, 597 (7th Cir. 2019)A&] mere disagreement with a medical
professional’s otherwise asonable treatment is not a basis for a cutigtnal claim”). But
Meherg has alleged thtite sudden stop to his clonidine prescriptiasunreasonabland
flouted accepted medical norms. Withouidewnce before th€ourt explaining what those
medicd norms arethis seems déast plasibleand is all Meherg must plead to proceed to
discovery. At this juncture, the Court is not in a position to evailuaétherSkrivan's conduct
constitutesblatantly inappropriate’ medical treatmehtPerez v. Feoglio, 792 F.3d 768, 777
(7th Cir. 2015).

CONCLUSION

For these reasons, the CodeniesFatdki and Pewitts motiors to dismisg23, 35], and

grants Meherg alterndive request to sever and transfes claimsagainst Fatoki and

Pewtt [39]. The Caurt denies Skrivats motion todismiss[26]. The Court orders the Clerk to
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transfer the severed claims against Fatoki and Pewitt to the United States O@iridor the

Eastern District of Missouri.

Dated:January 22, 2020 8” m

SARAL. ELLIS
United States Districtutige
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