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TITLE

DOCKET ENTRY TEXT

Defendants’ motion to dismiss [23]eated as a motion for summary judgment, is granted. Summary judgment
is entered in favor of Defendants and against Plaintiff. Civil case terminated.

M| For further details see text below.] Notices mailed by Judicial staf.

STATEMENT

Pretrial detainee Jonathan Williams brings the current lawsuit pursuantto 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against Cogk Coun
Cook County Sheriff Thomas Dart, and four individualgmed Cook County corrections officers. (R/|7.)
Defendants Cook County and Thomastbave been dismissed, leavimgly the four Cook County correctiofs
officers as defendants (the “County @#is”). (R.5.) Williams, who claints suffer from a pre-existing spirjgl
injury, alleges that on January 20, 2011, the Countyc@fiviolated his Eighthnal Fourteenth Amendmejnt
rights when transferring him to a new location within @k County Jail. (R. 5, 7.Before the courtist
County Officers’ motion to dismiss Williams’s complaint puant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).
The court has converted the motion to one for sumjodgment pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Proceglure
12(d) and 56. For the following reasons, the motionasitgd and summary judgment is entered in favgr of
Defendants:

To address the issues raised in@oeainty Officers’ motion to dismiss, it is necessary first to examine anpther
81983 lawsuit filed by Williams back in February 204de Williams v. Cook County Sheriff's Dglb. 11 C

947 (“first suit”), against various Cook County employaas @epartments (collectively “the County”). In that

first suit, Williams alleged that the County knowingind repeatedly failed to provide him with his HIV
medication between February 2010, when he arriv€dalk County Jail, and January 2011, when he transfgrred
from one location to another within the Cook County JailOctober 2011 the distrigtdge assigned to the fifst

suit referred the case to this court for the purpose of conducting a settlement conference. (11 CV 947, R. 3

Courtroom Deputy ma
Initials:

12C3306 Williams vs. Tucker, et al. Page 1 of 4

Dockets.Justia.com


http://dockets.justia.com/docket/illinois/ilndce/1:2012cv03306/268529/
http://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/illinois/ilndce/1:2012cv03306/268529/53/
http://dockets.justia.com/

The parties, with this court's participation and suis@i, engaged in numerous telephone conferences to di
settlement options. (11 CV 947, R. 38-40, 47-49, 51.) riguhose telephone conferences, the final of which
on the record, the County stressed its desire to avoiceflawsuits stemming from Williams’s stay at the Cg

County Jail. Williams stressdds need to have access to the court systetime event he is deprived of his HIV

medications in the future. With those concerns indnthe parties agreed to the following terms of a settler
agreement signed by Williams on February 22, 2012, andhk&ms, one of the County defendants, on Febrt
28, 2012 (“Settlement Agreement”):

1. The Plaintiff and Defendant [Kevin Sims] do hereby agree to settle and compromise the
above-entitled action under the terms and conditions set forth herein.

2. Defendant agrees to pay Plaintiff thensof three thousand five hundred dollars ($3,500.00).

3. The settlement amount of three thousandHivwedred dollars ($3,500.00) represents the entire
amount of the compromise settlembetween Plaintiff and Defendant for the action styled Jonathan
Williams v. Cook County, et. al., 11 CV 947 . . ..

4. Plaintiff agrees to dismiss any and all claims up to the time he signs this Agreement against
Defendant, Cermak Hospital, and/or any other eyges of Cermak Hospital, Thomas Dart, and/or

any other employees of the Cook County Jailtiregeto Plaintiff being housed at the Cook County

Jail as a pretrial detainee. Plaintiff's dismissaidkintary and the dismissal is in consideration for

the settlement amount of three thousand five heohdollars ($3500.00) paid on behalf of Defendant

in this case.

5. Furthermore, should Plaintiff file another lawsuit against Defendant, Cermak Hospital, and/or
any other employees of Cermak Hospital, Thomas Dart, and/or any other employees of the Cook
County Jail, alleging a failure to administer metma while Plaintiff is a pretrial detainee, this
settlement amount of three thousand five hund@lhrs ($3500) paid on behalf of Defendant in

this case shall act as a set-off amount againsaarount Plaintiff may recover in a future lawsuit.

(R. 27.) Williams also agreed to a Stipulation to Dgswith Prejudice. (11 C947, R. 55.) On March 26, 201
the first suit was dismissed with prejudice. (11 CV 947, R. 56, 57).

A month later, on May 2, 2012, Williams filed the currlvtsuit against the County Officers alleging once ag

that they had deprived him of his HIV medications dgthis transfer from one kk¢o another on January 20, 201

(the same date that served as the ending point ifirsheuit) and physically injuring him during his transfer
dragging him down a flight of stairs. (R. 1.) ®@ovember 19, 2012, the County Officers moved to dismiss
complaint arguing that Williams’s current lawsuit is batsgdhe terms of the Settlemekgreement. (R. 23.) Th
court required the County Officers to submit a copy oBbtlement Agreement in support of the motion to disn
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and they complied. (R. 26, 27.) Thereafter, Williams ardbunty Officers consented to this court's jurisdiction
and Williams moved to have the Settlement Agreementd&wen consideration in connection with the motion to
dismiss and to have it sealed frore fyubic record. (R. 27, 28, 32.) The court denied this motion and converted t

motion to dismiss into one for summary judgment pursuaRtte 12(d) insofar as the County Officers rely on
present evidence outsidetbg pleadings. (R. 373ee Brownmark Films, LLC v. Comedy PartnéB2 F.3d 687
690 (7th Cir. 2012). Williams then fdietwo more objections, arguing agaitites conversion and the authority
this court. (R. 38, 40.) This court overruled those objections. (R. 41.)

In the current motion, the County Officers argue thit lawsuit is precluded by paragraph 4 of the Settlen
Agreement, which provides ifadhe dismissal of any and all of Williams’s claims “up to the time he signg
Agreement against . . . Thomas Dartler any other employees of the Coaku@ty Jail, relating to Plaintiff bein
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housed at the Cook County Jail as a pretrial detainee27(]R They maintain that this provision bars Williams from

bringing the current suit under the doctrine of accord atisfaetion or estoppel. (R. 23, Defs.” Mot. at 3-4.)

Williams counters that he only agreed to dismiss claims filed before he signed the Settlement Agreement 4
made no agreement to relinquish non-pending claims or ctaimasthan those againstWe Sims. (R. 31,48.) Th
court determines that Williams agreed to dismiss the claims raised in the current lawsuit and therefore cong
County Officers are entitled to summary judgment.

Summary judgment is appropriate when the record establisaethere is no genuirgsue as to any material falct

and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Fed. R. Civ. PCa#¢tgx Corp. v. Catretd77
U.S. 317, 323 (1986). In deciding whethengj@e issues of material fact exighe court must “review the recof
as a whole in the light most favorable to the nonmoving zemtly. . . draw all reasonable inferences in that pa
favor.” Vanasco v. National-Louis Unj\37 F.3d 962, 964 (7th Cir. 1998). Summary judgment is precluded
if sufficient evidence favoring the nonmoving party existpéanit a jury to return a verdict for that partySides
v. City of Champaign496 F.3d 820, 826 (7th Cir. 2007) (citation omitted).
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With this standard in mind, the court turns to the SettterAgreement itself. A settlement agreement “is enforced

‘just like any other contact’ under the state law of contraklolmes v. Potter552 F.3d 536, 539 (7th Cir. 2008)

(quotingDillard v. Starcon Int’| 483 F.3d 502, 508 (7th Cir. 20073%e also Pohl v. United Airlines, In@13 F.3d

336, 338 (7th Cir. 2000) (“Issues regarding the formationstruction, and enforceability of a settlement agreemen

are governed by local contract law.”). this case, then, lllinois law controlSee Newkirk v. Village of StegBB6

F.3d 771, 774 (7th Cir. 2008). lllinois follows whakisown as the “objective theory of intentd. This means that

in interpreting a contract under lllinoisNa“the paramount objective is to give effect to the intent of the partigs a

expressed by the terms of the agreemehttérnational Minerals & Chem. Corp. v. Liberty Mut. Ins. Cb68
lIl.LApp.3d 361, 370 (1st Dist. 1988). Consequently, a paffglecret hopes and wishesunt for nothing” becaus
the “status of a document as a contract depends on wehzditines express to each other and to the world, not on
they keep to themselves.Skycom Corp. v. Telstar Cor@13 F.2d 810, 814-15 (7th Cir. 1987). Furthermd
“contracts must be read as a whole, and the meanisgpairate provisions should be considered in light of
another and the context of the entire agreemeéfuuing v. Verizon’s Bell Atlantic Cash Balance P&tb F.3d 808
823 (7th Cir. 2010).

Where, as here, a dispute exists between the partieshesrteaning of a contrggtovision, the threshold issue
whether the contract is ambiguo®ee Hillenbrand v. Meyer Med. Grp., S.Z88 lll.App.3d 871, 875-76 (1st Dis
1997). “In determining whether an ambiguity exists, ¢bart applies the ‘four coamns rule’ and looks to th

language of the agreement alone€ase Mgmt. Equip. Corp. v. DFO Partnerst8p2 Ill.App.3d 678, 685 (1st Dis}.

2009). Contract language is not ambiguous simply becausespdisagree as to the meaning of a term. “Ac
will consider only reasonable interpretats of the contract language and will strain to find an ambiguity wher|
none exists.”ld. at 686.

Here, the parties disagree as to the meaning of the phrase “dismiss any and all claims up to the time he
Agreement” in paragraph 4, particularly as to the wddismiss” and “claims.” The County Officers equate
meaning of “dismiss” with “release” or “relinquish,” sutttat Williams agreed, in effect, to relinquish any and
claims and grievances, including potential ones, agdirstthe entities and individuals named in paragraph 4
through his execution of the Settlement Agreement. Williams, on the other hand, argues that his agrg
“dismiss all claims” means only that he agreed to givenatiers pending before the Urdt8tates District Court g
the time that he signed the Settlement Agreement, andishatesent claims are preserved because they werg
with the United States District Court two months after he signed the Settlement Agreement.

As an initial matter, the court rejectVilliams’s contention that this lawsuit avoids the sweep of the Settle)
Agreement because he didtfiide it until two months after that document’s finalization. Williams confuseg
concept of claim “accrual” witblaim “commencement.” A claisccruegmeaning it comes into legally enforceal
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existence) when a plaintiff discovers that he has been injured and can identify by BeenUnited States

Norwood 602 F.3d 830, 837 (7th Cir. 201@yademas v. Indiana Housing Fin. AuytB54 F.3d 681, 686 (7th Cif.

2004). On the other hand, a clasmmmencewhen the plaintiff files a complaint with the couBeeFed. R. Civ.
P. 3. Williams’s current claims accrued in January 2011, and thus came into legal existence when he believs
to be injured by the County Officers. Furthermore, Willidihesl a grievance raising these claims and exhauste
administrative remedies before he signed the SettlemereAgnt. (R. 7 at 4-5.) €hcurrent clans therefore
existed prior to the execution of the Settlement Agreement.

The court further concludes that there is no ambigualigient in the Settlement Agreement. While the Settler
Agreement could have been drafted more cleanly, the iaoteafithe parties is cleardim the four corners of th
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document. Reason controls this analysis and the most reasonable interpretation is one which favors the C

Officers’ position. Arguably, the use thfe word “release” instead of “dismiss” in paragraph 4 may have prev
the current dispute by more clearly articulating the partiéshiron to wipe the slate clean of all pre-existing clai
However, the language in paragraph 4 expresses tiespaollective understanding that Williams would relinqu
as to all the entities and individuals listed in that paalgany and all claims, upttoe time he signed the Settleme
Agreement, relating to his detentiahthe Cook County Jail. Even ifetltourt accepted Williams’s interpretatid
of paragraph 4 to the extent that “dismiss” cannot begrdgeed as “release,” the Settlement Agreement still bar
current lawsuit because his administrative grievancepeading against the County Officers. There is no rea
for paragraph 4’s all-encompassing language to exist ipénties’ intention was mdyeto dismiss No. 11 CV 941
or just those lawsuits pending in the United StategiDisTourt (there were no other federal cases pending).

In sum, in exchange for $3,500 Williams relinquished his righile a lawsuit pertaining to his time as a preti
detainee up through February 22, 2012, against any of tihie®or persons listed in paragraph 4. The curre
pending lawsuit is an attempt to do precisely that wkiMilliams agreed not to do. As the court is empowere
enforce the terms of a settlement agreement just as it would the terms of any other caatrélzicher v
Consolidated City of Indianapoli823 F.3d 513, 515 (7th Cir. 2003), the cdunds that the Settlement Agreems
bars the present suit. Accordingly, the County Officers’ motion to dismiss, treated as a motion for s
judgment, is granted.
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