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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
ANTONIO TAYLOR,
Plaintiff,
Case No. 14-CV-1302-SMY-PM F

VS,

RICH WATSON, et al.,

N N N N N N N N N

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

YANDLE, District Judge:

Before the Court iDefendants’ Mtion for SummaryJudgment (Doc. No. 26). Plaintiff
Antonio Taylor is challenging the constitutionality of the conditions he experientéd w
detained at the St. Clair County Jail between 2002and May2014. Specifically, he maintains
that he was exposed to overcraslicconditionsinsectsyermin foul odorsand peeling paint. &l
further claims that hdid not receive sufficient food, sufficient access to a law libbasufficient
opportunity to engage irecreatioml activities The motion is opposed (Doc. No. 43).

Summary judgment will be entered if the movant shows tleaétis no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to a judgment as a mater. ofHed. R. Civ. P.
56(a). The facts and all reasonable inferences are drawn in faptaimatiff, the nonmoving
party. Ault v. Speicher, 634 F.3d 942, 94&th Cir. 2011).

Because Taylor was a pretrial detainee, his rights are protected uadEouteenth
Amendment’s due process clause, which protects pretrial detains from conditicasdlat to
punishment The Court of Appeals has found #@ppropriate to evaluatdetaineedue process
claims under the “deliberate indifference” standagleaned from Eighth Amendment
jurisprudence. Board v. Farnham, 394 F.3d 469, 478 (7th Cir. 2005).

In order to prove his due procedaim against these defendantaylor must satisfy two

elements. Thebjective element requires evidence thawerse conditions resulted in the denial
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of a basic human need, such as adequate food, clothing, bedding, sanitation, shelter, anedical c
or physical safety. Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825, 832 (1994)The subjective element
requires proof that these defendants knew about conditions posing a serious threatrte Tayl
health and responded with deliberate indifferente, 511 U.S.at 834. As to the objective
element of proofjail conditions must present a substantial danger of hafnench v. Owens, 777
F2d 1250, 1255 (/A Cir. 1985). As to the subjective element, deliberate indifference can be
compared to criminal recklessnes#jich requires conduct approaching total unconcern for a
person’s welfare in the face of serious riskBuanev. Lane, 959 F.2d 673, 677 (7th Cir. 1992).
In evaluating the evidence supporting Taylor's due process claim, the Cduidons on the
periodof time that Taylor was housed in Lower Level B, as Taylor was confinadtarea fothe
majority of thedetentiontime and hisdepositiontestimonyshowsthathe experiencethe worg
conditionsin that areaf the jailfacility (July 4, 2012-February21, 2013). During this period of
detention, Taylorwas detained on a charge of aggravated vehicular hijacking. He was
represented by attorney Justin Whitton on that change had the opportunity to visit with his
attorney and did so on one or two occasions.

Hewas housedt the St. Clair County Jarl Lower Level B. Thisareawvasdescribed aa
“large sized dorm roomtonvertedfrom a garage,‘kind of big,” and a “nice size.” It was
occupied by betwee20 and 30 people Taylor felt this was too many peogded noticed a lot of
friction. In addition to bunk beds, the area was furnished fith or six tables,benchesa
televisionand two phones.Apart from the living quarters, there wapersonahrea The space
wasopen andarge enough tallow for some types oéxercise, includingvalking, working out,
horseplay, flipsand pushups. The space did not alltaylor to pass time by playingasketball
as he wished. While there was a gymnasitmasfrequentlyused as overflow housirand was
not availablgo Taylorfor sports orecreation

Taylor received a mattress and blankets, and was assigned to the lest#bof a bunk



bed which was elevated off the groundrhe bunk beds weesranged into cubicles, so there was
another individual above him and another individual next to hifiaylor stayed up during the
night and slept during the dayTaylor saw mice, ants, and fligsit the numbers were not
overwhelming. Anderson Pest Soligins, a professional exterminator, was retained to provide
insect and rodent control. The monthly services included visits, inspestorspraying to
address problemsTaylor discovered one bag ohips that had been gnawed by a mouse in a
small area.

Lower level B hadsinks with running wateandshowers that operate by pushing timing
buttons Across from the showers, there wetalets that were programed to prevent
simultaneous flushing A level of pivacy was obtained by hanging a blanket in frohthe
shower or toilet stall. There were two stalls with urinals and two stalls with toiléte shower
walls were moldy and the showanainswere frequently clogged Taylorwouldremove standing
water with a cup or bowhto a bucket and flush it down the toileThere wasonedrain that
reeked like a sewerOne toilet and one urinal were broken for a period of time. The broken
urinal gnelledvery bad despite efforts toontain ormaskthe odor. Taylor observed small flies
coming out of the bikcen urinal. Taylorhad access feersonal necessities, including toilet tissue,
a face towel, a dry towel, soap, toothbrasidtoothpaste.

Equipment was maintained by The Public Building Commission of St. Clair County,
which worked off of request forms submitted by the jail’s shift superviséqgproximately once
per week, cleaning supplies were provideduding a water/bleach/disinfectasolution, towels,

a mop, a broomand a dustpan. Plaintiff and other inmatéten found the supplies to be
insufficient for cleaning. Theynprovisedby using nop water as #oilet/drain cleaneand mixed
shampoo and detergent together to make a iclgaolution. The shower/toilet areaemained
moldy and reeked like a sewer for months at a.time

Food service was provided by Aramark Correctional Serviaed delivered by



correctional officers Taylorwas served three meals a day with unsweetenedisate some of
the foodthat wasserved. The portions were small, but the portionwae attributed to kitchen
workers rather than the defendant®n one occasion, Taylor chipped his tooth on a rock while
eating beans. He was seen by a nuise provided Taylor with medication for pain relief. A
report was generated regarding this incident.

Taylorvisited with family members and made commissary purchases of food and hygiene
supplies. He had the opportunity to leave his housing unit to attend chapel. He did not try to
visit the law library during this period of detentiornde observed paint peeling from the walls,
table, bars, toilet area, shower aagw ceiling but did not consider this to be proldém He
noticedstaff efforts to repainin anticipation of an inspection.

Although he was everdiagnosed with a digestive ailment, his stomach was upset for a
couple of days. He developeditrhy rashbelieved to be @ema which resolvd with medical
treatment 2.5%hydrocortisone creanfjut would therrecur. Taylor suspects that the rash may
have come from thensanitary shower.

l. Objective Element

Viewing the evidence iRlaintiff's favor, the facts could reasonably support a finding that
Taylor was deprived of his basic human needfanitay showerareaduringhis confinement in
Lower Level B. The combination of deficiersanitation¢leaning supplies, moldy showealls,
standing wateran open drainbroken plumbingfor months at a timepersistent odorand a
recurring rasHinked to the lack of sanitatiooould support a finding in Taylor’s favor dhis
element of his due process claim.

The Court is not persuaded that the othdverseconditions (overcrowding, vermin,
insects, recreation, law library accde®d, peeling paint) were harsh enough to deprive Taylor of
the minimal civilized measure of life’s necessitiefaylor had his owrbunk; open dorm space

allowed regulamovement andexercise;Taylor hadopportunities to leave the housing unit for



visits; Taylor was fed three times a day asdpplemented his nutritiowith commissary
purchasesTaylor’s persona¢xposure to vermin and insects walsitively mild and did not pose a
serious threat to his health or safetyid Taylor had access to a law library ands vaéso
represented by counsel.

[I.  Subjective Element

Defendant Richard Watson argues thlaintiff cannot demonstrate that he was peafign
responsible for a Constitutional deprivation. Defendants Bridges, Dinges, NicltbIRed
argue that plaintiff has not shown their deliberate indifference to a risk otisérarm. Plaintiff
responds that the facts create an issue for trial.

On suammary judgment, facts verified in Taylor's Complaint are considerevidence.
Ford v. Wilson, 90 F.3d 245, 247 (7th Cir. 1996). The facts allegembonablypermit an
inference that the defendants were aware that Taylor was “being subjected td is&daisadue to
the filthy and poor living conditions” and personally knew abuetical issues stemming from
unsanitary conditions and “did absolutely nothing to correct th@®uat. No. 2). However, he
only evidence that Taylor sufferdthrmdue to hisexposure to unsanitagonditions is that he
developed a itchyrashon his legthat resolved with medical treatmearidthen recurred (Doc.
No. 432, pp. 7273). A recurring itchy rash, while uncomfortable and annoying, would not
reasonably leadnythe defendants to the conclusion thaylorfaced a substantiakk of serious
harm, particularly where medicahttention wasoffered and provided temporary relief
Accordingly, the Court is satisfied that Taylor cannot prove the subjectinesat of s claim as
to any defendant.

1. Conclusion

Defendants’ motion for summary judgment (Doc. No. 2FRANTED. Judgment shall
be entered in favor of defendants Richard Watson, Jack Dinges, David NicholBridegeis, and

Cameron Reid and against plaintifhi#®nio Taylor onhis due process claim. The Court takes



this opportunity to thank Katharine Aplington, recruited counsel, foetierts and services to Mr.
Taylor.

If plaintiff wishes to appeal, a notice of appeal must be filed within 30 dayseatig of
judgment. A notice of appeal is timely if it is deposited in a correctional institsitidgernal mail
system on or before the last day for filing. pldintiff wishes to ask the Court &ter or amend the
judgment, that motion is due within 28 days, and there is an exception from the gendmal rule
extending time. Any party wishing to challenge this decision should corsuIR=Civ. P. 59, 6;
Fed. R. App. P. 4, 12.

ITISSO ORDERED.

DATED: March 4, 2016

s/ Staci M. Yandle

STACI M. YANDLE
United States District Judge




