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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

MARC NORFLEET,
Plaintiff,
Case N03:15-1279SMY-DGW

V.

IDOC, PATRICK KEANE, GLADYSE
TAYLOR, and SHERRY BENTON,

N N N N N N N N N N

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

YANDLE, District Judge:
Pending before the Court is Defendants BentKeane, Taylor and the lllinois
Department of Correction’¢$ IDOC”) Motion for Summary Judgment (Doc. 125%or the

following reasonsthe Motionis GRANTED IN PART and DENIED IN PART.
Procedural and Backgrownd Facts

Plaintiff Marc Norfleet is a inmate who uses a wheelchair for mmwbility. On
November 17, 2015Norfleet filedthe instant actiomlleging violatiors of his constitutional and
statutory rights while he was incarceratedisickneyvilleCorrectional Cente(“Pinckneyville”)
(Doc. 1) Norfleet's claims stem from beindioused in a fouperson cell with another
wheelchair bound inmate and two mdisabledinmates. The Court reviewed Norfleet's
Complaint pursuant t@8 U.S.C. 8 1915A, and he waliowed to proceed on the following
claims:

Count 1. Defendants Keas Taylor and Bentosubjected Norfleeto cruel and unusual

punishment in violation of the Eighth Amendment when they knowingly and with

deliberate indifference forced Plaintiff to liu@ an overcrowded cell

Count 2: Defendant IDOCviolated Title 1l of the Americans with Disabilities Act
(“ADA"), 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1210%t seq. and the Rehabilitation Act, 29 U.S.C. § 76i.seq,
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when it forced Norfleet to live in an overcrowded cell.

(Doc. 5, pp. 3, 12).

Norfleet was incarcerated at Pinckneyville at all times relevant tathisn(Doc. 125,
1). It is undisputedhat IDOC’s policies require placement of disabledtatesin ADA cells
(Doc. 126, p. 10) and the ADA cells at Pinckneyville house four pe8gleDoc. 126, p. 14) It
is also undisputethatthe ADA cells are larger than other cells at Pinckneyville and contain grab
rails near the toilets (Doc. 126 pp. 82-82).

Norfleet testified in depositionhowever,that the cells are not in fa&tDA compliant
because by including the bunkbeds, four people are forced to use space that wad fiedigne
disabled individuals (Doc. 126, 67:1422). Norfleet's cell contained two bunk beds, a desk,
two chairsa toilet, sinkand shelves that protrude from the wall (Doc.-12¢p. 70, 71, 72, 79).
As a result of the additional individuals in the cell, personal property coulthen@roperly
stored andvasthereforeleft in the middle of the flooor under the desk or sink, making those
spaces inaccessib{®oc. 1261, 72:2375:6). As a resultNorfleethad to ask other inmates to
move their belongings in order tsethe toilet and sinkDoc. 1261, 41:913), or at times was
simply unable to access the toilet and was fortedrinate into an “empty bottle” (Doc. 1, p.
12).

On or about October 28, 2014, Norfleet was attacked by one of hislisadsied
cellmates (Doc. 128, 4821-49:12)' He allegesthat this incident was a direct result of the
overcrowding of the cell (Doc. 126-1, 40:7-42:23).

Norfleet admits that he never spoke with Defend&mare, Taylor or Benton directly

about theovercrowdingissue (Doc. 1261, 113:57; 116:1821; 110:821). It is undisputed,

! While evidence exists to suggest that the incident was an accidest, tteth an intentional attack, the Court is
required at the summary judgment stage to view the facts in thenlmgtt favorable to the nemoving party and
therefore acceptor purpses of summary judgentthe incident was a result of an intentional datickes v. S.H.
Kress & Co, 398 U.S. 144, 160 (197Q)awrence v. Kenosha CounB§91 F.3d 837, 841 (7th Cir. 2004).
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however, that the denial of Norfleet's appeal regartlregovercrowded cell wasgned byboth
Taylor and Bentor(Doc. 1532, p. 120. Further, DefendanKeare admitted in deposition that
as the statewide ADA Compliance Officer for IDOC, he takes an active consutti@g r

whenever an offender files a grievarsgtating he has an ADA issue (Doc. 153-2, 33:15-17).
L EGAL STANDARDS

Summary judgment is proper only if the moving party can demonstrate “there is no
genuine issue as to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as afrfeattér
FEDERAL RULE OF CiviL PROCEDURES6(a); Celotex Corp. v. Catretd77 U.S. 317, 322 (1986).
See also RuffiThompkins v. Experian Information Solutions, %22 F.3d 603, 607 (7th Cir.
2005);Black Agents & Brokers Agency, Inc. v. Near North Ins. Brolerag, 409 F.3d 833,

836 (7th Cir. 2005).The moving party bears the burden of establishing that no material facts are
in genuine dispute; any doubt as to the existence of a genuine issue must be aggohstdhe
moving party. Adickes v. S.H. Kres& Co., 398 U.S. 144, 160 (1970%ee also Lawrence v.
Kenosha County891 F.3d 837, 841 (7th Cir. 2004A moving party is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law where the nemoving party “has failed to make a sufficient showing on an
essential elemerof her case with respect to which she has the burden of pfoeliotex,477
U.S. at 323.

Eighth Amendment Conditions of Confinement

Conditions of confinement do not violate the Eighth Amendment unlessansyitutein
effect the “unnecessaiand waton infliction of pain” Rhodes v. Chapmanb2 U.S. 337, 347
(1981); Wilson v. Seiter501 U.S. 294, 297 (1991)Two elements are required to establish a
violation of the Eighth Amendment due to conditions of confinemé&mist, theplaintiff must
showthatthe conditions deny the inmate “the minimal civilized measure of life’s necessities,”
creating an excessive risk to the inmate’s health or safeéymerv. Brennan 511 U.S. 825,

834 (1994). Second, the plaintiff must establitat the defendant had a subjectively culpable
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state of mind; specifically, thdhe defendant waswarethe inmatefaced a substantial risk of
seriousharm and disregardethat risk by failing to take easonable measures to abate it.
Farmer,511 U.S. at 847

As to the first prong of the test, prison officials have a duty to provide the “basic
necessities of civilized lifé VinningEl v. Long 482 F.3d 923, 924 (7th Cir. 200Budd v.
Motley, 711 F.3d 840, 843 (7th Cir. 2013Adequate food and facilities to wash and use the
toilet are among theecessitieshat must be affordeithmates Rhodes452 U.S.aB47, Jaros v.
lllinois Department of Corrections684 F.3d 667, 670 (7th Ci012). However,not all
restrictive or evernarsh prison conditions are actionabRhodes452 U.S. at 347 Rather, he
plaintiff must allege more than a mere discomfort or inconvenience as a result of
confinement.Caldwell v. Miller, 790 F.2d 589, 601 (7th Cir. 1986).

It is undisputedhat Norfleet's cell contained an ADA accessible toilet and s&c(
126-1, pp. 8282). Defendants arguthat Norfleetwas not denied access to the sink and toilet,
but was merely inconvenienced in their use by having to ask his cell mates to move their
belongings (Doc. 126, pp.-3). In support of theirargument Defendants rely ordaros v.
lllinois Department of Correctionsn which the Seventh Circuit held the Eighth Amendment
was not violated because, although thmate’s use of toilets and showersswaade more
difficult due to the lack of grab bars, he was not actually deprived of theirJases,684 F.3d
at 671.

Here,however Norfleettestifiedthat overcrowding resulting in boxes and otlemates’
belongingsactually blocking his access to the sink and toilet (Doc-1,261:913). As a result,
there were times he wamable tousethe toilet and was forced to urinate into “@mpty bottle’

(Doc. 1, p. 12)and could not use of the sink (Doc. 12690:1316). Thus,there isevidence
from which a jury couldreasonably conclude thalorfleet’s inability to move around theell

and access the sink atallet caused @&onstitutional deprivatian
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The second prongf an Eighth Amendmentonditions of confinement claimequires an
inmateto show Defendants were deliberately indifferent to the unconstitutional conditein
they “knew about it and could have prevented it but did Md&ays v. Springborn575 F.3d 643,
649 (7th Cir. 2009). Liability is based on each defendant’s knowledge and action, raticthe a
of those they supervisdurks v. Raemisck55 F.3d 592, 594 (7th Cir. 2009).

The Seventh Circuit has rejected the idea liadility extends to every prison official
who is aware of an inmatcomplaints Burks v.Raemisch555 F.3d 592, 595 (7th Cir. 2009).
Where a prison administrator’'s sole role is thatcomplaint examinerthey do not incur
individual liability absent some othaction on their part Fluorney v. Ghosh881 F.Supp.2d
980, 990 (N.D. Il 2012)diting Burkg. Additionally, an official cannot be considered to have
acted with deliberate indifference where they have no authority to correct théaruwadpof
conditions. Dixon v. Godinez114 F.3d 640, 645 (7th Cir. 1997).

Norfleet has never spokevith either Defendant Benton or Defendant Taylor (Doc.-126
1, 113:57; 116:1821). Benton would have been aware of Norfleet's compleegarding the
overcrowding of his cell, howevebecauseshesigned off on the denial of heppeal grieving
that isse (Doc. 1531, p. 120) That said, o evidence has been presentedt Benton, as
chairperson of the Administrative Review Boahndd anyotheradministrativeresponsibilityin
IDOC or was in a position to take corrective acti@gardingNorfleet's ADA and Section 504
complaints The mere fact that she signed off on the denial of Norfleet's grievamsufficient
to show deliberate indifference.

Similarly, Defendant Taylor would have been aware of Norfleet's contptagarding
the overcrowding ohis cell because she concurred in the denial of his appeal {584, p.

120). Unlike Bentonhowever, Bylor did haveauthority to take corrective action in her role as
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Director of IDOC? Something more than simple administrative revieythe prisorofficial,
however,is still requiredto provedeliberate indifferenceBurks, 555 F.3d at 595pfoviding
examples of a complaint examiner shredding grievances without reviewrgemitey to prevent
delivery of medical care as examples where deliberaldference might be found in an
administrator responsible for grievance reviewh find asNorfleet suggests, théte simple act
of signing off on alenial of an appealed grievance resultadividual liability on the part of the
Director of IDOC,would in effect create supervisor liabiitya situation both the Supreme
Court and Seventh Circuit hagpecificallyrejected. Id. at 59394 (citingMonell v. New York
City Dept's Social Serviced36 U.S.658, 659 (1978)).Thereforethere is insufficiat evidence
upon which a jury could find Taylor was deliberately indifferent.

For the foregoing reasons, summary judgmenBBANTED in favor of Defendants
Benton and Taylor.

Defendant Keam argues there is no evidence he was deliberately indifferent because he
was unaware of Norfleet’s situation (Doc. 126, pi) 5However, during hisleposition Keare
admittedthatas thestatewideADA Compliance Gficer for IDOC, he takes an activ®nsulting
role whenever an offender files an ADgkievance(Doc. 1532, 33:1517)3 On these facts, a
jury could reasonably infethat Keane knew about Norfleet's grievance claiming the
overcrowding in his cell violad his rights under the ADA and 8§ 504 of the Rehabilitation, Act
and participated in the decision to deny the grievafc® such, unlike Defendants Benton and

Taylor, evidence exists to suggest personal involvemeiteaye sufficient to incuindividual

2 An administrator can incur liability where the administratoavwgare of “a systemic lapse in enforcement of a
policy critical to ensuring inmate safétgnd refuses to actSteidl v. Gramleyl51 F.3d 739, 741 (7th Cir. 1998)
(citing Goka v. Bobbitt862 F.2d 646, 652 (7th Cir. 1988)).

3 Defendantkeare argues hérad no duty to respond to any grievances and that failure to resporgtievance
does not in gelf violate the constitution @. 126, p. 6) (citind\ntonelli v. Sheahar81 F.3d 1422, 1430 (7th Cir.
1996)). While true, such an argument is relevanthi@ due process contexiereNorfleet’s claim is raised under the
8th Amendment.Thus, as statethfra, the issue before the Court is whetKefare was deliberately indifferent by
being aware of and failing to prevent a violation of Norfleet's EightreAdment rights due to the conditions of his
confinement.
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liability.

Moreover,despite Keae's protestations to the coaty,* a jury could certainlfind that
as the statewide ADA compliance officé&deare had the authority to take corrective action.
Where an administrator is aware of a systemic problem and condones such, #ugiviyctios
are not vicarious and they can be individually liablé&teidl, 151 F.3d at 741. Since it is
uncontested thda€eare did nothing to remedy Norfleet's concerns, evidence exists upon which
jury could conclude thatKeane was deliberately indifferent to Norfleet's conditions of
confineanent Thus,summary judgmens DENIED as to Norfleet's Eighth Amendment claim
against Defendant Kean

Federal Statutory Claims —Americans with Disabilities Act, Rehabilitation Act

Title 1l of the ADA provides that “no qualified individual with a disability shall, by
reason of such disability, be excluded from participation in or be denied the benefits of the
services, programs or activities of a public entity, or be subjected to disdranibg any such
entity.” 42 U.S.C. § 12132. Similarly, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act prohibits any
agency that receives federal furfdsm excluding, subjecting to discrimination, or denying the
benefits of any of their programs to otherwise qualified individuals wittbiitsas. 29 U.S.C. §
794(a). Failure to make reasonable accommodations to ensure participation in the putyle enti
programs or services by a person with a disability qualifies as “discrioniat42 U.S.C. 8
12112(b)(5)(A); Wisc. Cmty. Servsinc. v. City of Milwaukeg465 F.3d 737, 753 (7th Cir.
2006).

A plaintiff canmake out a prima facie case of discrimination under both the ADA and the

* Keare's deposition testimony was rife with statements that could lead #ojtime conclusiotis testimony was
not credible For exampleKeare gated in his deposition thaven though he is th&tatewide ADA compliance
officer, hehasno responsibility formpprovingor determiningaccommodations (Doc. 153 35:1836:17) he was
unaware of whether or not the state provides any money to the IDOGuoeeDA complianceoc. 1532,
51:1624); could not remember who he worked with when drafting adminigtrairectives relating to compliance
with the ADA or even how many directives there are (Doc-2,533:724:12); and could not explain what qualified
as a disability under the ADA (Doc. 12331:1619).
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Rehabilitation Act by showing they: (1) suffer from a disability as defined in the stat®pard
qualified to participate in the program in question, and (3) were either excluded from
participating in or denied the benefit of that program based on a disaliNyak v. Bd. of
Trustees of S. Ill. Uniy77 F.3d 966, 974 (7th Cir. 2015) (citidgckson vCity of Chicago 414

F.3d 806, 810 (7th Cir. 2005)). Defendant IDOC doeetsaddress, and therefore concedes,

first andsecond elements of the prima facie case for discrimination (Doc. 126,24). TThus

the question remaining before the Caartvhether Norfleet was excluded from participating in
or denied the benefit of a prison program because of his disability.

Access to certain housing facilities, including toilets and sinks, are amemydabrams
and services protected by the ADA and Rehabilitation Act (Doc. 126, p.Th@).United States
Department of Justice ADA/Section 504 Design Guide (Doc:2158. 416) stateshat inmates
“need to be able to enter their cells and move around inside them, using the cellg'sfeatur
without assistance” (Doc. 1838 p. 4). Also, for inmates who use wheelchairs for mobility, the
DOJ requires very specific space allowances in cells to ensure inmates canthmiov
wheelchairsthrough and turn around in the ¢ahlcluding the requirement of clear floor or
ground space (Doc. 153-2, p. 13).

Norfleetasserts thadoubling the number of people lnis cell resultedn boxes and other
inmates’belongings blocking either the floor in the middle of the aethe space under the desk
and sink (Doc. 124, 41:913), impeding his mobility within the cell and his access to the desk,
sink and toilet.He also points out thalhe ADA cells have only one toilet and sink that must be
shared by four cellmates, as opposed to one toilet and sink being shared by twizsefirttee

non-disabled cell{Doc. 1261, 134:12135:19). In Jaros v. IDOC the Seventh Circuit found

°> ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims can be analyzed together since the elemdmthodlaims are the same,
except that the Rehabilitation Act has an additional element of requideipref federal funds. 29 U.S.C. § 794(a);
Jaros v. lll. Dep't of Corr.684 F.3d 667, 6712 (7th Cir. 2012). Since lllinois accepts federal funds to help run its
prisons, that additional element is met h&ee id. (Doc. 1531, p. 86).
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the inability of the disabled inate to access prison servicas the same bases nordisabled
inmates meant the prison had failed to provide a reasonable accommodation. 684 F.3d 667, 672
(7th Cir. 2012) (emphasis added)hus, there is evidence in the record upon which a jury could
find that IDOC discriminatedagainst Norfleet because of his disability fayling to provide a
cell in which hecould use his wheelchair to access the sudsk andoilet, andby refusing to
consider him for placaent in a cell where he only h#aal sharea toilet and sink with one other
person.

IDOC argueshowever, thalNorfleet's requested accommodatiefimiting the number
of inmates in his ADA cell to twe-is unreasonabléDoc. 126, p. 14) In the prison context,
whether an accommodation is reasonable must be judged in light of the overall omstituti
requirements, including security and safety concéroge v. Westville Correctional CentdQ3
F.3d 558, 561 (7th Cir. 1996)Here, IDOCamply makesa blanket argument that Norfleet’s
requested accommodation would raise safety and security concerns, requirt tbeerhaul
their policies and procedures, and result in an overflow of the inmate population (Doc. 126, p.
14). They provide naevidenceto support these broad allegation&s such, theargument fails
and IDOC’s motion i©DENIED.

Availability of Damages

Defendants also argubat Norfleet is not entitled to damage3he Supreme Court has
made clear that punitive damages areawailable in ADA or 8504 Rehabilitation Act Claims.
Barnes v. Gorman536 U.S. 181, 189 (2002).They are, however, available for Eighth
Amendment violationsCalhounv. DeTalla,319 F.3d 936, 942 (7th Cir. 2003T.herefore|t is
possiblethat Norfleet could be awarded punitive damagegelation to his Eighth Amendment
claims.

As to compensatory damages, the Prison Litigation Reform Act (PLRA) § 2997(e),

precludesa prisonerfrom bringinga claim for mental injuries unless he has also suffered a
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phystcal injury. 42 U.S.C. § 1997e(e) (2001)Neither the PLRA nor the Seventh Circuit defines
the term “physical injury.” Rahim v. Sheaha2010 WL 1263493, at *9 (N.D. Ill. October 18,
2001). In applying the PLRA, district courts in the Seventh Circuivehaoncluded hat
something more thande minims physical injury is necessary, but significant physical injury is
not required. Rahim 2010 WL 1263493, at *9Arnold v. Williams 2010 WL 2697156, at *2
(C.D. lll. July 7, 2010Jciting Siglar v. Hightowe, 112 F.3d 191, 193 (5th Cir. 1997)ynch v.
Flowers Foods Specialty Grp 2011 WL 3876951, at *5 (E.D. Wis. Aug. 31,
2011)(citing Hudson v. McMillian 503 U.S. 1, 6-8, (1992)).

The Court noteshe evidence of physical injuiy this case is thin diest. ButNorfleet
does allege thdhe overcrowding in his cell led to an altercation over his wheelchair in which he
was assaulted by one of his cellmates (Doc-1120:742:23). The assault res@t in swelling
of Norfleet's left eye, a laceration, abrasions and headaches that reqeidechinireatment
(Doc. 1261, 48:2149:12). Whether such evidencentitles Norfleet toan award of
compensatory damagesist be determined by a juryAndersorv. Liberty Lobby, In¢477 U.S.
242, 250-51 (1986).

IDOC further argues it is entitled to summary judgment becosieet cannot showts
actions were intentiongDoc. 1261, p. 15) The Seventh Circuit has not addressed whether
intentional discrimination is required for an award of compensatory danag@BA and
Rehabilitation casesPhipps v. Sheriff of Cook Coun§81 F.Supp.2d 899, 918 (N.D. Ill. Feb.
19, 2010). The Court notes, however, that several otl@rcuits require intentional
discrimination. NievesMarquez v. Puerto Ric®53 F.3d 108, 126 (1st Cir. 200®)elano-Pyle
v. Victoria County, Tex302 F.3d 567, 574 (5th Cir. 200Berguson v. City of Phoenigp7
F.3d 668, 674 (9th Cir. 1998y,owers v. MJB Acquisition Corfdl84 F.3d 1147, 1155%3 (10th
Cir. 1999);Wood v. President antrustees of Spring Hill Coll. in City of Mobile78 F.2d 1214,

121920 (11th Cir. 1992). These same courts generally apply a “deliberate indifference”
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standard to determine whether the alleged discrimination was intentiddal. Deliberate
indifferencecan be inferred where there is a strong likelihood that pursuit of a policy will result
in violation of a federally protected righBhipps,681 F.Supp.2d at 918.

Assuming the deliberate indifference standard apphesfleet hasadduced enough
evidenceto survive summary judgment on the issue of intentional discriminaAgndiscussed
above, Defendants were made aware of Norfleet's complaints that overaqomaresulting in
his inability to access the toilet and sink, as well as interfering wathalbiity to move around
the cell and did nothing to address those problemscausesvidence exists upon which a jury
could find Defendants acted intentionaltile Court cannot determine as a matter of law that
compensatory damages are unavailable tofldet. Even if Norfleet is not successful in
obtaining compensatory damages, he may be entitled to punitive or nominal damdgss
Eighth Amendment claim Calhoun v. DeTella319 F.3d 936941-42(7th Cir. 2003) (citing
Zehner v. Triggl33 F.3d 459, 4653 (7th Cir. 1997§. Thus, Defendants are not entitled to
summary judgment on the issue of damages.

Qualified Immunity
Finally, Defendants argue they are entitled to qualified immugidtyc. 126 pp. 1719).
Qualified immunity protects governmeuificials from liability for civil damages as long as their
“conduct does not violate clearly established statutory or constitutional regheshich a
reasonable person would have knowrPearson v. Callahan555 U.S. 223, 231 (2009)To
determine whether a defendastentitled to qualified immunity, the Court must consider two
guestions. First, do the facts alleged by the plaintiff state a violation of a constitution&? righ

Pearson 555 U.S. at 232Saucier v. Katz533 U.S. 194, 201 (2001)As previouslydiscussed

® Defendants also allege Norfleet is not entitled to injunctive religfisicase (Doc. 126, p. 17However, their
argument is wholly insufficient as it merely states the rule andiggswnsubstantiated legal claimSouthern
District of lllinois Rule 7.1(dyequiresall briefs contain citations to legal authority ané tiecord. Allegations of
fact not supported by citation may, in the Court’s discretion, natdnsidered.|d. Thus, the Court declines to
consider Defendant’s argument regarding injunctive relief.

Pagellof 13



sufficient evidence exists to support a violationNirfleet’'s Eighth Amendment rights, the
ADA, and 8504 of the Rehabilitation Acirhereforethe first element is metf the plaintiff ha
satisfied this first step, the second step is for a coudetide whether the right at issue was
“clearly established” at the time of defemd's alleged misconductld. In determining whether
a right is clearly established, the relevant question is whether it wouletdretala reasonable
individual the conduct was unlawful in the situationSaucier 533 U.S. at 202. Here,
Defendants argue the law is not clearly established because there is no case tgahodd A
cell must be limited to two individuals only (Doc. 126, p. 18ut Defendants’ framing of the
issue misstates the legal questidrhe question is not whether Norfleet has a legal right to a two
person cell, but rather whether the conditions in his cell resulted in unconstitubodélansor
violatedfederal disability laws.Further, the Seventh Circuit does not reqtine eact factual
situation to hav@reviously been held unlawful, for the law to cmnsiderectlearly established.
Doyle v. Camelot Care Centers, In8Q5 F.3d 603, 620 (7th Cir. @R) (citing Hope v. Pelzer,
536 U.S. 730, 74@1 (2002) It is sufficient if given the preexisting law, the unlawfulness of
the action apparentd.

The Supreme Court has held thdequate facilities to wash and use the toilet are among
the necessitethat must be afforded prisone®Rhodes452 U.S. at 347 And IDOC concedes
thataccess to certain housing facilities, including toilets and sinks, are amonggnanps and
services protected by the ADA and Rehabilitation Act (Doc. 126, p. A8)such, it would be
clear to a reasonable individual that interfering with an inmate’s ability tsacteh facilities
creates a condition of confinement that violates the Eighth Amendment, as el ABA and

8 504 of the Rehabilitation ActAccordingly, Defendants araot entitled to qualified immunity.
Conclusion

For the foregoing reasonSefendantsMotion for Summary ddgments GRANTED in

favor of Defendants Taylor and Benton, RENIED as to DefendantKeare and the lllinois
Pagel2of 13



Department of Grrections. The Clerk of Court iDIRECTED to enter judgment in favor of
Defendants Taylor and Benton and against Plaintiff at the close of this case.
IT IS SO ORDERED.
DATED: April5, 2018
s/ Staci M. Yandle

STACI M. YANDLE
United States District Judge
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