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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
SPRINGFIELD DIVISION

JANE DOE,
No. 3:25-cv-03275
Plaintiff,
V. Judge:
RODNEY PENNINGTON, Magistrate Judge:
MICHAEL BAKER,
DWAYNE TURNER,
DAVID BRAINARD,
SHELBI RUSSELL, Jury Demand
JANEEN WRIGHT,
TASHA YOUNG,

SARAH TAAPKEN,

ELAINE WORTH,

CHAD MCGINNIS,

DR. LUKE FAIRLESS,

DR. JOHN SOKOL,

MELINDA EDDY,

MICHAEL LONG,

CAMMI PIERCE,

JUSTIN HAMMERS,

LATOYA HUGHES and

other as-yet-identified employees of the
Illinois Department of Corrections.

Defendants.

COMPLAINT

Plaintiff, Jane Doe, through her attorneys, Chicago Alliance Against Sexual Exploitation,

Uptown People’s Law Center, and DLA Piper LLP (US), complains of the Defendants as follows:

NATURE OF THE CASE

1. Since August 2023, Plaintiff Jane Doe (“Ms. Doe”) has been subjected to sexual
exploitation, harassment, and a sustained campaign of retaliation by Defendant Rodney

Pennington (“Defendant Pennington”) and other Illinois Department of Corrections (“IDOC”)
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correctional staff, including Correctional Officer (“CO”) Michael Baker (“Defendant Baker”) and
CO Dwayne Turner (“Defendant Turner”). Defendant Pennington, at all times relevant, was a
Correctional Officer in Logan Correctional Center (“Logan”) Internal Affairs Unit—responsible
for investigating allegations of staff wrongdoing, including allegations of staff sexual misconduct
perpetrated against women incarcerated at Logan.

2. Ms. Doe was not the only victim of Defendant Pennington and others during this
time period. Sexual coercion and exploitation have been commonplace within Logan for many
years. These acts were perpetrated in a facility with a well-known and pervasive culture of
custodial sexual abuse. Since 2021, there have been 223 Prison Rape Elimination Act, 42 U.S.C.
Ch. 147, 815601, et. seq. (P.L. 108-79) (“PREA”) complaints filed by people in custody alleging
sexual abuse at Logan Correctional Center. Despite this staggering number, Logan investigators
substantiated only 5.82% of those claims. Of those 223 PREA complaints, 85 were allegations of
sexual abuse committed by Logan staff against people in custody. Defendants Melinda Eddy
(“Defendant Eddy”), Michael Long (“Defendant Long”), Defendant Cammi Pierce (“Defendant
Pierce”), Defendant Justin Hammers (“Defendant Hammers”) and Defendant Latoya Hughes
(“Latoya Hughes”) failed to address or remedy this despite knowledge of the risks of sexual abuse
and ongoing misconduct.

3. Defendant Pennington abused his power by trading a requested accommodation in
exchange for a sexual act. Ms. Doe requested that her partner be transferred to her housing unit.
Defendant Pennington, as a member of the movement committee, agreed to grant the request—but
only if Ms. Doe performing oral sex on him. Ms. Doe felt pressure and confusion, and thereafter
reluctantly began the sexual act with Defendant Pennington. Defendant Pennington’s penis was in

Ms. Doe’s hand, but they were interrupted by a visitor, and she quickly left, despite Pennington
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urging her to stay. When Defendant Pennington later demanded Ms. Doe complete the sexual act,
she refused.

4. Defendant Pennington thereafter began a campaign of ongoing harassment and
retaliation against Ms. Doe because she rebuffed his sexual demand. This campaign was supported
and reinforced by other correctional staff—including Defendants Baker and Turner and allowed to
continue by Defendants Eddy, Long, Pierce, Hammers and Hughes and included frequent and
unjustified disciplinary tickets, removal from programming, confiscation of personal property,
repeated placement in segregation on pretextual grounds, and even obstacles to obtaining her
medication.

5.  Ms. Doe’s attempts to report Defendant Pennington’s misconduct and pattern of
retaliation were met with indifference or further retaliation. Indeed, despite multiple complaints
against Defendant Pennington and — finally, an internal investigation into his conduct prompted by
attorney document preservation demands for the imminent lawsuit — promoted him to a new
supervisory position and gave him a substantial raise.

6. Ms. Doe seeks damages against Defendants to compensate her for Defendants’
violations of her rights secured by the United States Constitution, and by violations of state
statutory and common law duties. Logan and other IDOC staff and officials failed to intervene to
prevent sexual assaults, to protect incarcerated individuals from sexual abuse, and to prevent

retaliation based on protected speech despite knowledge of the culture of sexual abuse at Logan.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

7. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and

1343(a)(3) and (4), as this case arises under the First, Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments to the



3:25-cv-03275-SEM-DJQ #1  Filed: 09/17/25  Page 4 of 27

Constitution of the United States. This Court’s Supplemental Jurisdiction for Plaintiff’s state
claims is authorized by 28 U.S.C. § 1367(a).

8. Venue is appropriate in the Central District of Illinois pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §
1391(b), as the events complained of occurred exclusively in this district. The case arises out of acts

occurring in Logan County, IL. Lo
8108 4 Plaintiff

9. “Jane Doe” is the pseudonym of Plaintiff, a citizen of the United States incarcerated

at all times relevant to this Complaint at Logan Correctional Center in Logan County, Illinois.

Defendants

10. Defendant Rodney Pennington was, at the time of the occurrences alleged herein,
an Internal Affairs Officer employed by the Illinois Department of Corrections (“IDOC”). As an
Internal Affairs Officer, Defendant Pennington has not only authority over prisoners incarcerated
at Logan Correctional Center, but also the authority to investigate claims of misconduct asserted
against IDOC employees, including claims involving sexual abuse.

11. Defendant Michael Baker was, at the time of the occurrences alleged herein, a
Corrections Officer employed by IDOC.

12. Defendant Correctional Officer Dwayne Turner was, at the time of the occurrences
alleged herein, a Sergeant employed by IDOC.

13. At times relevant to this complaint, Defendants Dr. Luke Fairless (*Defendant
Fairless”), Chad McGinnis (“Defendant McGinnis”), David Brainard (*Defendant Brainard”),
Shelbi Russell (“Defendant Russell”), Janeen Wright (“Defendant Wright”), Tasha Young
(“Defendant Young”), Dr. John Sokol (“Defendant Sokol”), and Elaine Worth (“Defendant
Worth”) were members of the PREA incident review team at Logan Correctional Center. In this

role, these Defendants were responsible for reviewing investigations into allegations of sexual
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assault at Logan and for evaluating and recommending policy changes to prison administrators to
address the problem of sexual assault at the facility

14. At times relevant to this complaint, Defendant Sarah Taapken (“Defendant
Taapken”) held the position of PREA Compliance Manager for Logan. In this position, Defendant
Taapken was responsible for developing, planning, and overseeing efforts to address the problem
of custodial sexual assault at Logan and for ensuring compliance with PREA regulations and
standards.

15. At times relevant to this compliant Defendants Eddy, Long, and Pierce held the
position of the Acting Warden, Warden of Logan Correctional Center and/or Assistant Warden of
Programs at Logan Correctional Center. As wardens, Defendant Eddy, Long, and Pierce’s powers
and responsibilities included, without limitation, responsibility for promulgating and/or enforcing
rules, regulations, and procedures to ensure the safety and security of those in her custody,
including Ms. Doe. As wardens, Defendants Eddy, Long and Pierce were responsible for
preventing staff-on-prisoner violence, such as sexual assaults by guards and employees, and the
adherence of each facility to PREA standards. They further had the responsibility to ensure that
individuals who reported sexual assault were not subjected to subsequent retaliation.

16. At times relevant to this complaint Defendant Justin Hammers (“Defendant
Hammers”) held the position of IDOC Chief of Operations. In this position Defendant Hammers
possessed authority over security staff at IDOC facilities. Defendant Hammers was responsible for
ensuring that security staff were properly trained and conducted themselves in accordance with
applicable laws, regulations, and standards.

17. At all times relevant to this complaint, Defendant Latoya Hughes (“Defendant

Hughes”) held the position of Director of IDOC with authority over all IDOC facilities, including
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Logan. As Director, Defendant Hughes’ responsibilities included the responsibility for
promulgating and/or enforcing rules, regulations, and procedures to ensure the safety and security
of individuals in IDOC custody, including Ms. Doe. Defendant Hughes was responsible for
overseeing the conduct and training of staff at IDOC facilities. Despite numerous lawsuits and
complaints over the years highlighting ongoing problems at Logan Correctional Center, Defendant
Hughes allowed a culture to persist at Logan that failed to protect individuals in custody from
sexual abuse and related misconduct.

18.  All Defendants were, at the time of the occurrence alleged herein, employees of
IDOC and Wexford assigned to Logan in Lincoln, Illinois. They engaged in the conduct
complained of in the course of their employment with the IDOC and while they were on duty.
They are sued in their individual capacities.

19.  Atall times material to this complaint, Defendants were acting under color of state

law, ordinance, and/or regulation.

Facts Common to All Counts

20. Ms. Doe was at all relevant times, and still is, incarcerated at Logan Correctional
Center, in IDOC custody. Ms. Doe while incarcerated has served as a mentor to younger woman
at Logan Correctional Center who are struggling to navigate being newly incarcerated.

21. Logan Correctional Center is Illinois’ primary women’s facility. It is the only IDOC
facility that houses women with a maximum-security classification and/or a significant amount of
time on their sentence.

22, During the relevant period described, sexual misconduct by correctional staff was
and continues to be rampant and widely known among both staff at Logan, IDOC administrators

and incarcerated individuals.
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23. Despite PREA, in which the United States Congress recognized the acute danger
of sexual exploitation particularly posed to incarcerated women by male staff, Defendants Fairless,
McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright, Young, Sokol, Worth, Taapken, Long, Pierce, Eddy,
Hammers, and Hughes failed to implement or enforce adequate policies to prevent sexual abuse
and failed to protect Ms. Doe from retaliation for rebuffing and then reporting such abuse. IDOC’s
own records reveal well over two hundred complaints of sexual abuse and harassment under PREA
just at Logan since 2021—with the number and pace of complaints accelerating during the first
half of 2025. Of those two hundred twenty-three complaints, only thirteen of them were found to
be substantiated. Defendants Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright, Young, Sokol, Worth,
Taapken, Long, Pierce, Eddy, Hammers and Hughes were aware of these complaints, yet they took
no (or inadequate) action to change the culture of sexual abuse at Logan where 85 PREA
complaints were made against corrections staff from 2021 to 2025. Of those, only 7 were referred
for criminal investigation to the Illinois State Police. Further, of the 85 complaints of sexual abuse
made against staff from 2021-2025, only 6 staff received any disciplinary action. Of these, only 3
were discharged or suspended—the rest received a written reprimand.

24.  Staff-on-prisoner sexual assaults at Logan have also generated civil lawsuits. The
assaults subject to such civil litigation include, for example: Farris v. Kohlrus, et al., No. 3:17-cv-
3279 (C.D. lll. Nov. 28, 2017), Doe v. MacLeod, et al., No. 3:18-cv-3191 (C.D. Ill. Aug. 2, 2018),
and Martinez v. Case, et al., No. 24-cv-1279 (C.D. Ill. Aug. 9, 2024). In fact, since 2023, two
federal juries in the Central District of Illinois rendered multi-million-dollar verdicts in favor of
plaintiffs after concluding that Logan officials chose not to protect female prisoners even though
they knew about sexual assault. See Doe v. MacLeod, et al., No. 3:18-cv-3191, Dkt. 223 (C.D. IlI.

Sep. 22, 2023); Heilman v. Burke, No. 18-cv-3260, Dkt. 189 (C.D. Ill. Feb. 2, 2024).
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25. In May 2023 Defendant Pennington made inappropriate comments to Ms. Doe,
suggesting that she had given sexual favors to other corrections officers and questioning why she
would not do the same for him. Ms. Doe had never engaged in a sexual encounter with a
correctional officer and did not know why Defendant Pennington thought she had.

26. In August 2023, Ms. Doe requested that her partner, another prisoner in custody at
Logan Correctional Center, be moved to her housing unit (“Housing Unit 11”). Defendant
Pennington, a member of the movement committee, informed Ms. Doe that his approval of the
request was conditioned on Ms. Doe performing a sexual act. Ms. Doe, though sickened by this
request, believed this was a necessary condition to get her request approved. Thereafter, Defendant
Pennington set a date for the meeting a few days later.

27.  On the Saturday shortly after their first conversation, Defendant Pennington
summoned Ms. Doe to his office. Ms. Doe waited with trepidation on a bench outside until
Defendant Pennington called her in. Once inside Defendant Pennington’s office, Defendant
Pennington took Ms. Doe to an adjacent office. There, Ms. Doe watched Defendant Pennington
pull down his pants and sit down in front of her with his penis exposed, indicating that it was time
for Ms. Doe to begin performing oral sex on him. A highly nervous and anxious Ms. Doe began to
perform the sexual act by placing Defendant Pennington’s penis in her hand. The encounter was
interrupted when they heard a voice outside, and Ms. Doe abruptly stopped the encounter.

28. Defendant Pennington attempted to coax Ms. Doe to wait until they were alone, but
Ms. Doe — panicked and distressed — quickly left the office. The same day, Ms. Doe disclosed the
sexual encounter to two woman who were also incarcerated at Logan Correctional Center.

29.  Shortly thereafter, Ms. Doe’s partner was transferred to Housing Unit 11.
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30. Defendant Pennington then summoned Ms. Doe back into his office again. He
subsequently demanded to reschedule their meeting, continuing his demand that Ms. Doe perform
oral sex on him. Defendant Pennington said that he did what he was asked to do (meaning he
transferred Ms. Doe’s partner to Housing Unit 11), and now it was time for Ms. Doe to complete
her end of the “transaction” he had demanded. Defendant Pennington said to Ms. Doe “I did that
favor for you, are you going to hold up your end of the bargain?”” Defendant Pennington scheduled
another meeting for the following Saturday.

31. Ms. Doe arrived at Defendant Pennington’s office on the following Saturday but,
this time, she refused to comply with his demand for oral sex. Defendant Pennington became upset,
stating that he had fulfilled his end of the agreement. When Ms. Doe continued to refuse,
Defendant Pennington said, “This is how you’re going to be? I do you a favor and you won’t do
this for me?” Defendant Pennington then said to Ms. Doe “Okay, okay, | got you” after she
continued her refusal. Given Defendant Pennington’s tone, reputation, demand for a sexual act,
and authority as an Internal Affairs Officer, Ms. Doe understood Defendant Pennington’s statement
to be a threat of retaliation.

32. Ms. Doe understood there to be a culture within Logan Correctional Center of
correctional officers protecting each other. Staff at Logan Correctional Center had explicitly told
Ms. Doe this on many occasions.

33. Ms. Doe’s concerns were quickly proven to be founded. Following her refusal, Ms.
Doe was subjected to a relentless campaign of harassment and retaliation by Defendant Pennington
and other Logan correctional staff. AlImost immediately, Ms. Doe began to be regularly stopped,
questioned, and at times searched by various corrections staff with a frequency she had never

experienced before during her twenty plus years of incarceration.
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34, Beginning in December 2023, correctional staff began frequently issuing falsified
disciplinary tickets to Ms. Doe, often based on fabricated or highly exaggerated allegations. On
December 31, 2023, Defendant Baker issued a ticket against Ms. Doe containing falsified
allegations. Ms. Doe attempted to present two witnesses on her behalf who could corroborate her
innocence but was denied the ability to do so.

35.  On January 23, 2024, Defendant Baker, not satisfied with issuing a false report
against Ms. Doe, ransacked Ms. Doe’s cell. Defendant Baker rifled through hundreds of Ms. Doe’s
personal legal papers and scattered them throughout Ms. Doe’s cell. Lieutenant Silas ordered
Defendant Baker to repair it. A few days later, Ms. Doe filed a grievance against Defendant Baker,
alleging that he falsified incident reports against her, threatened to “come after” her, and destroyed
her personal property and mail. Defendant Baker told Ms. Doe that he was “tired” of Ms. Doe
reporting his co-workers.

36.  Another CO told Ms. Doe she was a “problem” for staff because of grievances she
had filed in response to the harassment and retaliation she was experiencing. Thereafter, another
CO told Ms. Doe that her “friend” was “pissed off.” Ms. Doe understood that the CO was referring
to Pennington as that “friend”.

37. In February 2024, Internal Affairs falsely alleged that there was cocaine in Ms.
Doe’s cell and staff searched her cell. Ms. Doe was then placed in segregation—where she would
be denied opportunities for yard time, programming, visits of family and friends, and more. There
was no cocaine, nor other contraband found in Ms. Doe’s cell. Nonetheless, Defendant Pennington
told Ms. Doe she would remain in segregation for an indefinite period, and she was kept in
segregation for 28 days — the maximum time allowed. Under information and belief this allegation

regarding cocaine was orchestrated by Defendant Pennington.

10
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38. During those 28 days in segregation Ms. Doe endured abhorrent conditions. Ms.
Doe was forced to stand in overflowing sewage, surrounded by the persistent stench of raw waste.
The temperature in segregation was freezing and without heat, yet Ms. Doe was provided with
nothing more than thin thermals and a jumpsuit for warmth. On at least one occasion, the cold was
so severe that she was compelled to request a crisis intervention. Throughout her time in
segregation, Ms. Doe was also deprived of sleep due to the constant noise from others in the unit.
These conditions posed serious risks to Ms. Doe’s physical and mental health.

39.  After Ms. Doe was released from segregation, she returned to her cell to find that
the campaign of retaliation was continuing unabated. This time, she found her personal belongings
were missing, including her television, hot pot, and even her legal books. IDOC staff responsible
for that property told Ms. Doe that Internal Affairs (which included Defendant Pennington) was
holding her belongings. However, when Ms. Doe approached Internal Affairs personnel, they
denied having her personal property.

40. Eventually, Ms. Doe’s television was replaced, but she was forced to replace the
remainder of her personal property, costing her hundreds of dollars.

41. In March 2024, Ms. Doe was placed in segregation again after Defendant
Pennington claimed to have received a tip from a confidential informant that Ms. Doe had been
involved in a physical altercation with another prisoner. Pennington informed Ms. Doe that he
was heading the investigation against her and implied that his outcome may be influenced by her
previous refusal to engage in a sex act. Subsequently, the supposed “confidential informant”
submitted a letter recanting her prior allegations. The confidential informant wrote that she had

been threatened by Defendant Pennington to pressure her to make false statements against Ms.

11
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Doe. Under information and belief, CO Payne, a member of the adjustment committee, gave the
recantation letter to Defendant Pennington.

42. Despite this recantation, Ms. Doe remained in segregation for an additional 18 days
experiencing similar horrific conditions as she did when she was wrongfully held in segregation
the previous month. After her release from segregation, Ms. Doe was initially placed in a protective
custody wing. However, shortly thereafter, and upon information and belief, Defendant Pennington
transferred Ms. Doe to an intake wing. This move could only be authorized by Internal Affairs
Officers. When Ms. Doe asked Defendant Pennington why she had been transferred, he claimed
to have no knowledge of why she was moved. As a result of being placed in the intake wing, Ms.
Doe was wrongfully deprived of access to her programming for four days, as she was improperly
classified and treated as a new intake rather than as a continuing resident.

43.  Thereafter, Defendant Pennington, apparently angered that his plan to falsely
accuse Ms. Doe had been exposed by the recantation letter, responded by jeopardizing the safety
of Ms. Doe and the now-recanted informant by placing them in a cell together as an obvious
intimidation tactic.

44.  Since her release from segregation, Ms. Doe continued to be regularly stopped,
frisked, or harassed by corrections officers on a near-daily basis—the manner and frequency of
which had not occurred before Defendant Pennington tried extorting Ms. Doe to perform oral sex.

45.  CO Stanburry told Ms. Doe that Defendant Pennington had ordered officers to “get
down on” - over-police, and heavily ticket - Ms. Doe. CO Stanburry stated Defendant Pennington
made this order because Ms. Doe “pissed him off.” Ms. Doe reported CO Stanburry’s comment to
her counselor, Norton, but again no action was taken (as was the case each time). Ms. Doe learned

from another prisoner, that she and others were asked to “beat [Ms. Doe] up” in exchange for

12
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favors. At least one prisoner stated to Ms. Doe that she declined to beat Ms. Doe because Ms. Doe
had a positive reputation as a mentor within Logan.

46.  The campaign against Ms. Doe then took on new forms, as Ms. Doe was removed
from her programming, “Moving On,” without reason. “Moving On” is a program to help
incarcerated individuals learn budgeting, computer, skills, public speaking, and business skills. It
provides one of the few opportunities for women incarcerated at Logan have to develop
professional skillsets in a positive and supportive environment—skillsets that can provide a critical
lifeline towards better opportunities. This program also aids individuals in changing to a lower
security level.

47. Ms. Doe asked Counselor O’Brien why she was removed from her programming,
and Counselor O’Brien said it was because Ms. Doe had been seen with her “lover (another
prisoner at Logan) by the wrong people” too much. After her programming was eventually
reinstated, Internal Affairs officers began attending Ms. Doe’s programming, which was highly
unusual, and which Ms. Doe understood to have been an intimidation tactic since Defendant
Pennington was part of Internal Affairs.

48. In approximately June of 2024 Ms. Doe reported Defendant Pennington’s
inappropriate behavior with prisoners to Defendant Eddy. Ms. Doe stated that Defendant
Pennington had sexual relationships with other women incarcerated at Logan Correctional Center
and at times used them to corroborate false reports about other incarcerated individuals.

49.  The next day, Tod Donmilano came to speak to Ms. Doe, but he was accompanied
by Internal Affairs Lieutenant McGinnis. Ms. Doe did not feel comfortable sharing her own sexual
assault that had occurred by Defendant Pennington because McGinnis worked in the same Internal

Affairs department as Defendant Penington. Therefore, Ms. Doe instead shared information known
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to her about Defendant Pennington’s long-term sexual abuse of other women at Logan Correctional
Center.

50. In or around the fall of 2024 Ms. Doe used the restroom in Logan’s law library, a
common practice of many prisoners without issue. This time, however, Ms. Doe was reprimanded
and prohibited from using the law library restroom despite no similar restrictions imposed on
others. When Ms. Doe asked staff about this disparate treatment they were unwilling or unable to
provide an explanation.

51. On May 15, 2025, Ms. Doe’s counsel sent a letter to IDOC’s counsel demanding that
IDOC preserve documents related to allegations of sexual abuse of Pennington and other Logan
staff. By this time, therefore, it was common knowledge within Logan Correctional Center that
this lawsuit would be filed, and Defendant Pennington was finally put under investigation for
allegations of sexual misconduct.

52.  The campaign of harassment against Ms. Doe was known to Defendants and was
tolerated as part of a longstanding culture at Logan promoting sexual abuse and turning a blind
eye to retaliation against those who speak out. This culture is further illustrated by an incident
between Ms. Doe and Defendant Turner. On information and belief, Defendant Turner has a
documented history of multiple PREA allegations spanning over multiple years, yet he remained
in a position of authority over female prisoners. Ms. Doe was a witness in one of these PREA
complaints and provided incriminating evidence against Defendant Turner. In 2019, Defendant
Turner told Ms. Doe, “There are no cameras here and | could do whatever | want, but | guess I’ll
let you go,” and ““You’re going to die here.” On information and belief Defendant Turner had been

placed on administrative leave and thereafter desk duty because of a PREA complaint—before
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being reinstated and returned to a position of authority of (and risk to) women incarcerated at
Logan.

53. In June 2025, Defendant Turner took the campaign against Ms. Doe even further
by denying Ms. Doe’s access to essential medication. During the incident, Ms. Doe was waiting in
line to get medication for gabapentin, which Ms. Doe is prescribed for nerve pain. As she had
many times before, Ms. Doe briefly stepped out of a line to grab a cup of water for herself and
others to use to take their medication. Others in line held Ms. Doe’s place for her and let her come
back in. This has been a common practice, always without incident, for Ms. Doe and others.

54.  Thistime, however, Defendant Turner accused Ms. Doe of cutting in the medication
line and ordered her back to the end of the line. Ms. Doe’s protests were ignored, and she asked to
see a crisis officer. She also asked if another officer could transfer her because she did not feel
comfortable around Defendant Turner, who had been harassing her. Defendant Turner denied her
access to intervention, questioned her crisis status, and warned her that further requests for
intervention would result in being placed on suicide watch (“stripped out”). Ms. Doe reported this
incident to a Lieutenant. When the Lieutenant asked what happened, Defendant Turner lied and
claimed Ms. Doe chose not to take her medication. Ms. Doe eventually received her medication
several hours late, causing her extended pain.

55.  On information and belief, Ms. Doe was subjected to disciplinary actions and
harassment in retaliation for her information and complaints about Defendants Pennington, Baker,
and Turner.

56.  On information and belief, Defendant Pennington sexually coerced and abused
other women at Logan in the same way he abused Ms. Doe and has been the subject of numerous

disciplinary reports for similar behaviors. Two other women incarcerated at Logan have now sued
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Defendant Pennington in this district for sexual misconduct, describing how Pennington abused
his authority as an Internal Affairs officer to sexually abuse the victims and retaliate for reporting.t

57.  On information and belief, other IDOC personnel at Logan, including, but not
limited to Defendants Baker, Turner, Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright, Young, Sokol,
Worth, Taapken, Long, Pierce, Eddy, Hammers and Hughes knew or had ample reason to know
that Defendant Pennington had been engaging in this pattern of abuse.

58.  Asaresult of the Defendants’ wrongful acts described herein, Ms. Doe suffered and
continues to suffer severe psychological, and emotional injuries, pain, suffering, several mental

distress, anguish, and humiliation.

COUNT I
DEFENDANT VIOLATED PLAINTIFF’S EIGHTH AMENDMENT RIGHTS
(Unnecessary and Wanton Infliction of Pain)
(vs. RODNEY PENNINGTON)

59. Ms. Doe realleges paragraphs 1 through 58 of the Facts Common to All Counts as
if they were set forth in full in this Count One.

60.  The actions of Defendant Pennington in coercing Ms. Doe to engage in sexual acts
constituted unnecessary and wanton infliction of pain and were done maliciously, and not in
furtherance of any legitimate penological purpose, in violation of Ms. Doe’s rights under the
Eighth Amendment to be free from cruel and unusual punishment, as made applicable to the states
by the Fourteenth Amendment.

COUNT 1l
DEFENDANTS FAILED TO PROTECT PLAINTIFF IN VIOLATION OF HER EIGHTH
AMENDMENT RIGHTS
(Deliberate Indifference to Need for Protection)

! See Mary Zumwalt Jophlin v. Omotola Salami and Rodney Pennington, 1:25-cv-01066-SEM-
DJQ (C.D. lll. February 18, 2025) (ECF 1); Lynnette Gherna v. Rodney Pennington et al, (C.D.
11 filed Sep. 16, 2025).

16
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(Defendants PENNINGTON, FAIRLESS, MCGINNIS, BRAINARD, RUSSELL, WRIGHT,
YOUNG, SOKOL, WORTH, TAAPKEN, LONG, PIERCE, EDDY, HAMMERS, and
HUGHES)

61. Ms. Doe realleges paragraphs 1 through 58 of the Facts Common to All Counts as
if they were set forth in full in this Count Two.

62. Logan at all relevant times houses exclusively female and female-identifying
prisoners.

63. Defendant Pennington was permitted to be alone with female prisoners in his office.

64.  There have been numerous instances within the IDOC where male guards have
sexually abused female inmates that they were supposed to be guarding, including recent incidents
at Logan.

65. Upon information and belief, Defendant Pennington was the subject of multiple
allegations of sexual abuse between June 2024 and February 2025 by Ms. Doe and at least two
other female prisoners, but Defendants failed to protect Ms. Doe from such sexual misconduct
despite knowing there was a substantial risk and despite knowing Defendant Pennington was in a
position which enabled him to abuse his authority in this way.

66. Upon information and belief, Defendants waited until months after the most recent
PREA complaint in February 2025 to remove Pennington from his position in Internal Affairs, a
position in which he was empowered to enact sexual abuse via a grotesque combination of
intimidation and favors. Many female prisoners were understandably scared to report his abuse
both because Defendant Pennington and his colleagues in Internal Affairs could make living
conditions difficult for them and because they were the very officers charged with investigating

the sexual abuse which Pennington himself was promulgating. Yet rather than demote Pennington
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due to his horrific abuse of power, when Defendants finally removed him from Internal Affairs,
they promoted him to a new supervisory position and gave him a substantial pay increase.

67. Despite the established standards and the incidents of sexual abuse, Defendants
Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright, Young, Sokol, Worth, Taapken, Long, Pierce, Eddy,
Hammers and Hughes failed to investigate, implement or enforce policies and procedures to
protect female prisoners, including Ms. Doe.

68. Defendants Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright, Young, Sokol, and
Worth were responsible for reviewing investigations into allegations of sexual assault at Logan
and for evaluating and recommending policy changes to prison administrators to address the
problem of sexual assault at the facility

69. Defendants Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright, Young, Sokol, and
Worth’s conscious disregard for Ms. Doe’s safety and security resulted in her sexual assault at the
hands of Defendant Pennington and ongoing harassment by other Logan correctional staff.

70.  The failure of Defendants Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright, Young,
Sokol, and Worth to enact or enforce appropriate policies and procedures constituted willful and
reckless conduct and/or deliberate indifference to Ms. Doe’s need for protection and thus violated
Ms. Doe’s rights under the Eighth Amendment to be free from cruel and unusual punishment, as
made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth Amendment.

71. Defendant Taapken was responsible for developing, planning, and overseeing
efforts to address the problem of custodial sexual assault at Logan and for ensuring compliance

with PREA regulations and standards.
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72. Defendant Taapken’s conscious disregard for Ms. Doe’s safety and security resulted
in her sexual assault at the hands of Defendant Pennington and ongoing harassment by other Logan
correctional staff.

73.  The failure of Defendant Taapken to enact or enforce appropriate policies and
procedures constituted willful and reckless conduct and/or deliberate indifference to Ms. Doe’s
need for protection and thus violated Ms. Doe’s rights under the Eighth Amendment to be free
from cruel and unusual punishment, as made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth
Amendment.

74, Between at least May 2023 and January 2025, Defendant Eddy, as Acting Warden
of Logan, was responsible for the creation, implementation, oversight, and supervision of all
policies and procedures followed by IDOC employees at Logan. Between at least May 2023 and
January 2025, Defendant Eddy knew or should have known of a widespread practice of IDOC
employees, specifically Internal Affairs employees at Logan, who engaged in sexual assaults of
inmates, by way of direct reporting, annual PREA Compliance Reports, Investigations, grievances,
trainings, reports from counselors, meetings, and lawsuits.

75. Defendant Eddy’s conscious disregard for Ms. Doe’s safety and security resulted in
her sexual assault at the hands of Defendant Pennington and ongoing harassment by other Logan
correctional staff.

76.  The failure of Defendant Eddy to enact or enforce appropriate policies and
procedures constituted willful and reckless conduct and/or deliberate indifference to Ms. Doe’s
need for protection and thus violated Ms. Doe’s rights under the Eighth Amendment to be free
from cruel and unusual punishment, as made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth

Amendment.
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77.  Since at least January 2025, Defendant Long, Assistant Warden and Acting Warden
of Logan, was responsible for the creation, implementation, oversight, and supervision of all
policies and procedures followed by IDOC employees at Logan. Since January 2025, and for a
period of prior time, Defendant Long knew or should have known of a widespread practice of
IDOC employees, specifically Internal Affairs employees at Logan, who engaged in sexual
assaults of inmates, by way of direct reporting, annual PREA Compliance Reports, grievances,
training, reports from counselors, meetings, and lawsuits.

78. Defendant Long’s conscious disregard for Ms. Doe’s safety and security resulted in
her sexual assault at the hands of Defendant Pennington and ongoing harassment by other Logan
correctional staff.

79.  The failure of Defendant Long to enact or enforce appropriate policies and
procedures constituted willful and reckless conduct and/or deliberate indifference to Ms. Doe’s
need for protection and thus violated Ms. Doe’s rights under the Eighth Amendment to be free
from cruel and unusual punishment, as made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth
Amendment.

80. Defendant Pierce, Assistant Warden of Programs at Logan, was responsible for the
creation, implementation, oversight, and supervision of all policies and procedures followed by
IDOC employees at Logan. Defendant Pierce knew or should have known of a widespread practice
of IDOC employees, specifically Internal Affairs employees at Logan, who engaged in sexual
assaults of inmates, by way of direct reporting, annual PREA Compliance Reports, grievances,

trainings, reports from counselors, meetings, and lawsuits.
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81. Defendant Pierce’s conscious disregard for Ms. Doe’s safety and security resulted
in her sexual assault at the hands of Defendant Pennington and ongoing harassment by other Logan
correctional staff.

82.  The failure of Defendant Pierce to enact or enforce appropriate policies and
procedures constituted willful and reckless conduct and/or deliberate indifference to Ms. Doe’s
need for protection and thus violated Ms. Doe’s rights under the Eighth Amendment to be free
from cruel and unusual punishment, as made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth
Amendment.

83. Defendant Hammers, as IDOC Chief of Operations, was responsible for developing
and overseeing training for IDOC staff including compliance with PREA regulations and
standards.

84. Defendant Hammers’ conscious disregard for Ms. Doe’s safety and security
resulted in her sexual assault at the hands of Defendant Pennington and ongoing harassment by
other Logan correctional staff.

85.  The failure of Defendant Hammers to enact or enforce appropriate policies and
procedures constituted willful and reckless conduct and/or deliberate indifference to Ms. Doe’s
need for protection and thus violated Ms. Doe’s rights under the Eighth Amendment to be free
from cruel and unusual punishment, as made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth
Amendment.

86. Defendant Hughes was responsible for promulgating and/or enforcing rules,
regulations, and procedures to ensure the safety and security of individuals in IDOC custody. Given

this history of sexual abuse and misconduct of prisoners by correctional officers and other staff,
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Defendant Hughes knew or should have known about an ongoing problem of sexual abuse and
misconduct by officers at Logan.

87. Defendant Hughes’s conscious disregard for Ms. Doe’s safety and security resulted
in her sexual assault at the hands of Defendant Pennington and ongoing harassment by other Logan
correctional staff.

88.  The failure of Defendant Hughes to enact or enforce appropriate policies and
procedures constituted willful and reckless conduct and/or deliberate indifference to Ms. Doe’s
need for protection and thus violated Ms. Doe’s rights under the Eighth Amendment to be free
from cruel and unusual punishment, as made applicable to the states by the Fourteenth
Amendment.

89.  As a direct and proximate result of the above-described violation of Ms. Doe’s
constitutional right to be free from cruel and unusual punishment by Defendants Pennington,
Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright, Young, Sokol, Worth, Taapken, Long, Pierce, Eddy,
Hammers and Hughes Ms. Doe suffered and continues to suffer psychological injuries, pain,
suffering, severe mental distress, anguish, and humiliation.

COUNT 11
FIRST AMENDMENT RETALIATION

(Defendants PENNINGTON, BAKER, and TURNER)

90. Ms. Doe realleges paragraphs 1 through 58 of the Facts Common to All Counts as
if they were set forth in full in this Count Three.

91. In the manner described more fully above, Defendants Pennington, Baker, and
Turner retaliated against Ms. Doe for engaging in protected First Amendment activity when she
spoke about Defendant Pennington and Turner’s misconduct and the overall misconduct occurring

with Internal Affairs.
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92. Ms. Doe’s statements (rejecting and then reporting Defendant Pennington’s efforts
to sexually exploit her) addressed a matter of public concern, as recognized by the PREA, and
constituted lawful speech protected by the First Amendment to the United States Constitution.

93.  Asaresult of those statements Defendants Pennington, Baker and Turner engaged
in a continuous campaign of retaliation against Ms. Doe, including but not limited to placing her
in segregation, issuing frivolous tickets for fabricated or exaggerated misconduct and even
encouraging other incarcerated individuals to physically harm Ms. Doe.

94, Defendants’ misconduct was objectively unreasonable and was undertaken
intentionally, with malice and knowing disregard for Ms. Doe’s clearly established constitutional
rights, and not for any legitimate penological purpose.

95.  As aresult of the defendant’s retaliatory acts, Ms. Doe has suffered and continues
to suffer severe psychological and emotional harm.

COUNT IV
DEFENDANTS INTENTIONALLY INFLICTED EMOTIONAL DISTRESS UPON
PLAINTIFF
(Pendent State Claim — Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress)
(Defendants PENNINGTON, BAKER, and TURNER)

96. Ms. Doe realleges paragraphs 1 through 58 of the Facts Common to All Counts as
if they were set forth in full in this Count Six.

97.  The acts of Defendant Pennington between August 2023 and August 2025, as
described above, constitute extreme and outrageous conduct and were done in a wanton and willful
manner.

98. Defendant Pennington intended that his conduct, as set forth above, should inflict
severe emotional distress and/or knew that there was a high probability that his conduct would

cause severe emotional distress.
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99.  The conduct of Defendant Pennington, as set forth above, caused Ms. Doe to suffer
severe emotional distress.

100. The acts of Defendant Baker between December 2023 and June 2025, as described
above, constitute extreme and outrageous conduct and were done in a wanton and willful manner.

101. Defendant Baker intended that his conduct, as set forth above, should inflict severe
emotional distress and/or knew that there was a high probability that his conduct would cause
severe emotional distress.

102. The conduct of Defendant Baker, as set forth above, did in fact cause Ms. Doe to
suffer severe emotional distress.

103. The acts of Defendant Turner between 2019 and June 2025, as described above,
constitute extreme and outrageous conduct and were done in a wanton and willful manner.

104. Defendant Turner intended that his conduct, as set forth above, should inflict severe
emotional distress and/or knew that there was a high probability that his conduct would cause
severe emotional distress.

105. The conduct of Defendant Turner, as set forth above, did in fact cause Ms. Doe to
suffer severe emotional distress.

COUNTV
VIOLATION OF THE ILLINOIS GENDER VIOLENCE ACT

(Pendant State Claim — Gender-related Violence)
Defendant PENNINGTON

106. Ms. Doe realleges paragraphs 1 through 58 of the Facts Common to All Counts as
if they were set forth in full in this Count Seven.
107. The conduct of Defendant described herein constitutes gender-related violence

pursuant to the Illinois Gender Violence Act (740 ILCS 82/5) in that the Defendant engaged in “a
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physical intrusion or physical invasion of a sexual nature under coercive conditions satisfying the
elements of battery.” 740 Ill. Comp. Stat. 82 /5(2).

108. Persons subjected to gender violence “may bring a civil action for damages,
injunctive relief, or other appropriate relief against a person or persons perpetrating that gender-
related violence.” 740 Ill. Comp. Stat. 82 / 10.

109. Defendant Pennington leveraged his authority as an Internal Affairs Officer,
empowered with the ability to make Ms. Doe’s conditions of confinement more severely harsh, to
demand a sexual act from Ms. Doe.

110. Due to Defendant Pennington’s position as an Internal Affairs Officer and his power
over Ms. Doe his actions of sexual assault were coercive.

111. The conduct of Defendants as described herein was oppressive, malicious and
without regard to the rights of Ms. Doe.

JURY DEMAND

Plaintiff Jane Doe demands a trial by jury.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests that the Court enter a judgment in favor of Plaintiff and
against Defendants Pennington, Baker, Turner, Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright,
Young, Sokol, Worth, Taapken, Long, Pierce, Eddy, Hammers and Hughes for actual or
compensatory damages jointly and severally in an amount to be proven at trial. Additionally,
because Defendants Pennington, Baker, Turner, Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright,
Young, Sokol, Worth, Taapken, Long, Pierce, Eddy Hammers and Hughes acted maliciously,
willfully, wantonly, and/or in reckless disregard for the Plaintiff’s constitutional rights, Plaintiff

requests that the Court award her punitive damages from Defendants Pennington, Baker, Turner
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Fairless, McGinnis, Brainard, Russell, Wright, Young, Sokol, Worth, Taapken, Long, Pierce, Eddy,
Hammers and Hughes. Plaintiff also requests that the Court award her costs and attorneys’ fees,

and for such other and further relief as this court deems proper.

Dated: September 17, 2025

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

/s/ Kenneth L. Schmetterer

One of the Attorneys for Plaintiffs
Ken Schmetterer I1L-6201860
DLAPIPER LLP (US)

444 West Lake Street, Suite 900
Chicago, IL 60606

312.368.2176
kenneth.schmetterer@us.dlapiper.com

Deyanira Cuellar Sandoval CA-360081
DLAPIPER LLP (US)

555 Mission St, Suite 2400

San Francisco, CA 94105

415.836.2508

deyanira.cuellarsandoval @us.dlapiper.com
Pro Hac Application Forthcoming

Elizabeth Payne 1L-6334874
CHICAGO ALLIANCE AGAINST
SEXUAL EXPLOITATION

307 N. Michigan, Suite 1020
Chicago, IL 60601

773.224.2230

epayne@caase.org

Nicole Schult I1L-6306949
Shireen Jalali-Yazdi IL - 6349281
UPTOWN PEOPLE’S LAW CENTER
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4413 N Sheridan
Chicago, IL 60640
773.769.1410
nicole@uplcchicago.org
shireen@uplcchicago.org
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