UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Augustine v. Shirley

No. 1:23-cv-00520-SAB (PC) - No. 1:23-cv-00520-SAB (PC) - Decided May 28, 2025

SUMMARY

The document contains an order directing random assignment of a district judge and findings and
recommendations on defendants’ motion for summary judgment in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. Plaintiff
alleged that Wasco State Prison officials were deliberately indifferent to risks from contaminated
drinking water. The magistrate judge recommended granting summary judgment to defendants and

entering judgment in their favor, subject to the parties’ opportunity to file objections.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations by a magistrate judge recommending

that defendants' motion for summary judgment in a prisoner civil-
rights action be granted. The matter was ordered randomly assigned to
a district judge, and the parties were given fourteen days to object.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court may not weigh conflicting evidence or make
credibility determinations and must draw reasonable inferences in
favor of the nonmoving party. On an Eighth Amendment conditions-
of-confinement claim, the plaintiff must show an objectively
sufficiently serious deprivation and that prison officials acted with
deliberate indifference by knowing of and disregarding an excessive

risk to inmate health or safety.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential findings and recommendations; not a final
adjudication unless adopted by the assigned district judge.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the undisputed evidence established an objectively substantial risk of serious harm from

Augustine's exposure to TCP in Wasco State Prison's drinking water.

2. Whether the undisputed evidence established that defendants knew of and disregarded an excessive risk

to Augustine's health or safety.

3. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Augustine's Eighth Amendment deliberate-

indifference claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence did not establish that the TCP concentrations in Wasco State Prison's water created an
objectively sufficiently serious risk of harm or that Augustine's medical conditions were caused by the
exposure; exceeding a state environmental or drinking-water standard alone did not establish a

constitutional violation.

2. The undisputed evidence did not show that Shirley, Cronjager, or DeGough knew of and disregarded an

excessive risk of serious harm to inmates.

3. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Augustine's deliberate-indifference claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Violations of environmental regulatory standards are not tantamount to a constitutional violation.” (at 7)

“In sum, the undisputed evidence presented demonstrates that Wasco State Prison officials did not ignore the

issue but rather investigated and made reasonable attempts to resolve the issue.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Augustine, a California state prisoner housed at Wasco State Prison beginning in January 2023, alleged that
prison officials knowingly exposed inmates to drinking water containing levels of 1,2,3-trichloropropane above
California's regulatory maximum contaminant level. He alleged that the exposure caused abdominal pain, kidney
irritation, painful urination, dry mouth, sore throat, and vomiting. Testing showed TCP concentrations ranging
from 0.000 to 0.016 ug/L, while prison officials pursued installation of a granular activated carbon filtration
system and posted quarterly notices. Defendants submitted toxicological evidence that the concentrations were
safe to drink and had not caused Augustine's alleged conditions; Augustine did not oppose the motion or submit

contrary evidence.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Augustine proceeded pro se and in forma pauperis under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 on an Eighth Amendment deliberate-
indifference claim concerning allegedly contaminated drinking water at Wasco State Prison. Defendants
answered the second amended complaint and later moved for summary judgment. Augustine did not oppose the
motion, and the magistrate judge recommended judgment for defendants, subject to review by an assigned
district judge.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Clerk was directed to randomly assign a district judge. The findings and recommendations were to be

submitted to the assigned district judge, and the parties were permitted fourteen days to file objections.
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