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Case Summary

Jamey Taskey (“Taskey”) was convicted after a bench trial of Neglect of a Dependent
as a Class D felony.* She now appeals and raises for our review the single issue of whether
the State presented sufficient evidence to support her conviction.

We affirm.

Facts and Procedural History

Taskey, with her husband Brian Taskey (“Brian”), had three boys (“the Children”):
seven-year-old C.T., five-year-old B.T., and two-year-old N.T. On November 1, 2010, Tim
Haltom (“Haltom”), an investigator with the Department of Child Services, visited Taskey’s
residence in Cloverdale, Indiana, to investigate a report that five-year-old B.T. was bruised
and had complained of pain to school officials. After Brian refused access to Taskey’s
residence, Haltom summoned Deputies Josh Boller (“Deputy Boller”) and Phillip Troyer
(“Deputy Troyer”) of the Putnam County Sheriff’s Department. Eventually, Haltom and
Deputies Boller and Troyer were granted access to Taskey’s residence.

Upon entering Taskey’s residence, Haltom and Deputy Boller immediately detected a
strong odor of urine and observed a large piece of dog feces by the front door. (Tr. 8, 60-61.)
When Haltom entered B.T.’s bedroom, he immediately detected an odor of feces and
observed several deposits of feces, some old and some fresh, on the bedroom floor. (Tr. 13,
36-39.) Taskey admitted the feces were from N.T., who defecated on the floor when not

wearing a diaper. (Tr. 13.) B.T.’s sleeping bag and the blanket with which he slept were

! Ind. Code § 35-46-1-4(a)(1) (2010). The section was modified, effective February 22, 2012. We refer to
the version of the statute in force at the time of the alleged crime.
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soiled and sour smelling. (Tr. 13, 36.) B.T.’s bare mattress was soiled and dirty. (Tr. 14,
36.) In the bedroom in which C.T. and N.T. slept, Haltom observed feces on the floor, and
that the bare mattress was soaked wet with urine. (Tr. 14, 41, 54.) As Halton observed the
room, B.T. stood in the corner and openly urinated on the floor in view of Taskey. (Tr. 15.)

Haltom observed bruises covering B.T.’s body, and B.T. stated that “he got his ass
whooped[] ... withabelt.” (Tr. 11.) Brian and Taskey both admitted to striking B.T. with a
belt. (Tr.11-12.) Taskey stated generally that the Children “get their . . . asses busted.” (Tr.
12.)

On November 22, 2010, the State charged Taskey with Neglect of a Dependent as a
Class D felony. Taskey waived trial by jury, and the trial court held a bench trial on January
13 and 26, 2012. On January 26, 2012, the trial court found Taskey guilty as charged, and
entered a judgment of conviction against her. On March 20, 2012, the trial court imposed a
sentence of three years imprisonment, with one year executed and two years suspended to
probation. Taskey now appeals.

Discussion and Decision

Taskey appeals her conviction, after a bench trial, for Neglect of a Dependent as a
Class D felony, raising the sole issue of whether the state presented sufficient evidence to
support her conviction. When reviewing a defendant’s conviction for sufficiency of the
evidence after a bench trial,

[t]his court will not reweigh the evidence or assess the credibility of witnesses. Cox

v. State, 774 N.E.2d 1025, 1028 (Ind. Ct. App. 2002). Only the evidence most

favorable to the judgment, together with all reasonable inferences that can be drawn

therefrom will be considered. Id. If a reasonable trier of fact could have found the
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defendant guilty based on the probative evidence and reasonable inferences drawn
therefrom, then a conviction will be affirmed. Id. at 1028-29.

Sargent v. State, 875 N.E.2d 762, 767 (Ind. Ct. App. 2007).

To convict Taskey of Neglect of a Dependent as charged, the State was required to
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Taskey had care of the Children, and knowingly or
intentionally placed them in a situation that endangered their life or health. Ind. Code § 35-
46-1-4(a)(1). Taskey contends the State did not produce sufficient evidence to convict her as
charged. In particular, she disputes whether the State presented “any evidence to show that
Taskey ‘knowingly’ placed the children in an environment that would be dangerous to their
life or health[.]” (Appellant’s Brief at 4.)

The evidence favoring the judgment establishes the Children were in a situation that
endangered their life or health. I.C. § 35-46-1-4(a)(1). Upon entering Taskey’s residence,
Haltom and Deputy Boller immediately detected a strong odor of urine and observed a large
piece of dog feces by the front door. (Tr. 8,60-61.) When Haltom entered B.T.’s bedroom,
he immediately detected an odor of feces and observed several deposits of feces, some old
and some fresh, on the bedroom floor. (Tr. 13, 36-39.) Taskey admitted the feces were from
N.T., who defecated on the floor when not wearing a diaper. (Tr. 13.) B.T.’s sleeping bag
and the blanket with which he slept were soiled and sour smelling (Tr. 13, 36.) B.T.’s bare
mattress was soiled and dirty. (Tr. 14, 36.) In the bedroom in which C.T. and N.T. slept,
Haltom observed feces on the floor, and that the bare mattress was soaked wet with urine.
(Tr. 14,41, 54.) As Halton observed the room, B.T. stood in the corner and openly urinated

on the floor in view of Taskey. (Tr. 15.)



The evidence favoring the judgment further discloses Taskey had care of the children,
and knowingly placed them in the situation that endangered their life or health. 1.C. § 35-46-
1-4(a)(1). Taskey is the mother of the Children, and she lived in the home with the Children.

She admitted the feces on the floor were from N.T. (Tr. 13.) She was in the room with
Haltom and B.T. when B.T. urinated on the floor, indicating she knew the urine soaking the
mattress was from one of the Children. (Tr. 14-15.)

To the extent Taskey argues the evidence fails to show that she knowingly placed the
children in an environment that endangered their life or health, she requests that we reweigh
the evidence, which we decline to do. Sargent, 875 N.E.2d at 767.

Conclusion

The State presented sufficient evidence to support Taskey’s conviction; therefore we
affirm.

Affirmed.

VAIDIK, J., and BROWN, J., concur.



