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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
EASTERN DIVISION

WAYLON WILDER WYATT,
Plaintiff,

V. No. 1:19-cv-02718-ST A-dkv

ANTHONY JONES;, RYAN MAYS,

MADISON COUNTY; and
JOHN H. MEHR

N N N N N N N N N N N

Defendants.

ORDER GRANTING PARTIAL MOTION TO DISMISS

Before theCourt is Defendants’ Partial Motion to Dismiss, filed on January 21, 2020.
(ECF No. 16.) Plaintiff responded in opposition on February 17, 2020, to which Defendants
replied on March 2, ZD. (ECF Ne. 20, 21) For the reasons discussed below, the Motion is
GRANTED.

BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs Complaintstateghat Ashley Wyatt,his wife, andJohn Blackher exhusband,
were involved in an ongoing custody dispu(€ompl. 1,ECF No. 1) Mr. Black allegedly filed
multiple “false @mplaints”against Mrs. Wyatt with the Jackson Police Departmélat.) On
October 26, 2018yir. Black filed a complaintwith the Jackson Bice Department, to which
refused to respond.(ld.) He thenfiled the samecomplaintwith Madison County Sheriff’s
Office, andit dispatched a unit tmeet with him (Id.) Deputy Anthony Jones and Deputy Ryan
Mays, the individual deputies named asféhdants in this casegsponded to the complaint and

spoke with Mr. Black.(Id.  10.) He stated that he was having issues with Mrs. Wyatt over his
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ability to visit their minor child. (1d. § 11.) Deputiesreached Mrs. Wyatt by phonebtained
Plaintiff's addressand arranged to meet her thefid. T 12-15.)

While in route to Plaintiff's residence, the Jackson Police Department warned the
Madison County Sheriff's Office that this complaint was attendant to an ongoing custody
dispute. (Id. T 16-19.) Mrs. Wyatt had concerns that if the child were returned to Mr. Bthek,
child would suffer abuse(ld. § 18.) Further, Mr. Black was the subjeaft an ongoing criminal
investigation, so he was not to be given custody of the minor cfild{]] 20.) Deputy Jones and
Deputy Mays received this information before arriving at Plaintiff’'s houlse . 21.)

Plaintiff met the deputiem the drivewayand did not invite them onto his propertfid.

1 23.) Plaintiff alleges thathe deputies respnded to this byitting him, using tasers on him,
and handcuffing him(ld.) Plaintiff was charged with undisclosed charges, tried, and acquitted.
(Id. 2, 1 25-26.)

STANDARD OF REVIEW

A motion to dismiss pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure)B)(tests the legal
sufficiency of the complaint.RMI Titanium Co. v. Westinghouse Elec. Cpif8 F.3d 1125,
1134 (6th Cir. 1996). A complaint need not contain “detailed factual allegations,” it
contain more than “labels and conclusions” ofdanulaic recitation of the elements of a cause
of action.” Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twomb)y550 U.S. 544, 555 (2007). A complaint does not
“suffice if it tenders ‘naked assertions’ devoid of ‘further factual enhaaneih Ashcroft v.
Igbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (quotiigrombly 550 U.S. at 557).

“To survive a motion to dismiss, a complaint must contain sufficient factuakematt
accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its fdde(tjuoting Twombly

550 U.S. at 570).“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that



allows the court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendanteddrathe misconduct
alleged.” Id. (citing Twombly 550 U.S. at 556). The plausibility standard “does not impose a
probability requirement at the pleading stage; it simply calls for enough facts & aais
reasonable expectation that discovery will reveal evidence of illegal [conddatjdmbly 550
U.S. at 556.
ANALYSIS

Plaintiff filed this lawsuiton October 23, 2019, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1981, 1983, and
1988, alleging Defendants violated his civil rights. In his Complaint, he alleges that the
DefendantDeputie$ actions violated his Fourth, Fourteenth, and Eighth Amendment rights.
Further, heclaims that Defendant Meland Defendant Madison County failedsiapervised and
properly traindeputieson how to handle domestic disputes, in violation of his civil rights.
Defendants argue in their Motion that Plaintifb8icial-capacityclaims against Defendant Mehr
should be dismissed. They further argue that all Eight and Fourteenth Amendmessbiaiira
be dismissedThis Court will address each respective argurbefdw.

l. Official Capacity Claims

Plaintiff filed suit against Defendant Sherriff John H. Mehr, in his official andviddal
capacities, and Defendant Madison County for violating his civil rights. Defendguis dyat
Defendant Mehr should only be sabj to these claims in his individual capacity, as suing him in
his official capacity is the same as suing the County. Because the County is bdifgy she
same, Defendants contend that an officegbacity claim is redundant.

Plaintiff argues, however, that under Rule 8(d) of the Federal Rules of Civédemag; a
plaintiff is permitted to bring alternative claims, regardless of consistentaintif® contends

that hisofficial-capacity claims against Defendant Mahe merely pled in the alternzg.



This Court is persuaded by Defendants’ argumeffi®]fficial -capacity suitgenerally
representonly another wayof pleading an action against an entity of which an officer is an
agent.” Hafer v. Melg 502 U.S. 21, 25 (1991) (emphasis added). it@ftcapacity suits are,
for all intents and purposes, treated as suits against the municipality . Shorts v.
Bartholomew 255 F. App’x 46, 49 n.4 (6th Cir. 2007) (citindpfer v. Melg 502 U.S. 21, 25
(1991)); Foster v. Michigan573 F. App’x 377, 390 (6th Cir. 2014). Thus, where the entity is
named as a defendant, as it is here, an offt@phcity claim is redundanEoster, 573 F. App’X
at 390 (citingFaith Baptist Church v. Waterford Twp22 F. App’x 322, 327 (6th Ci013)
(“Having sued ... the entity for which [plaintiff] was an agent, the suit againsttjfflain his
official capacity was superfluous.”f. Shorts 255 F. App’x at 5460 (6th Cir. 2007) (allowing
the plaintiff to proceed with his officiadapacity claim—which the Cou acknowledged was
actually against the Countybecause the plaintiff, in his “inartful pleading$d.(at 51), did not
assert the same claim against the County as he did against the official).

Here, Plaintiff claims that both Defendahehr and Madison Qunty violated his
constitutional rights byailing to train officers on how to handle domestic disputBgcause to
maintain such a claim against both the Sheriff in his official capacityvaaisonCounty would
be redundant, Plaintiff's officiatapadiy claims against Defendant MelareDI SMSSED.

. Eighth Amendment Claims

Plaintiff claims that thédefendants’actionsviolated his Eighth Amendment right to be
free from cruel and unusual punishment. Defendants argue, however, that the Eighth
Amendmentis not implicated in this caseThey contend thaPlaintiff denies that he was ever

convicted of any crime.



Plaintiff counters that the Eight Amendment is implicated but only states that Defendants
failed to acknowledge the standard explaine8tewart v. City of Memphidn the context of an
excessive force claim, that standard is as follows:

A plaintiff's status at lie time of the police conduct determines which amendment

governs the claimlfhe Fourth Amendment's guarantee against unreasonable searches

and seizures applies to excessive force claims brought by free citlzengjghth

Amendment’s protection from cruahd unusual punishment applies to excessive force

claims alleged by convicted perspaad the Fourteenth Amendment’'s Due Process

Clause applies to excessive force claims “[w]hen a citizen does not fall clearlg with

either category-e.g., pretrial detaies’

Stewart v. City of Memphi®o. 216-cv-02574STA-dkv, 2017 WL 627467, at *5 (W.D. Tenn.
Feb. 15, 2017{internal citations omittedemphasis added).

The articulated standard defeats Plaintiff’'s argumenhe Eighth Amendment applies
only when aperson who was convicted at the time of the police condurdserts an excessive
force claim. On October 26, 2018, Plaintiff was a free citizen. FurtR&intiff claims to have
been acquittedf the crime for which he was allegedly chargethus, the Eighth Amendment is
not implicated. Plaintiff’'s Eighth Amendment claims are, therefdor&W 1 SSED.

11, Fourteenth Amendment Claims

Plaintiff asserts that the Defendabeputiesviolated bothhis Fourth and~ourteenth
Amendments rights in several different ways on October 26, 2018. Plaintiff firstsdladin
Defendants Deputy Jones and Deputy Mays committedermy violation when they
unreasonably seized him. His second claim for relief is that the DefeDeguties illegally
arrested him.He then claims that the Defendant Deputies entered his land without a warrant,

consent, or probable cause of any criminal activity or exigent circumstances. ffRldinally

alleges that the Defendant Deputies used excessivedoricin.



Defendants argue thathe Fourth Amendment is the proper textual source of
constitutional protectionfor the rightsPlaintiff alleges Defendantsviolated and thus,“that
Amendment, not the more generalized notiofsobstantivedue processmust be the guide for
analyzing these clainfs Graham v. Conngr490 U.S. 386, 395 (1989).Therefore, each
Fourteenth Amendment claim should be dismissed.

Plaintiff argues that his Fourteenth Amendment claims are-$faetific,” and dismissal
at this stage is premature. Plainsffecificallyargues that the Fourth Amendment might not be
implicated in all excessive force cases, depending on the specific circumstaadbe
Fourteenth Amendmewbuld be pled as an alternative.

Plaintiff's arguments are not welthken. The Supreme Court has consistently held that
where “a constitutional claim is covered by a specific constitutional provision . .laimensust
be analyzed under the standard appropriate to that specific provision, not under the rubric of
substantive due process.Cnty. of Sacramento v. LewiS23 U.S. 833, 843 (1998) (quoting
United States v. Lanies20 U.S. 259, 272 n.7 (1997))The Fourth Amendmenprotects the
“right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papdrsffectsagainst
unreasonable searches and seizuredrireasonable seizure, unlawful arrest, and warrantless
entry are civil rights violations squarely protected by the Fourth AmendnSsgte.g, Stahl v.
Coshocton Cnty.754 F. App’x 335, 340 (6th Cir. 2018) (quotibgited States v. Abg#63 F.3d
547, 557 (6th Cir. 2006)) (confirming that an “arrest without probable cause constitutes an
unreasonable seizure in violation of the Fourth Amendme@gsey v. City of Bay City#42
F.3d 524, 528 (6th Cir. 2006) (discussing how the Fourth Amendment prohibits warrantless entry
into a residence or its curtilage without consent or exigent circumstanGssjrary to his

argument, Plaintiff does ngtieadany facts underlying his Fourteenth Amendment claims that



do not also support his Fourth Amendment claimBherefore, theseclaims are properly
analyzedsolelyunder the Fourth Amendment.

Plaintiff's alternative argument for his excessive force claims is similarly dimaya“A
plaintiff's status at the time of the police conduct determines which amendjoeerns the
claim” Stewarf 2017 WL 627467, at *5[A]ll claims that law enforcement officers have used
excessive force-deadly or net-in the course of an arrest, investigatory stop, or dgeeure
of a free citizen should be analyzed under the Fourth Amendment ah@as®nableness
standard, rather than under substantive due procésapproachH. Graham 490 U.S.at 395
(emphasis in original) Plaintiff seems to argue that he may be considered something other than
a free citizen at the time he alleges the deputies used excessive force on hieveribe has
not pledanyfacts to support this assertion. On October 26, 2018, when Plaintiff alleges that the
deputiesarrested hinmusng excessive force, Plaintiff was a free citizenhus, Plaintiff has not
pledsufficientfacts to support a Fourteenth Amendment claim for excessive force.

Therefore, Plaintiff's Fourteenth Amendment claimsr&M | SSED.

CONCLUSION

In sum, Defendant’s Partial Motion to DismisSGRANTED. Plaintiff's claims against
Defendant Sherriff John H. Mehr in his official capacity, Eighth Amendment c¢laamd
Fourteenth Amendment claims @&&SMISSED.

IT 1SSO ORDERED.

g S. Thomas Anderson
S. THOMAS ANDERSON
CHIEF UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Date: April 10, 2020.



