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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
EASTERNDIVISION

BRIAN KING, )
Plaintiff, ))
VS. )) Case No. 4:16-cv-01383-AGF
THE CITY OF CRESTWOOD, ) )
MISSOURI, et al., )
Defendants. : )

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

This matter is before the Court on the motion (Doc. No. 4) of Defendants the City
of Crestwood, Missouri; and John Newshamhimofficial capacity as municipal judge,
to dismiss Plaintiff's complaint for laof subject-matter jurisdiction under tRe@oker-
Feldmandoctrine,District of Columbia Courof Appeals v. Feldmad60 U.S. 462
(1983);Ro0ker v. Fidelity Trust Cp263 U.S. 413 (1923); andrftailure to state a claim
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12@). For the reasorset forth below, the
Court will grant Defendants’ nimn to dismiss for failuréo state a claim, without
reaching Defendant®ooker-Feldmamrgument.

Plaintiff brought this action under 42 UCS.8 1983, claiming that the City and
Judge Newsham, solely in his official cafg, violated Plaitiff's constitutional due
process rights. As allegedtime complaint, in dy 2013, the City carged Plaintiff with
disorderly conduct, in violation of a municipal ordinance, after Plaintiff allegedly inserted

himself into an altercation between two othmelividuals outside a bowling alley, drew a

Dockets.Justia.com


https://dockets.justia.com/docket/missouri/moedce/4:2016cv01383/148566/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/missouri/moedce/4:2016cv01383/148566/17/
https://dockets.justia.com/

firearm, and pointed the firearm at onglwd individuals. Plaintiff asserted an

affirmative defense of justification and mavir Judge Newsham &nter an order that
Plaintiff had established a prima facie “absolute defense of justification.” Judge
Newsham did not rule on that tan prior to or at trial, despite Plaintiff's request for a
ruling. After a bench trial, on August 28)14, Judge Newsham adjudicated Plaintiff
“not guilty” of violating the ordinance. On about July 5, 201Flaintiff moved for an
award of attorney’s fees and costswtach he believed he was entitled under the
Missouri statute governing the defense of justification. On June 2, 2016, Judge Newsham
entered an “Order and Judgnt” holding that the municipal court did not have
jurisdiction to rule on Plairffrs motion for attorney’s feeand costs. Plaintiff does not
allege whether he appealed or sought funtineceedings in the state court with respect to
Judge Newsham’s June 2, 2016 Order.

In his current federal complaint, Plaifitalleges that Judge Newsham’s actions in
his municipal case established a “policytfee City] to disobey Missouri statutes
legislating procedures for [Plaintiff] tesgert his due procesghts, and to have
property—costs and attorneys’ fees—frome[(City] after successful prosecution of his
‘Justification’ defenses.” (Doc. No. 1 at 1P)Jaintiff asks the Court to award him costs
and attorney’s fees as set fom his original motion before the municipal court, his costs
and attorney’s fees in this action, andeclaration that Judge Newsham'’s “Order
establishing a policy of ‘no jurisdiction’ tward costs and attorney fees under Missouri

‘Justification’ statutes [islinconstitutional and void.Td. at 13.



The City and Judge Newsham have motgedismiss the confgint. Defendants
argue that Plaintiff's complairshould be dismissed for lack subject-matter jurisdiction
under theRooker-Feldmaloctrine, because the complais, in effect, an improper
appeal of Judge Newsham'’s Order and JudgmaAlternatively, Defendants argue that
the complaint shoulte dismissed under Federal RafeCivil Procedure 12(b)(6)
because Plaintiff fails to staseclaim for municipal liabilityunder 8 1983. In support of
this alternative argument, Defendants eowltthat because Judge Newsham'’s actions
were taken in his capacity as a municipal pidgd not as a final policymaker of the City,
his actions cannot give rise to a claim for municipal liability against the City, or to a
claim against the Judge in his official capgowhich is functionally equivalent to a
claim against the City.

Although the Court agrees that tle@se is likely barred under tReoker-

Feldmandoctrine? because the case is more cleaulyjsct to dismissal for failure to

! Defendants also argue that Judgevblgam is entitled to absolute judicial

immunity and that Plaintiff failso adequately allege a duepess violation. In light of
the Court’s holding, discussed belowe tGourt need not reach these additional
arguments.

2 “The Rooker—Feldmaxoctrine . . . is confined toases of the kind from which the
doctrine acquired its name: cad@ought by state-court losexsmplaining of injuries
caused by state-court judgments rend&efdre the district court proceedings
commenced and inviting district court rewi and rejection of those judgment&Xxon
Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Indus. Corp44 U.S. 280, 284 (2005)0One way to
determine whether a federal claim is based eomplaint of injurycaused by a state-
court judgment, and thus an appeal of gudgment, is to determine if the state and
federal claims are ‘inextricably intertwin€dneaning that “the federal claims can
succeed only to the extent the state court wronglydéedhe issues before it.Robins

v. Ritchie 631 F.3d 919, 925 (8th Cir. 2011hlere, although Plaintiff was not a state
court “loser” in all respects (he was falnot guilty of viohting the municipal
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state a claim, the Court will grant Defendants’ motion on their alternative grobed.In
re Athens/Alpha Gas Corp/15 F.3d 230, 235 (8th Cir023) (recognizing that a federal
court may reach a merits questisithout first deciding a “murky’Rooker-Feldman
guestion).

With respect to Plaintiff's claim againthe City, “[s]ection 1983 liability for a
constitutional violation may attach to a mupaiity if the violation resulted from (1) an
official municipal policy, (2) an unofficial @om, or (3) a deliberately indifferent failure
to train or supervise.’Corwin v. City of Indep., Mp829 F.3d 695, 699-700 (8th Cir.
2016) (citingMonell v. Dep’t of Soc. Sery#t36 U.S. 65891 (1978), ancity of
Canton v. Harrig489 U.S. 378, 389 (1989)).0 survive a motiomo dismiss such a
claim, a complaint must alledacts sufficient “to draw amference that the conduct
complained of resulted from anconstitutional policy or custom.Crumpley-Patterson
v. Trinity Lutheran Hosp.388 F.3d 588, 59@th Cir. 2004).

The only basis for municipal liability alied by Plaintiff here is that Judge
Newsham'’s actions in Plaintiff's municipal casstablished an officiglolicy of the City.
A single act of a city official may constitutemunicipal policy where the official has
“final policymaking authority,” which i@ question of state law, and where the
challenged action was “taken pursuant to a gaigdopted by the offial . . . responsible

under state law for making policy inaharea of the city’s business.City of St. Louis v.

ordinance), he did “lose” on the issue of atey's fees. And he effectively asks this
Court to declare the municipal court’s orderthat issue void, which would appear to
bring this case within the confinesi®boker-Feldman
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Praprotnik 485 U.S. 112, 123 (1988 mphasis removed) (citiigembaur v. City of
Cincinnati,475 U.S. 469482-83 (1986)).

A municipal judge’s “judicial decision made a case that came before [him] on a
court docket” is “not a final policy decisiaf a type creating municipal liability under
§ 1983.” Granda v. City of St. Louigl72 F.3d 565, 569 (8th Cir. 2008ge also Woods
v. City of Michigan City, Ind940 F.2d 275, 279 (7th Cir. 29) (holding that a plaintiff,
“by naming [a particular municipal courtdge acting in his judicial capacity] as the
source of the constitutional deprivatialgtach[ed] the local governments from the
unconstitutional policy”). Therefore, the Courtist dismiss Plaintiff's claim against the
City for failure tostate a claim.

Plaintiff's claim against Judge Newshamhiis official capacity is “functionally
equivalent” to his claim against the City,damay be dismissed asdundant of that
claim. See Veatch v. Bartels Lutheran HQ627 F.3d 1254, 1257 (8th Cir. 2010).

CONCLUSION

Accordingly,
IT ISHEREBY ORDERED that Defendants’ motion to dismissGRANTED.
(Doc. No. 4.)

A separate Order of Dismissal waltcompany this Memorandum and Order.

MC?M

AUDREY G.FLEISSIG
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE

Dated this 3% day of November, 2016.



