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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI
EASTERN DIVISION

JARED MARTEL WILLIAMS, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
V. ) No.4:17CV1282ICH

)

EKE GAYDEN, et al., )
)
)

Defendants. )

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

This matter is before the Court on Defendahotion to Dismiss Gunts Three and Four
of Plaintiff's First Amended Quplaint, filed January 6, 2020(ECF No. 116). The motion is
fully briefed and ready for disposition.

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleges that on or about July Z812, while he was incarcerated as a pre-trial
detainee at the St. Louis City Justicent@e, Defendants Eke Gayden, Juannell Goodwin,
Brandon House, and Toriano Tate subjecten kb unjustified, unnecessary, and unlawful
physical violence. (First Ammeled Complaint (“Complaint” ofCompl.”), § 1) Specifically,
Plaintiff alleges that while he was shackleéandcuffed and complianDefendants physically
struck him in an elevator. Id;, 11 30-35). Once off the elaor, Defendants momentarily
stopped beating Plaintiff.Id., 1 39). Upon opening the door tamitiff’'s unit, however, all four
Defendants began beating him again with increased ferodidy, {l 42, 43). Plaintiff alleges
the physical violence injured him severely that he had to keken to a hospital for treatment

and evaluation. I4., 11 1, 54-57).
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Plaintiff filed his original Cenplaint in this matter on Apr, 2017. (ECF No. 1). In his
First Amended Complaint, fite December 20, 2019, Plaintiff asserts the following causes of
action: 42 U.S.C. § 1983—Fourth, Fifth and Reanth Amendments @@int One); 42 U.S.C. §
1983—Conspiracy (Count Two); 42 U.S.C. 1985—Conspiracy to Deprive of Rights or
Privileges (Count Three); and State LBattery (Count Four). (ECF No. 115).

As stated above, Defendariied the instant Motion t®ismiss Counts Three and Four
of Plaintiff's First AmendedComplaint on Januarg, 2020, claiming Gunt Three must be
dismissed for failure to state a claim, and Count Four must be disrmaisdede-barred. (ECF
No. 116). Plaintiff does naippose Defendants’ Motidlw Dismiss Count Fours¢e Plaintiff's
Memorandum in Partial Opposition to DefendaMstion to Dismiss Counts Three and Four, P.
8), and so the Court limits itfiscussion to Count Three.

STANDARD FORMOTION TO DISMISS

In ruling on a motion dismisthe Court must view the alleians in the complaint in the
light most favorable to plaintiff.Eckert v. Titan Tire Corp., 514 F.3d 801, 806 {8Cir. 2008).
The Court, “must accept the allegations cordi in the complaint as true and draw all
reasonable inferences in fawairthe nonmoving party."Coons v. Mineta, 410 F.3d 1036, 1039
(8™ Cir. 2005) (citation omitted)The complaint’s factual allegations must be sufficient “to raise
a right to relief above the spdative level,” however, and the moti to dismiss mst be granted
if the complaint does not contalenough facts to state a claim tdieé that is plausible on its
face.” Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555, 570 (2007pbfagating the “no set of
facts” standard for Fed.R.Civ.P. 12(b)(6) foundCionley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41, 45-46 (1957)).
Furthermore, “the tenet that @urt must accept as true all thfe allegations contained in a

complaint is inapplicable to legal conclusions. Threadbare recitals of the elements of a cause of



action, supported by mere conclosatatements, do not suffice Ashcroft v. Igbal, 129 S. Ct.
1937, 1949 (2009) (citingr'wombly, 550 U.S. at 555 (pleadingffering only “labels and
conclusions” or “a formulaic recitation of theeglents of a cause of action” will not do)).

DISCUSSION

In their Motion to Dismiss, Defendants asgedunt Three of Plaintiff’'s Complaint must
be dismissed because Plaintiffl§ato plead facts sufficiento show an agreement toward
unconstitutional action by DefendantsSe¢ Defendants’ Memorandum of Law in Support of
Motion to Dismiss Counts Three and Four, P. 3). “In order to state a claim for conspiracy under
§ 1985, a plaintiff must allege witharticularity and specifically eeonstrate with material facts
that the defendants reached an agreemeé€dlly v. City of Omaha, Neb., 813 F.3d 1070, 1077-
78 (8" Cir. 2016) (internal quotations and citation omitted). “Thisngéad requires that
allegations of a conspiracy [bplleaded with sufficient specifty and factual support to suggest
a meeting of the minds directedward an unconstitutional action.”ld. at 1078 (internal
guotations and citations omitted).

Upon consideration, the Court agrees that Plaintiff fails watety to state a claim for §
1985 conspiracy. The Court’s rew of Plaintiffs Complaintreveals no facts suggesting the
individual Defendants reached an agreement or meeting ofitits; instead, Count Three relies
solely on Plaintiff's conclusorgllegation that Defendants “cqmeed with each other and with
other unnamed co-conspirators with the intent farile Plaintiff of equaprotection of the laws
of Missouri and the United States, and equavilpges and immunite under the laws of
Missouri and the United States.” (Compl., § 9QA]lthough an expresagreement between the
purported conspirators need rme alleged, there must be something more than the summary

allegation of a conspiracy before such a claim can withstand a motion to disnAl$s’ v.



Faerber, Case No. 4:09CV1070 JCH, 2009 WL 2235948B*2 (E.D. Mo. Jul. 27, 2009) (citing
Mershon v. Beasely, 994 F.2d 449, 451 {8Cir. 1993)). See also Kelly, 813 F.3d at 1078
(dismissing conspiracy claim whegnaintiff failed to allege any facts showing how and when
defendants came to an agreemenvitdate her rights). Plainfis conspiracy claim is wholly
conclusory, and as a result, fails to etatclaim upon which relief can be granteée Johnson

v. Perdue, 862 F.3d 712, 718 {8Cir. 2017) (internal quotationand citation omitted) (“The
complaint includes no facts suggesting the indiviidiedendants reached an agreement; instead,
it relies on conclusory allegations that thdetelants conspired throlignutual decisions and
correspondence and acted in concert and wittutal understanding. Because [plaintiff] was
unable to point to at least some facts whigbuld suggest that [defidants] reached an
understanding to violate [his] rights, he hast sufficiently alleged a conspiracy.”)See also
Hardy v. City of Kansas City, Mo., Case No. 4:19CV237 DGK, 2019 WL 3842876, at * 2 (W.D.
Mo. Aug. 14, 2019)Williams v. Progressive Ins. Co., Case No. 4:16CV1214 JAR, 2017 WL
1155894, at *2 (E.D. Mo. Mar. 28, 2017).

CONCLUSION

Accordingly,
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Counts Three and

Four of Plaintiff's First Amaded Complaint (ECF No. 116) GRANTED.

Dated this 2nd Day of Febrary, 2020.

/s/ Jean C. Hamilton
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE



