Heithcock v. Tennessee Department of Children&#039;s Services et al Doc. 68

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
NASHVILLE DIVISION

SAMARA HEITHCOCK, Individually
and as next friend of her minor
daughter, M. H.,

Plaintiff, NO. 3:14-cv-02377

JUDGE CAMPBELL
MAGISTRATE JUDGE BROWN

V.

TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF
CHILDREN'’S SERVICES, et al.,

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM

l. Introduction
Pending before the Court are Defendangr8s Motion For Summary Judgment (Doc.
No. 59); Plaintiff's Answer To Motion For Sunary Judgment (Doc. No. 62); and Defendant’s
Reply (Doc. No. 6). For the reasons sethfdselow, Defendant Suigg Motion For Summary
Judgment (Doc. No. 59) SRANTED, and this action iDISMISSED.

Il. Factual and Procedural Background

A. Procedural Background

Plaintiff Samara Heithcock brought this actiondividually and as next friend of her
minor daughter, M.H., raising claims under 45IC. § 1983 and Tennessee law arising out of
the temporary removal of M.H. from Plaintiffmustody. (Doc. Nos. 1, 6). Plaintiff named as
Defendants the Tennessee Department of €hild Services (“DCS”), DCS Commissioner
James M. Henry, DCS employee Sharonika Nelsores, DCS employee Jamila Sugri, and John

Does 1 through 10Id.)
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Through Memorandum and Order issued on August 14, 2015, Judge Aleta A. Trauger, to
whom this case was originally assigned, grarmdefendants’ motion to dmiss the Plaintiff's
federal claims for: (1) violation of Plaiffts Fourteenth Amendment right to familial
association; (2) violation of Plaintiff's darth Amendment protection against unreasonable
seizure; and (3) supervisory liability based on these two claims. (Doc. Nos. 33, 34). More
specifically, Judge Trauger determined that Eteéli Amendment sovereign immunity barred the
claims against Defendant DCS, and the officegbacity claims against Defendants Henry, Jones,
and Sugri; absolute testimonial immunity leairthe claims against Defendant Sugri for her
testimony and recommendationsthe juvenile courtgquasi-judicial immunitybarred the claims
against Defendant Sugri for herildhabuse investigation regarding M.H.; and Plaintiff failed to
allege any personal involvement supporting theividual capacity claims against Defendants
Henry or Jones.Id.) Judge Trauger declined to egise supplemental jurisdiction over
Plaintiff's state law claims because the federal claims had been dismissed, and because she
concluded that the subject matter of the actiaulal be best suited for resolution by Tennessee
courts. (d.)

Plaintiff appealed the dismissal, and the Sixth Circuit affirmed the dismissal of all claims
except Plaintiff's substantive due process claim for bad-faith child-services investigation against
Defendant Sugri and any supplemental statediamwns. (Doc. No. 46). On remand, Defendant
Sugri filed the pending motion for summgajudgment. (Doc. No. 59). The case was
subsequently reassigned to thrdersigned Judge. (Doc. No. 65).

B. Factual Background

Plaintiff Samara Heithcock is the motldéM.H., who was threeeaars old at the time of

the events relevant to thiswauit. (Response To Statement Qdisputed Facts In Support Of
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Defendant Sugri’'s Motion For Summary Judgment 1 (Doc. No. 64) @reinafter “Plaintiff's
Response To Facts”)). Plaintiff and M.H.’stHar, Homer Disher (hereinafter “Father”),
continued their relationship forshort time after the child was born, but by the events relevant to
this lawsuit, they lived separatelyd( at § 2). The parents shared custody of M.H. during the
events relevant here, and the child spédternating weekends with her fathdd.(at 1 3).

Plaintiff admits that the parents h&sbme hostility” toward each otherld(, at § 4).
Plaintiff has alleged that Fathemas overly sexually aggressive towdwer, and that he “solicited
a hooker” two days before the birth of M.Hd.jJ Plaintiff has taken ou& restraining order
against Father.ld.) Plaintiff has alleged Father isd®@mon worshipper, and has complained
about Father’s excessiveirtking and sexual addictionld() At various times prior to this case,
Plaintiff has asked the Williamson County Juver@eurt to restrict Fa#r’s visitation with
M.H. (Id., at  5).

According to Plaintiff, aftethe summer of 2013, M.H. bega&xhibiting behaviors that
caused her concern, like touchihgr vaginal area and attemptitginsert a hairbrush handle
into her vaginal area, causing redneks, @t I 6). Plaintiff reported these behaviors to M.H.’s
pediatrician in November 2013, who recommeahda appointment aDur Kids, a private
organization that provides expenedical evaluations and crisieunseling services in response
to concerns of child sexual abusél.(at § 7); (Doc. No. 60, at 2 n.1). Our Kids required
Plaintiff to refer concerns of sexual abu® DCS prior to making an appointmend. (at { 8).
Plaintiff called the DCS childkaise hotline and reported the beloasithat her child’s physician
suggested might be sexual abuse., @t T 9). Plaintiff did not alge that Father or anyone else

had actually abused M.HId() Pursuant to DCS operating procedure, Plaintiff's hotline call was



assigned to Child Protective Services investigator Jamila Sugri for further investigaltioat. §
10).

Defendant Sugri immediately scheduled Mfét. a forensic interview with Davis House
Child Advocacy Center, a private organization thetvides comprehensive services, such as
forensic interviews, case maanent, child and family adeacy, and counseling to alleged
child abuse victims and their non-offending family members or caregiversat( {1 11); (Doc.

No. 60, at 3 n. 2). The interview occurred on November 22, 2@LB. (

Defendant Sugri did not participate in the Naleer 22 forensic interview, but instructed
one of her colleagues to attend angort the details of the interviewld(, at § 12). The
colleague reported her summary to Defendant Sugri on the saméddayp¢fendant Sugri also
watched the video recording of the interview amdiewed the forensic investigator’s report.
(Id.) The forensic investigator’'s report classifigte child’'s interview statements as being a
“partial disclosure,” meaning the child ‘lawwledged that something happened, but did not
provide detail.” [d., at § 13).

According to Defendant Sugri, the reportnamnstrated inconsistencies in the child’'s
statements during the initial forensic interviewattiyjave her reasons to believe the child had not
suffered any sexual abuse: (1) the child inditdteat the abuse hadken place at Plaintiff's
house but was perpetrated by the éatleven though the father had betn present in Plaintiff's
house since the child was approately six months old; (2Yhe child’s statements were
internally inconsistent in that she told the forensic interviewer at various times that her clothes
were both on and off, and that the abuse had occurred at her father and mother’s house; (3) the
child was evasive in answering questions and flatly ignored some of the interviewer’s attempts to

gain additional information;ral (4) the only details related tbe child’s allegations that the
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father had touched her conoed the application of medm@, which her grandmother and
mother had also allegedly apmligDoc. No. 60, at 1 14-17). Ri&ff neither admits nor denies

that M.H made inconsistent statements, and contends that the alleged inconsistencies could be
due to a lack of training by Defendant.lgjRtiff’'s Response To Facts, at 11 14-17).

After watching the video of the interview, Plaintiff alleges that the interviewer coached
the child into making the disclosuresd.( at  18). Plaintiff adits that she does not know
whether M.H. was touched, but cents that this conclusion tee result of insufficient and
inadequate investigationd()

Because the initial forensictarview did not result in a clear disclosure, Defendant Sugri
scheduled three separate follow-up imtews to gather more informationld(, at § 19).
Plaintiff and the child appeared for these interviews.) ( According to Defendant Sugri, the
follow-up interviews did not result in sufficientformation to substantiate any claims of sexual
abuse by the child’s father or anyone else. (Daxc.69, at § 20). Plaintiff admits only that this is
Defendant’s interpretation diidse interviews. (Plaintiff's Rpsnse To Facts, at  20).

Plaintiff and Father appeaa in court on December 18013, on Plaintiff's motion to
restrict Father’s visitationld., at { 21). In evaluating whether testrict Father’s visitation, the
juvenile court inquired of Defenda Sugri about the status ofethinvestigationnto the sexual
abuse allegationsld, at 1 22). The following is the entiyeof Defendant Sugri’s testimony:

The Court:  What's your name, ma’am?

Ms. Sugri: Jamila Sugri.

The Court:  And you are through who?

Ms. Sugri: Department of Children’s Services.



The Court:  Okay. And is there some reason that | should be concerned about
this child going to her dad’s house?

Ms. Sugri: Can | ask that the Courndudible) due to the nature of the
allegations?

The Court:  Sure. So if you are not involved in this case, please remove
yourself from the courtroom, including you.

Ms. Sugri: (Inaudible), the departmerdceived a referral of allegations of
sexual abuse against M., anattltase is still undenvestigation.She was — M.
was forensically intervieweat the Child Advocacy Center, and in her interview,
she made a questionable disclosure, andesasked that she receive an extended
forensic of (sic) that center. So far dies been to two sessions. | believe she is
scheduled for another one today.

There has not been a clear discie. Disclosure — it's kind of
guestionable. The first forensic, she didwvell, the allegationginaudible), but
when she was interviewed, she stated timaugible) told her that touch her in the
private area, but she — the location did matke sense. It atdn’t have happened
there —

The Court: | gotcha.

Ms. Sugri: -- when she said it did. So we wanted a forensic — stated forensic
and —

The Court:  How long does that take?

Ms. Sugri: Probably about — she maeder one more time, which is today,
and after that, she doesn’t belighxat she needs to see her again.

The Court:  And then how long before you guys do what you do after?
Ms. Sugri: After that — well, if she —taf seeing her today, we will probably
just discuss it and it will be closed. So far, with the information we have, the
allegation will be unfounded, unless something changes.
The Court:  Okay. That’s enough. . . .

(Doc. No. 60-1, at 24-26; PlaintiffResponse To Facts, at | 22).

Following the hearing, Defenda8ugri discussed the case withther and Isi girlfriend.

(Plaintiff's Response To Facts, ®t24). Father denied hurtirige child and denied observing
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any concerning behaviors. (Doc. No. 60 at { PYring the conversation, Father alleged that
Plaintiff was mentally unstable and that the gdligons against him were initiated merely to
harass him. (Plaintiff's Rg®nse To Facts, at { 25).

During a conversation with Defendant Sugilidwing the hearing, Plaintiff alleged that
Father had hacked her emailsl.(at I 27). Plaintiff did not ree any other new concerns or
allegations against Father that couldriche basis for further investigatiotd.(

On January 27, 2014, Father served Plaintififi an emergency petition for custodid.(
at 28). Plaintiff's attorney requested a brief hearing on that day to determine temporary
placement pending a full hearing set for February 24, 20d4. (At the hearing, the child’s
guardianad litemcalled Defendant Sugri to testifyid(, at 1 29). Upon questioning from the
juvenile court, Defendant Sugri testified ath Father, not DCS, had filed the petition
characterizing the situation as an emergeridy, &t Y 30). Defendant Sugri testified that she had
concerns related to Plaintiff's potential actiobsf that those concerngere not enough for her
to file her own petition for emergency removal up until that poldt, &t 31). Defendant Sugri
informed the juvenile court thdter investigation into theoacerns about #h child’s sexual
behavior had resulted in thdegjations being unsubstantiatettl.(at § 32). That decision had
been made by Defendant Sugri and the ChitteRtive Investigative Team on January 23, 2014.

(1d.)

Defendant Sugri further testified aetlanuary 27, 2014 hearing as follows:

Q. (Inaudible). What concerns dgou have about Mother's mental
instability?
A. | have been around Mother with tbleild present, and statements are not —

| don't think they are stateamts that should be ma@eound the child, and that
happened, and she (inaudible) directiodiszontinue in that line of conversation
because of the child’s presence.



| have collected some ewdce from Mom, which # evidence was supposed to
show the irrational behavior on Fathepart, and there’s been text messages and
e-mails and in reading them | did notesehat | was supposed to see. | saw
instead — | had more concerasout her from that evidence.

Q. What did you see?

A. | saw Mother constantly going at thar and threats of having the child
removed from his custody.

Q. Did you see photographs (inaudible)?

A. There is a photograph of theildhtouching her -her private area.

* % %

Q. Do you have concern for the child’s safety if she remain[s] in Mother’s
care?
A. | don’t know what Mother is capable of. | really don't. | can’t say what my

concern will be that she will do, butwe can go by the reports made by CASA
[Court Appointed Special Advocates], stahe’s found out at Mom'’s (inaudible).

| would want to make sure that she’s pkand in time to (inaudible) make sure
that she’s okay and she’s going to be ableontinue to take care of her.

* % %

Q. Okay. And as far as the suicide mmpgs that you allege happen, who gave
you that information?

A. CASA.

* % %

Q. . . . What have you done to substet these claims that Mother has
attempted suicide?

A. Nothing. | found out about it today.

(Id., at 7 33).



Plaintiff admits she attempted to restfrather’s visitation rights with M.HId_, at T 35).
Plaintiff admits that she took a photographMifH. engaging in inappropriate behavior and
showed it to Defendant Sugrid(, at { 36). Plaintiff admits that M.H. entered the room during
her discussion of the casdth Defendant Sugrild., at § 34).

After hearing evidence and argument, the juvenile court ordered the child into DCS’s
custody. [d., at 1 37). Inits oralling, the court stated:

There’s a difference between not liking each other and ramping this up to an
extent where the damage done to the ami&y be irreversible if something is
not done immediately. | get it. I'm awdirce attorney. | see it all the time.

* % %

This is not typical parents not getting along, can’'t decide when the child is
going to get a haircut, you know.

* % %

But both of you, this has escalated far beyond what this Court feels
comfortable with with regard to thisot even 3 — 3-year-old child, almost 4,
that over the last two years, you guys haeen back and forth to court, that
the allegations made against bath you by each other have not only
continued, but have escalated to the poimallegations of sexual abuse that
have gotten the Child Protective Seescinvolved, and | think the parties
have requested psychological examinations.

| am worried about this child and | domhink that there’s anything that — any

orders that | could put in placeathwould make me sleep well tonight,
honestly.

(1d.)
In its order, the juvenile court acknowted that DCS had not filed a petition for

emergency removal or any petition related te tustody of the child. |lttherefore, ordered
Defendant Sugri and DCS to file atpien seeking removal of the childld(, at  38).
Following its oral ruling, the juvenile courtened a written order flecting its opinion. Id., at

1 39).



The child was initially placed intthe custody of Father’s fiancédd.( at § 40). On
February 12, 2014, during an emergency hearintheFa fiancée claina she could no longer
adequately care for the childpcgreturned custody to DCSId{ The child was then placed in
foster care on an emergency badi) (

On February 14, 2014, in order to compljthanthe juvenile cours January 27, 2014
order, DCS filed a “Petition tAdjudicate Dependency/NeglegtFor Temporary Legal Custody
In Response to the Court’'s Removal Ordeld., (@t § 41). Plaintiff admits that her Section 1983
claim does not relate to this Petitionamy other action takeafter January 27, 20141d()

On March 14, 2014, Plaintiff wagranted a ninety-day tridlome visit with the child.
(Id., at § 42). On June 24, 2014, Plaintiff regained full legal physical custody of the thjld. (
In total, the child spent approxitedy six weeks in foster cardd()

lll. Analysis

A. The Standards Governing Motions For Summary Judgment

Summary judgment should lganted "if the movant sh@athat there is no genuine
dispute as to any material faatd the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law." Fed. R.
Civ. P. 56(a). The Supreme Court has constiReld 56 to “mandate[] the entry of summary
judgment, after adequate time for discovery apdn motion, against a pgnvho fails to make a
showing sufficient to establish the existence oklament essential to that party’s case, and on
which that party will bear the burden of proof at trialélotex Corp. vCatrett, 477 U.S. 317,
322, 106 S.Ct. 2548, 91 L.Ed.2d 265 (1986).

In considering a motion for summary judgmy, a court must draw all reasonable
inferences in favor of the nonmoving par8ee, e.g., Matsuga Elec. Indus. Co., Ltd. v. Zenith

Radio Corp475 U.S. 574, 587-88, 106 S.Ct. 1348, 89 L.Ed.2d 538 (1®86Eve v. Franklin
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County, Ohio,743 F.3d 126, 132 (6th Cir. 2014). The ¢aloes not, howevemake credibility
determinations, weigh the evidence, or determine the truth of the nfstekrson v. Liberty
Lobby, Inc, 477 U.S. 242, 255, 106 S.Ct. 2505, 91 L.Ed.2d 202 (1986).

In order to defeat the mion, the nonmoving party mugtrovide evidence, beyond the
pleadings, upon which a reasonable jury could return a verdict in its faglmtex Corp.477
U.S. at 324Shreve743 F.3d at 132Ultimately, the court is to determine “whether the evidence
presents a sufficient disagreement to require ggiom to a jury or whether it is so one-sided
that one party must prevail as a matter of lafntlerson477 U.S. at 251-52.

B. Substantive Due Process: Bad Faith Investigation

On appeal, the Sixth Circuit explained tha&ameters governing Plaintiff's substantive
due process claim against Defiant Sugri as follows:

Although parents and children haseclearly establieed substantive due-
process right to family integrity, that ‘right is limited by an equal[ly] compelling
governmental interest inalprotection of children, pactularly where the children
need to be protected from their own parerfattmyer v. Maas436 F.3d 684,
690 (6" Cir. 2006). Thus, ‘the right to familial association is not implicated
merely by governmental investigatiorio allegations of child abusdd.

But we devised that principle witdne qualification: ‘This may be different,’
we cautioned, ‘if there is evidence thhe investigation was undertaken in bad
faith or with a malicious motive or ifttics used to investigate would “shock the
conscience.”ld. At 692, n.1;accord Kolley v. Adult Protective Servg25 F.3d
581, 585 (8 Cir. 2013). And indeed, HeithcocKemed that Sugri’'s investigation
was done in bad faith and wiimproper investigatory tactics.

Yet, because the right to familial association ‘focus[es] on the parental
right of custody and control over their childreKpttmyer 436 F.3d at 691, the
notion that bad-faith child-services investigations can violate that constitutional
right seems at odds with another princiglet, ‘[b]Jecause the juvenile court has
the ultimate decisionmaking power with respect to placement and custody, it
alone could deprive [a parémif his fundamental rightPittman 640 F.3d at 729.
Thus, while it is generally true that gnthe court that ordered a child removed
from custody can deprive a parent of the right to familial association, there is an

11



exception for when the court order is based on a bad-faith child-services
investigation.

In sum, Heithcock stated a claithat Sugri's bad-figh investigation

violated her constitutional right to familial association, and the district court’s

judgment dismissing this claim on quad immunity groundsvas in error.
(Doc. No. 46, at 7-8).

In order to establish her claim at trial, thi@re, Plaintiff mustisow that Defendant Sugri
engaged in a bad-faith child-sezgs investigation, anithat the juvenile aurt’'s order removing
M.H. from her custody was bad on that investigation.

In that regard, Plaintiff coehds that absent Defendant Sugri’s “invented facts of [her]
mental instability and aggressiveness towar8.M.father, which she made appear as though she
were simply adopting facts from CASA, theurt would never have removed M.H.” (Doc. No.
62, at 2). The fabrication of evidence during adchbuse and negleatvestigation can support a
claim of bad-faith investigationSee Abdulsalaam v. Franklin County Bd. of Com’i&37
F.Supp.2d 561, 583 (S.D. Ohio 2009). To supportaliegation that Defendant Sugri fabricated
evidence, Plaintiff has filed a CASA Reportteth February 24, 2014yritten by Ruth A.
Gunning, in which Ms. Gunning states:

[Father] is allegedly under criminahvestigation in Williamson County for

perjury, obstruction of justice and invasiof privacy. Some of these inaccurate

statements and facts may have led to some of the previous court activity by

[Mother] and a misinterpretation dahe facts by CASA during the initial

investigation.

(Doc. No. 63-4, at 2).
The Court is not persuaded that this rep#evidence of fabrication by Defendant Sugri.

First, the report was writteafter Defendant Sugri’s testimony #te January 27, 2014 hearing

that resulted in removal of the dhil In addition, the report suggests tH@ASA not the

12



Defendant, may have misinterpedtfacts about Plaintiff durings initial investigation. That
Defendant Sugri recounted CASA'’s initialmabusions during her January 24, 2014 testimony
does not suggest that she fabricated evide@cethe contrary, Defendant Sugri made clear
during her testimony that she had not conductedndapendent investigation to confirm the
initial conclusions reached by CASA. To the extent that Plaintggests the initial CASA
reports do not accord with Deféant Sugri’'s testimony at thieearing, Plaintiff has failed
identify any such discrepancy.

Plaintiff also argues that Defendant Sugjiould have interviewed her mother and her
son as part of her investigation. In that relgdlaintiff has filed Defedant Sugri’'s report of a
conversation with Plaintiff's son, and a reportaotonversation with Plaintiff and her mother,
but argues that these conversasi did not occur as reportg@oc. Nos. 63-5, 63-6). Plaintiff
contends that the conversation with her son la&bdut five (5) minutes,” and appears to deny
that her mother actually spoke as suggestatianreport. (Doc. No. 63, at 4, 5). According to
Plaintiff, these witnesses would have told Defant Sugri that she was “mentally stable, am a
good parent to M.H., and was gemelly concerned about M.H.Id, at 4).

Even if the conversations were not as egiee as reported, howew Plaintiff has not
shown that the reports were intentionally fabricated. Nor has Plaintiff shown that interviewing
these individuals would have fhdred the investigatn of possible sexual abuse of M.H., given
that neither Plaintiffs son noher mother are alleged to have information relevant to the
allegation. Most importantly, Platiff has not shown that the opinions of her son and mother
would have had any bearing oretjuvenile court’s desion to remove thehild even if those

opinions had been conveyed to the taluring the January 27, 2014 hearing.
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Plaintiff's other arguments rd&ato her disagreement with tan statements attributed to
her in a report written by Defendant Sugri. (Dbo. 63-3). For example, according to Plaintiff,

| never stated | was convinced that stmmey happened to M.H. and that [Father

and his girlfriend] were regaging in sexual activity ifront of M. H. Rather, |

asked Sugri if she believed this was pbigsil never threatened to take legal

action against anyone. | told her | wasrgpto try to get a subpoena to prove

[Father] had hacked my email, since tvas true and | felt | needed evidence to

show | was not mentally unstablé. never asked Sugri whether a felony

conviction would keep [Father] awayom M.H. forever and | never apologized

for ‘wasting her time’ since as previousated, | did not want her in my home.

(Doc. No. 63, at 3-4).

Although Plaintiff believes the pert is inaccurate, howeveshe has not shown that the
report was intentionally fabricated. Indeed,aiRliff's objections are primarily aimed at
Defendant Sugri’s interpretatiord Plaintiff’'s statements. Regdless, Plaintiff has not shown
that Defendant Sugri repeatéiiese statements during hestimony at the January 27, 2014
hearing.

Therefore, the Court concludes that Pl#iritas failed to demonstrate the existence of a
material factual dispute that Defendant Sugri gegan a bad-faith child-services investigation.
Plaintiff has not adduced evidence that the investigation was undertaken in bad faith, or with a
malicious motive, or involved tactics that “shock the conscience.”

Even if Plaintiff were able to demonsiathat Defendant Sugs investigation was
conducted in bad faith, however, she has failethaie the required showing as to the second
element of her claim by demonstrating that timeepile court’'s decisioto remove M.H. was
based on that investigation. bel, the explanation given by tjuzenile court does not focus

on Defendant Sugri’s investigation, but ratheties primarily on the history of animosity

between Plaintiff and the child’s father:

14



But both of you, this has escalated far beyond what this Court feels
comfortable with with regard to thisot even 3 — 3-year-old child, almost 4,
that over the last two years, you guys hbeen back and forth to court, that
the allegations made against bath you by each other have not only
continued, but have escalated to the poindllegations of sexual abuse that
have gotten the Child Protective Seescinvolved, and | think the parties
have requested psychological examinations.

| am worried about this child and | domhink that there’s anything that — any

orders that | could put in placeathwould make me sleep well tonight,

honestly.

So I'm asking — ordering DCS to file a petition for emergency removal . . . |

am not making a recommendation with regard to placement because I've got

concerns about both parents.
(Doc. No. 64 at 1 37; Doc. No. 60-4, at 14-15).

For these reasons, the Court concludes Blaintiff has failed to make a showing
sufficient to establish the elements of habstantive due process claim based on a bad-faith
child-services investigation. Accordingly, Defend&ugri is entitled tsummary judgment on

that claim.

C. Supplemental Jurisdiction

Plaintiff has also raised various state lalaims in her Amended Complaint. A federal
court may decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over state law claims if all federal claims
have been dismissed. 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(3)vesihat Plaintiff's federal claims have been
dismissed, and her state law claims involve family issues that are bestited to be heard by
Tennessee state courts, as ex@diin Judge Trauger’s earliarfling (Doc. No. 33, at 24), the

Court declines to exercise supplemepiakdiction over the stte law claims.

= L

WILLIAM L. CAMPBELL’, JR./
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

15

It is SOORDERED.




