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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri addresses Defendants’ motion to
dismiss Melvin Harris’s First Amended Complaint under Rule 12(b)(6). The Court holds that Harris
plausibly pleaded a Fourth Amendment excessive-force claim against Officer Stanley Dooley in his
individual capacity, but failed to state a Monell claim against St. Louis County. The motion is granted
in part and denied in part, leaving the individual-capacity claim against Dooley pending.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint asserting claims under 42
U.S.C. § 1983.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepted well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, drew reasonable inferences in Plaintiff's favor, and
assessed whether the complaint stated a facially plausible claim. For
qualified immunity at the pleading stage, the court asked whether the
alleged facts showed a constitutional violation and whether the right
was clearly established.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Harris plausibly alleged that Officer Dooley used excessive force in violation of the Fourth
Amendment and whether Dooley was entitled to qualified immunity at the motion-to-dismiss stage.

2. Whether Harris's official-capacity claim against Dooley was duplicative of his claim against St. Louis
County.

3. Whether Harris plausibly pleaded municipal liability against St. Louis County based on an official
policy, an unofficial custom, or failure to train or supervise.

HOLDINGS

1. Harris plausibly alleged that Dooley violated the Fourth Amendment by using deadly force against an
allegedly unarmed fleeing suspect who did not pose a significant threat, and the allegations were
sufficient at the pleading stage to defeat qualified immunity.

2. The official-capacity claim against Dooley was duplicative of the Monell claim against St. Louis County
and was dismissed.

3. Harris failed to state a plausible Monell claim under an official-policy, unofficial-custom, failure-to-
train, or failure-to-supervise theory because he did not allege sufficient facts connecting an official
County policy or persistent custom, or a known training or supervision deficiency, to the alleged
constitutional violation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss, “a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted
as true, ‘to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’””

“Based on the facts alleged in the Amended Complaint, a reasonable officer would have known “that the use
of deadly force against a fleeing suspect who does not pose a significant threat . . . to the officer or others is
not permitted.””

“Plaintiff failed to provide the necessary factual allegations to plead a Monell claim under any theory of
liability.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Harris was driving near protests and civil unrest when police pursued his vehicle after claiming that someone
inside had fired gunshots. After the pursuit ended on a dead-end street, Harris and two passengers fled on foot;
Harris alleged that he was clearly unarmed and was the last person to jump a fence. Officer Stanley Dooley
allegedly pursued Harris with his firearm drawn and pointed at him, yelled an insult, and fired thirteen shots,
eleven of which struck Harris. A firearm belonging to one passenger was later recovered in the woods, and
Harris subsequently pleaded guilty to felony resisting arrest.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Harris filed suit in Missouri state court after pleading guilty to felony resisting arrest. Defendants removed the
action to the Eastern District of Missouri under 28 U.S.C. § 1441(a). Harris filed a First Amended Complaint as
a matter of course, and Defendants renewed their motion to dismiss. The court denied dismissal of the
individual-capacity excessive-force claim against Officer Dooley but dismissed the official-capacity claim
against Dooley and the Monell claim against St. Louis County.
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