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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Tennessee ruled on a motion for judgment
on the pleadings filed by Ray Knowis and the City of Tullahoma in Jenna Amacher’s action arising
from the termination of her interim executive-director employment with the Tullahoma Housing
Authority. The court dismissed the First Amendment retaliation and conspiracy claim against the City,
but allowed those claims against Knowis in his individual capacity and allowed Amacher’s tortious-
interference-with-contract claim against Knowis to proceed. The court also declined to grant Knowis
qualified immunity at this stage.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant Ray Knowis and the City of Tullahoma moved for
judgment on the pleadings under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(c).

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 12(c) motion is evaluated under the same standard as a Rule
12(b)(6) motion. The court accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as
true, construes the complaint in the plaintiff's favor, and asks whether
the complaint states a plausible claim for relief. Legal conclusions and
conclusory allegations are not entitled to the presumption of truth.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Amacher plausibly pleaded First Amendment retaliation and conspiracy claims against Knowis
and the City.

2. Whether Knowis was entitled to qualified immunity at the judgment-on-the-pleadings stage.

3. Whether Amacher adequately pleaded municipal liability against the City under Monell.

4. Whether Amacher plausibly pleaded tortious interference with contract against Knowis.

5. Whether Knowis was entitled to qualified immunity on the state-law tortious-interference claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Amacher plausibly alleged First Amendment retaliation because she alleged protected speech, an
adverse action in the form of termination, and facts supporting an inference that refusal to dismiss her
prior lawsuit was a motivating factor in the termination.

2. Amacher plausibly alleged a Section 1983 conspiracy against Knowis by alleging a shared plan and
conspiratorial objective to suppress her protected lawsuit, along with overt acts that injured her.

3. Knowis was not entitled to qualified immunity on the First Amendment retaliation and conspiracy
claims at the judgment-on-the-pleadings stage.

4. Amacher failed to state a First Amendment claim against the City because she did not plausibly allege
that Knowis was a final policymaker with authority over her Housing Authority employment or that a
City policy or custom was the moving force behind the alleged violation.

5. Amacher plausibly pleaded tortious interference with contract against Knowis.

6. Knowis was not entitled to qualified immunity on Amacher's state-law tortious-interference claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff adequately alleges a First Amendment retaliation and conspiracy claim against Knowis.” (III.A.i)

“Thus, while Plaintiff adequately states a First Amendment claim against Knowis in his individual capacity,
she does not state claim against the City.” (III.A.iii)

“Plaintiff’s First Amendment retaliation and conspiracy claim against the City is DISMISSED WITH
PREJUDICE. Plaintiff’s First Amendment retaliation and conspiracy claim against Knowis in his individual
capacity remains. Plaintiff’s tortious-interference-with-contract claim against Knowis also remains.” (IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Amacher alleged that she was hired as Interim Executive Director of the Tullahoma Housing Authority under a
130-day employment contract. She alleged that Mayor Ray Knowis and several Housing Authority
commissioners repeatedly sought to induce her to dismiss a prior civil-rights lawsuit against Knowis and the
City. After she refused, the commissioners allegedly voted to terminate her employment 57 days into the
contract. She asserted First Amendment retaliation and conspiracy claims, a tortious-interference claim, breach
of contract, and a Tennessee Open Meetings Act claim.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Amacher filed this action asserting First Amendment retaliation and conspiracy claims against the City, the
Tullahoma Housing Authority, and several individuals, as well as state-law tortious-interference and contract
claims. Knowis and the City moved for judgment on the pleadings. The court granted the motion in part,
dismissing the First Amendment retaliation and conspiracy claim against the City with prejudice, but denied the
motion as to Knowis's individual-capacity federal claim and the tortious-interference claim against Knowis.
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