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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of North Carolina considers Defendants’
motion for judgment on the pleadings in a civil rights action arising from the fatal police shooting of
Jason Lipscomb. The court holds that the officers’ use of deadly force was objectively reasonable
under the Fourth Amendment and, alternatively, protected by qualified immunity. The court grants the
motion for judgment on the pleadings.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Western District of North Carolina,
Charlotte Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Kenneth D. Bell

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Western District of North Carolina,
Charlotte Division

DECIDED February 2, 2026

DOCKET 3:25-CV-00527-KDB-DCK

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, including Fourth
Amendment excessive-force claims and a Monell claim, together with
North Carolina assault-and-battery, equal-protection, and punitive-
damages claims. After answering the complaint, defendants moved for
judgment on the pleadings under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(c).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(c) motion, the court accepts the nonmovant's factual
averments as true and draws reasonable inferences in the nonmovant's
favor. Judgment is proper when undisputed facts establish that the
movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The court generally
applies the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility standard, while considering
materials integral to and authentic with the pleadings, including body-



camera video that clearly depicts facts contrary to the complaint or
blatantly contradicts its allegations.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district-court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that the officers' use of deadly force violated Lipscomb's Fourth
Amendment right to be free from unreasonable seizures.

2. Whether the individual officers were entitled to qualified immunity because their conduct did not violate
a constitutional right or, alternatively, because any such right was not clearly established.

3. Whether the absence of a viable excessive-force claim required judgment for defendants on the City's
Monell and Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claims.

4. Whether Officer Beaver was entitled to judgment on the North Carolina assault-and-battery claim.

5. Whether plaintiff could maintain a separate claim for punitive damages after judgment on the underlying
claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The court may consider authenticated body-camera videos because they were integral to the complaint
and clearly depicted facts contrary to, or blatantly contradicting, material allegations in the complaint.

2. The officers' use of deadly force was objectively reasonable under the totality of the circumstances and
therefore did not violate the Fourth Amendment.

3. The individual officers were entitled to qualified immunity because the alleged conduct did not violate
the Fourth Amendment and, alternatively, no clearly established law would have put a reasonable officer
on notice that deadly force was unlawful in these circumstances.

4. The City's Monell claim and plaintiff's Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claim could not proceed
because both were premised on the alleged wrongful shooting, and the court found no constitutional
violation.

5. Officer Beaver was entitled to judgment on the pleadings on the assault-and-battery claim because the
court determined that the force used was reasonable and non-excessive.

6. Plaintiff's punitive-damages claim could not survive because punitive damages were sought only as an
additional remedy for underlying claims that had been dismissed.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“As a matter of law, the judgment of the Defendants to use deadly force – faced with a suspect who had
ignored their pleas that he end his flight and then ran over one of their fellow officers as he continued to flee
– was objectively reasonable, not excessive, and did not violate Lipscomb’s Fourth Amendment rights.”
(Section III.B)

“Qualified immunity protects officers who commit constitutional violations but who, in light of clearly
established law, could reasonably believe that their actions were lawful.” (Section III.C)

“Defendants’ Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings (Doc. No. 12) is GRANTED” (Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police officers went to investigate a reported kidnapping involving children who had already been returned
safely to their mother. Lipscomb fled to a vehicle despite commands to stop, and the vehicle abruptly reversed,
striking and dragging Officer Brown before moving forward toward Detective Sepulveda. Officers Sepulveda,
Beaver, and Hamorsky fired at the vehicle; Lipscomb was fatally shot and the vehicle later crashed into a parked
car. The court relied on the complaint and authenticated body-camera footage, which it found contradicted
material aspects of the complaint's description of the vehicle's movement and the timing of the shooting.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Thelma Mackins filed the action on July 19, 2025, arising from the fatal police shooting of Jason Lipscomb on
July 20, 2022. Defendants answered and moved for judgment on the pleadings. After briefing and oral argument,
the district court granted the motion as to all claims and directed the Clerk to close the case.
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