UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
NORTH CAROLINA, ASHEVILLE DIVISION

Austin Amos Byrnside v. Lowell Griffin, et al.

Byrnside - No. 1:23-cv-319-MEO - Decided January 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of North Carolina granted Defendants’

motion for summary judgment in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action brought by a pretrial detainee alleging

excessive force, deliberate indifference to a serious medical need, and municipal liability. The court

held that the evidence did not establish a genuine dispute of material fact and also found that qualified

immunity supported judgment for the individual defendants. The court dismissed the defendants’

assault and battery counterclaims pursuant to their stipulation and dismissed the action with prejudice.
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Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning alleged
excessive force, deliberate indifference to a serious medical need, and
an allegedly unreasonable use-of-force policy while Plaintiff was a
pretrial detainee. Defendants moved for summary judgment, and

Plaintiff did not respond.

Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows there is no
genuine dispute as to any material fact and is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The court considers admissible evidence and views the
evidence and reasonable inferences in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, but a party may not rely on mere allegations or
denials in the pleadings. Under Scott v. Harris, the court need not

adopt a version of events blatantly contradicted by the record.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the deputy defendants used objectively unreasonable force against Plaintiff, a pretrial detainee,

in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment.

2. Whether the deputy defendants were deliberately indifferent to a serious medical need by failing to

provide earlier decontamination or medical care.

3. Whether Plaintiff established municipal liability or official-capacity liability based on an allegedly

unreasonable use-of-force policy.
4. Whether the defendants were entitled to qualified immunity.

5. Whether the deputy defendants' assault and battery counterclaims should be dismissed pursuant to their

stipulation after summary judgment was granted.

HOLDINGS

1. The deputy defendants were entitled to summary judgment because the forecast of evidence did not

show that their force was objectively unreasonable under the circumstances.

2. The deputy defendants were entitled to summary judgment because Plaintiff failed to forecast evidence
that he had a sufficiently serious condition, that defendants knowingly, intentionally, or recklessly failed

to address a substantial risk, or that he was harmed by the alleged delay.

3. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's policy-based and official-capacity claims
because Plaintiff presented no evidence of a municipal policy or custom and failed to establish an

underlying constitutional violation.

4. The defendants were independently entitled to summary judgment on qualified-immunity grounds

because Plaintiff did not establish a constitutional violation.

5. The counterclaims were dismissed pursuant to the deputy defendants' stipulation contingent on the grant
of summary judgment.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“To succeed on an excessive force claim, a pretrial detainee must show only that the force “purposely or

knowingly used against him was objectively unreasonable.”” (at 6)
“There are three necessary elements for Monell liability.” (at 10)

“The Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment [Doc. 30] is GRANTED and this action is DISMISSED
WITH PREJUDICE.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a pretrial detainee at the Henderson County Detention Center, participated in a coordinated disturbance
intended to provoke officers into entering his cell. He refused orders to submit to handcuffs, threw liquid at
officers, pushed a taser shield, attempted to strike an officer, and continued resisting while officers used limited
physical force, taser devices, and strikes to restrain him. Plaintiff was eventually handcuffed and removed
without further incident; he later reported a headache, blurred vision, soreness, and a suspected concussion but

received no medical treatment and showered approximately seven hours after the incident.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The complaint passed initial review as to excessive force and deliberate-indifference claims against deputy
defendants and a policy-based claim against Sheriff Lowell Griffin and the deputy defendants. The deputy
defendants asserted assault and battery counterclaims, and default was entered on those counterclaims. After
Defendants moved for summary judgment and Plaintiff failed to respond, the court granted summary judgment
on all claims, dismissed the counterclaims pursuant to the deputy defendants' stipulation, and dismissed the
action with prejudice.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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