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MASSACHUSETTS

Richard Briggs v. Town of Ashland, Cara Rossi, and Michael Herbert

Civil Action No. 25-11382-FDS (D. Mass. Mar. 30, 2026) - No. Civil Action No. 25-11382-FDS; 1:25-cv-11382
- Decided March 30, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts considers defendants’ motion to
dismiss claims arising from alleged retaliation against a municipal police lieutenant who raised
concerns about an internal-affairs investigation. The court concludes that the plaintiff’s speech was
made pursuant to his official employment duties and therefore was not protected speech under the
First Amendment. The court grants dismissal of the federal claim and remands the remaining state-law

claims to Norfolk County Superior Court.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts
WRITING FOR THE COURT F. Dennis Say]or I\

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts
DECIDED March 30, 2026

DOCKET Civil Action No. 25-11382-FDS; 1:25-cv-11382

DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants removed the action from Norfolk County Superior Court

based on the federal-law claim and moved to dismiss under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the complaint must state a claim that is
plausible on its face. The court accepts well-pleaded facts as true and
draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor, but dismissal is
proper when the complaint lacks factual allegations supporting each

material element of an actionable legal theory.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; nonprecedential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

1. Whether Briggs's complaints to the police chief and town manager about the water-jug incident and the
proposed internal-affairs investigation were speech made as a citizen on a matter of public concern and

thus protected by the First Amendment.
2. Whether the complaint stated a viable First Amendment retaliation claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

3. Whether the district court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining Massachusetts-

law claims after dismissing the sole federal claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Briggs's statements to the police chief and town manager were made pursuant to his official employment
responsibilities, not as a citizen, because conducting or seeking guidance concerning an internal-affairs
investigation was part of the duties he was expected to perform and he communicated through the chain

of command.

2. The complaint failed to state a First Amendment retaliation claim because the alleged speech was made

pursuant to Briggs's official duties and therefore was not protected speech.

3. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law claims and

remanded them to Norfolk County Superior Court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The First Amendment retaliation claim therefore fails at the first prong of the analysis.” (Section I1I.A)

“For the foregoing reasons, defendants’ motion to dismiss is GRANTED in part as to Count 1. The case is
hereby REMANDED to the Norfolk County Superior Court.” (Section V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Richard Briggs was a lieutenant in the Ashland Police Department and was involved in reviewing an alleged
prank in which a water jug injured another officer. Briggs pressed for an internal-affairs or third-party
investigation and discussed his concerns with Police Chief Cara Rossi and Town Manager Michael Herbert. He
alleged that the defendants thereafter delayed or denied his promotion, offered him an inadequate salary, and
removed salary stipends in retaliation for his complaints. The court concluded that the alleged speech concerned
a matter of public concern but was made pursuant to Briggs's official employment responsibilities and therefore

was not protected First Amendment speech.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Briggs filed suit in Norfolk County Superior Court asserting federal constitutional and state-law claims arising
from alleged retaliation in his public employment. Defendants removed the action under 28 U.S.C. § 1441 and

moved to dismiss. The district court granted the motion as to the § 1983 First Amendment retaliation claim,



declined supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law claims, and remanded those claims to the state

court without reaching defendants' motion as to Counts 2 through 5.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The remaining state-law claims, Counts 2 through 5, are remanded to Norfolk County Superior Court. The

district court did not reach defendants' motion to dismiss those claims.
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