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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana rules on Defendants’ motion for
summary judgment in a civil rights action arising from Maurice Williams’s arrest by Officer Charles
Brown. The court grants summary judgment on the federal and state false-arrest and malicious-
prosecution claims, denies summary judgment on the state-law battery claim, and finds Officer Brown
entitled to qualified immunity on the federal excessive-force claim. The excerpt also addresses the
parties’ disputed accounts of the arrest and Plaintiff’s state-law defamation claim, but it ends before
the defamation analysis and final disposition are complete.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for summary judgment on federal and state claims
arising from Plaintiff's arrest and the force used during the arrest. The
court granted the motion in part and denied it in part, granting
qualified immunity on the federal excessive-force claim, dismissing
several claims, and declining supplemental jurisdiction over the
remaining state-law claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The evidence of the nonmovant is believed and justifiable
inferences are drawn in the nonmovant's favor. For qualified
immunity, the plaintiff must establish a violation of clearly established
law and a genuine dispute concerning the objective reasonableness of
the official's conduct.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the facially valid bench warrant and the absence of evidence that Brown knowingly tainted the
issuing judge's decision defeated Williams's federal and state false-arrest claims.

2. Whether the same evidence defeated Williams's federal and state malicious-prosecution claims.

3. Whether disputed facts concerning the arrest altercation precluded summary judgment on the federal
excessive-force and state battery claims.

4. Whether Brown was entitled to qualified immunity on the federal excessive-force claim.

5. Whether probable cause for the arrest afforded Brown a qualified privilege defeating Williams's state
defamation claim.

6. Whether the court should decline supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law battery and
vicarious-liability claims after dismissing the federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. A facially valid arrest warrant supported the arrest with probable cause, and Williams failed to produce
evidence affirmatively showing that Brown knowingly tainted the independent judge's decision by
omission or commission. The federal and state false-arrest claims therefore failed.

2. Williams's federal and state malicious-prosecution claims failed because the arrest was supported by a
bench warrant and Williams presented no evidence that Brown tainted the state judge's probable-cause
determination.

3. Disputed material facts concerning the altercation prevented the court from determining as a matter of
law whether Brown's use of force was objectively reasonable. Summary judgment was therefore
unavailable on the state battery claim, although Brown was entitled to qualified immunity on the federal
excessive-force claim.

4. Brown was entitled to qualified immunity on Williams's federal excessive-force claim because Williams
offered only conclusory allegations of malice and failed to establish that Brown violated clearly
established law or that genuine factual disputes concerned the objective reasonableness of Brown's
conduct under the qualified-immunity standard.



5. Because the arrest was supported by probable cause, Louisiana law afforded Brown a qualified privilege
for reports concerning the arrest and charges, defeating Williams's defamation claim.

6. After dismissing all federal claims, the court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the
remaining state-law battery and vicarious-liability claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is well settled that if facts supporting an arrest are placed before an independent intermediary such as a
magistrate or grand jury, the intermediary’s decision breaks the chain of causation for false arrest, insulating
the initiating party.” (Section IV.A)

“Because the parties dispute all material facts surrounding the altercation that ensued during Brown’s arrest
of Plaintiff, the Court cannot make the “fact intensive” determination of whether Brown’s actions were
objectively reasonable as a matter of law on the record before it.” (Section IV.C.i)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Officer Charles Brown issued Williams a summons for violating a dogs-at-large ordinance, but the summons
contained a disputed and apparently incorrect court date. A state-court judge later issued a bench warrant for
Williams's failure to appear. When Brown went to Williams's home to execute the warrant, Williams turned
toward the home, asserting that he was trying to get his shoes or alert his granddaughter, while Defendants
asserted that he was resisting or attempting to retreat. Brown used hands-on force and pepper spray, and the
parties disputed the material circumstances of the altercation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Williams filed suit on February 17, 2023, against Officer Charles Brown and the Town of Clinton. The court
previously dismissed false-arrest, defamation, malicious-prosecution, and punitive-damages claims without
prejudice to amendment. Williams filed an amended complaint asserting federal false arrest, illegal seizure and
excessive force, and malicious prosecution claims, along with state battery, defamation, and malicious
prosecution claims. After discovery, Defendants moved for summary judgment; the court granted the motion as
to the false-arrest, malicious-prosecution, and defamation claims and as to qualified immunity on the federal
excessive-force claim, denied summary judgment on the state battery claim, and declined supplemental
jurisdiction over the surviving state-law claims.
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