
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Kevin Morgan v. Charles County Sheriff's Office, et al.; Kevin
Morgan v. L. Leapley, et al.

Morgan · No. Civil Action Nos. MJM-24-909 and MJM-25-009 · Decided March 3, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland consolidated two civil rights actions
brought by Kevin Morgan concerning an alleged use of excessive force during the collection of a
DNA sample at the Charles County Detention Center. The court dismissed the claims against the
Charles County Sheriff's Office and Charles County Detention Center, granted summary judgment to
the individual officers, and denied Morgan's motions for counsel, discovery, and leave to amend. The
opinion addresses excessive-force claims, municipal liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, summary
judgment, and related procedural motions.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Maryland

WRITING FOR THE COURT Matthew J. Maddox

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Maryland

DECIDED March 3, 2026

DOCKET Civil Action Nos. MJM-24-909 and MJM-25-009

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court consolidated two civil-rights actions arising from the same
alleged use of force and considered defendants' motions to dismiss or,
alternatively, for summary judgment, Morgan's cross-motions for
summary judgment, and several non-dispositive motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), the court assessed
whether the complaint stated a facially plausible claim, accepting well-
pleaded factual allegations as true and drawing reasonable inferences
for the plaintiff. Under Rule 56, summary judgment was proper if
there was no genuine dispute of material fact and the movant was
entitled to judgment as a matter of law, with the evidence viewed in
the light most favorable to the nonmoving party. For the pretrial
detainee's excessive-force claim, the court applied Kingsley's
objective-reasonableness standard.

PARTIES Kevin Morgan v. Charles County Sheriff's Office, Charles County
Detention Center, PFC Troy Conner, PFC David Garrison, Officer



Robert Calhoun, Officer Luke Leapley

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the officers' use of force during the execution of the DNA-collection warrant was objectively
unreasonable under the Fourteenth Amendment.

2. Whether the video evidence so clearly contradicted Morgan's account that summary judgment was
appropriate despite conflicting affidavits.

3. Whether the Charles County Detention Center was a suable person under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

4. Whether the Charles County Sheriff's Office was immune from Morgan's federal suit under the Eleventh
Amendment.

5. Whether Morgan stated a viable § 1983 municipal-liability or supervisory-liability claim.

6. Whether Morgan's proposed amendment adding Charles County as a defendant would be futile.

7. Whether Morgan's state-law claims should remain in federal court after dismissal of the federal claims.

8. Whether Morgan established exceptional circumstances warranting appointment of counsel or
demonstrated a need for additional discovery under Rule 56(d).

HOLDINGS

1. A pretrial detainee's excessive-force claim is governed by an objective-reasonableness standard, and the
officers' physical restraint of Morgan during the DNA collection was objectively reasonable under the
circumstances.

2. When a video recording clearly contradicts a party's version of events so that no reasonable jury could
believe that version, the court may decline to adopt it for summary-judgment purposes.

3. The Charles County Detention Center is not a person subject to suit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and was
properly dismissed.

4. The Charles County Sheriff's Office was entitled to dismissal on Eleventh Amendment immunity
grounds because Maryland sheriffs and deputy sheriffs are state, rather than county, officials for
purposes of Maryland law.

5. Morgan's proposed amendment adding Charles County was futile because he alleged no policy or
custom causing the constitutional injury and § 1983 does not impose respondeat superior liability on
municipalities.

6. Morgan failed to state a supervisory-liability claim because he did not adequately allege the elements of
supervisory knowledge, deliberate indifference or tacit authorization, and an affirmative causal link.

7. The court declined supplemental jurisdiction over any state tort claims after dismissing the federal
claims and dismissed those claims without prejudice.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



On January 31, 2022, officers went to the Charles County Detention Center to collect Morgan's DNA pursuant to
a warrant while Morgan was restrained by one hand to a wall. Morgan alleged that he resisted the collection, that
Conner pushed him against the wall, Garrison bent his arm, Leapley punched him, and Calhoun placed him in a
chokehold. Defendants and video evidence portrayed Morgan as refusing or resisting the collection, taking a
fighting stance, and continuing to struggle while officers used restraint techniques to gain control and then
handcuffed him. The court found that the video materially contradicted Morgan's account and that he suffered no
notable injuries.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Morgan filed Civil Action No. MJM-24-909 against the Charles County Sheriff's Office, the Charles County
Detention Center, and four officers, and later filed Civil Action No. MJM-25-009 against the four officers.
Because the pleadings and dispositive motions in the two cases were identical as to the overlapping defendants
and claims, the court consolidated the cases for dispositive review. The court denied the non-dispositive motions,
dismissed the claims against the Sheriff's Office and Detention Center, granted summary judgment to Conner,
Garrison, Calhoun, and Leapley, and dismissed any state-law claims without prejudice.
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