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SUMMARY

The document is an Order, Memorandum Opinion, and Recommendation addressing motions in
Samuel Lee Patterson’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action arising from a March 2021 arrest in North Carolina.
The magistrate judge denies the motion to seal, recommends denying Patterson’s motion to amend,
and recommends granting the defendants’ motions for summary judgment. The opinion discusses
Heck v. Humphrey, excessive force, bystander liability, deliberate indifference to medical needs,
qualified immunity, and official-capacity claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 arising from a
March 2021 arrest. The magistrate judge considered defendants'
motions for summary judgment, plaintiff's motion to amend, a
discovery motion, and a motion to seal medical records, and issued an
order and memorandum opinion and recommendation.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when no genuine dispute of
material fact exists and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The evidence and reasonable inferences are viewed in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party, but the nonmoving party must
present evidence beyond the pleadings sufficient for a reasonable
factfinder to return a verdict in its favor. A video recording that
blatantly contradicts a party's account may control the facts for
summary-judgment purposes.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished and nonprecedential magistrate-judge report and
recommendation

PARTIES Samuel Lee Patterson v. B. Laws, M.G. Wolfe

TOPICS

section 1983 police misconduct summary judgment qualified immunity fourth amendment

PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights litigation constitutional torts federal civil procedure prisoner civil rights police misconduct

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff should be permitted to file a second amended complaint after discovery closed and
summary-judgment motions were briefed.

2. Whether plaintiff's claims challenging the lawfulness of the vehicle pursuit and arrest were barred by
Heck v. Humphrey because his convictions remained valid.

3. Whether the evidence created a genuine dispute that Defendant Wolfe used excessive force during
plaintiff's restraint and arrest.

4. Whether defendants were liable under a bystander-liability theory for failing to intervene in an alleged
use of excessive force.

5. Whether Defendant Wolfe was deliberately indifferent to plaintiff's serious medical needs by allegedly
providing misleading information to emergency personnel.

6. Whether Defendant Wolfe was entitled to qualified immunity.

7. Whether plaintiff's official-capacity claim against Defendant Wolfe could proceed without an underlying
constitutional violation.

8. Whether Defendant Laws used excessive force after plaintiff was handcuffed and restrained.

9. Whether Defendant Wolfe's medical records should be sealed under the First Amendment right of access
to judicial records.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to amend was properly denied because the proposed amendment, filed more than two years after
the action began and after discovery and summary-judgment briefing, would cause undue delay and
prejudice.

2. To the extent plaintiff sought to undermine his convictions by challenging the lawfulness of the vehicle
pursuit or arrest, those claims were barred by Heck v. Humphrey because the convictions had not been
reversed, expunged, declared invalid, or called into question by habeas relief.

3. Summary judgment was warranted on the excessive-force claims because the record and video evidence
showed no genuine dispute that the force used to restrain plaintiff during the arrest was objectively



unreasonable, and the video contradicted plaintiff's allegation that force continued after he was
handcuffed.

4. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on plaintiff's failure-to-intervene claims because
plaintiff failed to establish an underlying constitutional violation and the record did not show that either
defendant had a reasonable opportunity to prevent the alleged strike.

5. Plaintiff failed to establish deliberate indifference because he received prompt and adequate medical
care, and the alleged misleading statement by Wolfe did not delay or deny treatment.

6. Wolfe was entitled to qualified immunity because plaintiff failed to demonstrate a constitutional
violation.

7. Plaintiff's official-capacity claim against Wolfe failed because there was no underlying constitutional
violation supporting municipal liability.

8. The motion to seal was denied because defendant did not show a compelling governmental interest
narrowly tailored to overcome the First Amendment right of access to judicial records.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“when a state prisoner seeks damages in a section 1983 suit, the district court must consider whether a
judgment in favor of the plaintiff would necessarily imply the invalidity of his conviction or sentence” (at 487)

“The Fourth Amendment’s bar on unreasonable seizures prohibits the use of excessive force by a police
officer in effectuating an arrest.” (at 396)

“an officer may be liable under § 1983, on a theory of bystander liability, if he: (1) knows that a fellow officer
is violating an individual’s constitutional rights; (2) has a reasonable opportunity to prevent the harm; and
(3) chooses not to act.” (at 203-04)

“when execution of a government’s policy or custom, whether made by its lawmakers or by those whose edicts
or acts may fairly be said to represent official policy, inflicts the injury that the government as an entity is
responsible.” (at 694)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During a March 13, 2021 incident, Defendant Wolfe observed plaintiff driving at excessive speed and initiated a
vehicle pursuit after plaintiff failed to stop. The pursuit continued at high speed and involved dangerous driving
before Defendant Laws used a precision immobilization maneuver; plaintiff then attempted to flee on foot and
resisted officers' efforts to restrain and handcuff him. Plaintiff alleged that officers used excessive force,
including after he was handcuffed, that Wolfe failed to intervene and interfered with medical care, and that
defendants were liable in their official capacities. Video and other record evidence showed that plaintiff received
prompt medical treatment, including staples for a scalp laceration, and did not show force after he was
handcuffed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The original complaint against Defendant Laws was dismissed, but a prior judgment was partially vacated and
an amended complaint was allowed to proceed against Laws on a limited individual-capacity excessive-force



claim and against Wolfe. After discovery closed and defendants moved for summary judgment, plaintiff sought
leave to file a second amended complaint. The court denied the motion to seal and denied the remaining
discovery request as moot, recommended granting summary judgment to Laws and Wolfe, recommended
denying leave to amend, and recommended dismissal with prejudice.
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