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Sean M. Doughty v. Johnathan B. Davis; Deputy R. Martin; Gem
County Sheriff's Department; and State of Idaho

Doughty v. Davis · No. 1:25-cv-00529-BLW · Decided December 5, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho conducts an initial screening of Sean M.
Doughty’s prisoner civil-rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b). The court
permits Doughty to proceed on a Fourth Amendment excessive-force claim against Officer Johnathan
B. Davis based on alleged sexual abuse during a search, while dismissing the claims against the other
defendants and denying appointment of counsel. The order also addresses service, amendment, filing,
and case-management requirements.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Initial screening of an incarcerated plaintiff's conditionally filed in
forma pauperis civil-rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)
(B) and 1915A(b).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B)
and 1915A(b), accepting well-pleaded factual allegations as true and
applying the plausibility standard under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 8(a)(2) and the principles of Rule 12(b)(6). The court
liberally construed the pro se pleading but did not consider exhibits
attached to the complaint.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly stated a Fourth Amendment excessive-force claim against Davis based
on alleged sexual abuse during a search or arrest.

2. Whether the complaint stated viable § 1983 claims against Martin, the Gem County Sheriff's
Department, or the State of Idaho.

3. Whether the complaint stated an actionable state-law or Idaho constitutional claim.

4. Whether Doughty demonstrated exceptional circumstances warranting appointment of counsel.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint, liberally construed, plausibly stated a Fourth Amendment excessive-force claim against
Davis based on the alleged sexual abuse during the course of Doughty's arrest, so that claim could
proceed beyond screening.

2. The complaint did not state a Fourth Amendment claim merely by alleging that the officers lacked a
warrant because a warrant is not required for every search or seizure.

3. The complaint failed to state a plausible § 1983 excessive-force claim against Martin.

4. The complaint failed to state a plausible Monell claim against the Gem County Sheriff's Department.

5. The § 1983 claims against the State of Idaho were implausible because a state is not a person subject to
suit under § 1983 and is immune from suit in federal court under the Eleventh Amendment.

6. The complaint failed to state a plausible state-law claim, including a claim based on Article I, section 17
of the Idaho Constitution, because Idaho does not recognize a direct cause of action for violations of the
Idaho Constitution.

7. Appointment of counsel was denied because Doughty did not demonstrate exceptional circumstances.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There is obviously no government interest in sexual misconduct.” (Discussion § 3.A)

““Gratuitous and completely unnecessary acts of violence,” including sexual abuse, “by the police during a
seizure violate the Fourth Amendment.”” (Discussion § 3.A)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Doughty, an Idaho prisoner, alleged that on September 13, 2024, Gem County officers Johnathan B. Davis and
R. Martin searched him on private property. He alleged that Davis pulled down his pants and sexually felt
around the front of his genitals during the search. He sued the officers, the Gem County Sheriff's Department,
and the State of Idaho under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and sought monetary and injunctive relief.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Clerk conditionally filed Doughty's complaint because he was an inmate proceeding or seeking to proceed
in forma pauperis. On initial review, the court permitted a Fourth Amendment excessive-force claim based on
alleged sexual abuse to proceed against Defendant Davis, dismissed all other claims against all other defendants,
terminated Martin, the Gem County Sheriff's Department, and the State of Idaho as parties, and denied
appointment of counsel.
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