
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA, NORTHEASTERN DIVISION

Stanley B. Stallworth v. Dr. Gary Crosby, et al.
No. 5:23-cv-01533-MHH (N.D. Ala. Apr. 17, 2026) · No. 5:23-cv-01533-MHH · Decided April 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The court addresses a pro se plaintiff’s claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Alabama law arising from
alleged privacy intrusions and interference with expressive and intimate association during related
litigation. It denies the defendants’ Rule 12(b)(1) motion, but grants their Rule 12(b)(6) motion on
qualified-immunity grounds as to the § 1983 claims. The court also directs the plaintiff to explain
whether and how he may proceed against the unserved defendants and postpones consideration of the
state-law claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Alabama law. The
served defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6); three additional defendants had not
been served.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For Rule 12(b)(1), the plaintiff bears the burden of establishing
standing. For Rule 12(b)(6), the court evaluates whether the complaint
contains sufficient factual matter, accepted as true and viewed in the
light most favorable to the nonmoving party, to state a plausible claim
for relief. Qualified immunity requires determining whether the
defendant acted within discretionary authority and, if so, whether the
plaintiff alleged violation of a clearly established constitutional right.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Stallworth alleged an injury in fact sufficient to establish Article III standing for his First
Amendment expressive-association and intimate-association claims.

2. Whether the served A&M defendants were entitled to qualified immunity from Stallworth's § 1983
claims at the pleading stage.

3. Whether the court should address service and potential qualified-immunity or § 1983 issues concerning
the unserved defendants before extending the service period.

4. Whether Stallworth's state-law invasion-of-privacy claims should be resolved at that stage.

HOLDINGS

1. Stallworth sufficiently alleged injury in fact because he alleged impairment of his First Amendment
expressive-association rights and interference with his ability to associate with persons of his choosing.
The court therefore denied the Rule 12(b)(1) motion to dismiss for lack of standing.

2. The A&M defendants were entitled to qualified immunity because their alleged conduct fell within their
discretionary authority and Stallworth did not identify precedent sufficiently particularized to the alleged
facts showing that they violated a clearly established constitutional right.

3. Before deciding whether to extend the service period for the unserved defendants, the court required
Stallworth to identify the legal authority permitting § 1983 claims against Mr. Canfield, Mr. Blum, and
Canfield Computer and to explain why qualified immunity did not apply to the federal claims against
Mr. Canfield and Mr. Blum.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a motion to dismiss, a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to state a
claim to relief that is plausible on its face.” (unpaginated)

“for a right to be clearly established, existing precedent must have placed the statutory or constitutional
question beyond debate.” (unpaginated)

“the contours of the right were sufficiently clear that every reasonable [actor] would have understood that
what he was doing violates that right.” (unpaginated)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stallworth represented Dr. Jones in litigation involving Alabama Agricultural and Mechanical University. He
alleged that university employees and related investigators searched and annotated text messages and
investigated a previously closed and expunged criminal proceeding, revealing or documenting sexually explicit
material, homosexuality-related communications, and information concerning his perceived sexual orientation.
He claimed that this conduct chilled expressive and intimate association and violated his constitutional privacy
and association rights, causing financial, emotional, and reputational harm.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Stallworth filed an amended complaint alleging that defendants investigated and disclosed private information,
including information concerning homosexuality and a prior criminal proceeding, during litigation involving
Alabama Agricultural and Mechanical University. The A&M defendants moved to dismiss. The court denied the
Rule 12(b)(1) challenge for lack of standing but granted the Rule 12(b)(6) motion on the § 1983 claims based on
qualified immunity. The court deferred consideration of the state-law claims and ordered Stallworth to identify
within 14 days the legal basis for maintaining § 1983 claims against the unserved defendants and to explain why
qualified immunity did not apply.
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