UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

WISCONSIN

William Lee Evans v. Deputy Tyler Hoerig, et al.

Evans - No. 25-CV-808 - Decided May 19, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin grants defendants’ motions for

partial summary judgment in William Lee Evans’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court rejects Evans’s

equal protection and Monell racial-profiling claims for lack of evidence of discriminatory purpose and

effect, and holds that the deputy’s Taser deployment during the traffic stop was constitutionally

reasonable. The court dismisses the case, denies the motion to strike, and denies Evans’s later motions

as moot.
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Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging racial profiling in
violation of the Fourteenth Amendment and excessive force in
violation of the Fourth Amendment. Defendants moved for partial
summary judgment on the excessive-force and equal-protection
claims, and defendants also moved to strike one of plaintiff's response

briefs.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. The court views reasonable inferences in the nonmovant's favor,
but the nonmovant must produce admissible evidence sufficient to
support a reasonable jury verdict. For the excessive-force claim, the
Fourth Amendment objective-reasonableness standard applies; when

material facts are undisputed, reasonableness is a question of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Evans presented sufficient evidence of discriminatory purpose and discriminatory effect to
create a genuine dispute on his Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection claims against Deputies Hoerig

and Osieczanek.

2. Whether Fond du Lac County could be liable under Monell absent an underlying constitutional violation
by a county employee.

3. Whether Osieczanek's deployment of a taser during the traffic stop was objectively unreasonable under

the Fourth Amendment.

4. Whether defendants' motion to strike Evans's response brief should be granted.

HOLDINGS

1. Evans failed to present evidence of both discriminatory purpose and discriminatory effect. Because the
record showed a legitimate, nondiscriminatory reason for the traffic stop and no evidence that Black
motorists were treated differently from similarly situated motorists, summary judgment was proper for

Hoerig and Osieczanek.

2. Fond du Lac County was entitled to summary judgment because a municipality cannot be held liable

under Monell when there is no underlying constitutional violation by a municipal employee.

3. Osieczanek's deployment of the taser was constitutionally reasonable, and summary judgment was

therefore appropriate on Evans's excessive-force claim.

4. The motion to strike was denied because the court construed Evans's pro se submissions liberally and
determined that allowing the response would clarify his responses to multiple summary-judgment

motions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court shall grant summary judgment if the movant shows there is no genuine dispute as to any material

fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” (5)

“Where opposing parties tell two different stories, one of which is blatantly contradicted by the record, so that
no reasonable jury could believe it, a court should not adopt that version of the facts for the purposes of

ruling on a motion for summary judgment.” (8)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On April 4, 2025, Deputies Hoerig and Osieczanek stopped Evans after observing that his passenger-side
headlamp was burned out. During the stop, officers learned that Evans had an open fleeing case and ordered him
to exit the vehicle. Evans refused, and after Osieczanek warned that officers would remove him and charge him
with resisting, Evans moved his hand to the gear shift and began pulling away. Osieczanek deployed a taser,
after which Evans fled at high speed before being apprehended; body-camera footage showed the deployment

occurred after Evans began to drive away.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court had previously allowed Evans to proceed against Deputies Hoerig and Osieczanek on equal-protection
claims, against Fond du Lac County on a Monell claim, and against Osieczanek on an excessive-force claim.
Defendants filed two motions for partial summary judgment, which were fully briefed. The court denied
defendants' motion to strike, granted both motions for partial summary judgment, dismissed the Monell claim

because the underlying constitutional claims failed, and dismissed the action because no claims remained.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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