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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California grants defendants’ motion for
summary judgment in a civil rights action arising from San Diego County deputies’ use of force during
Plaintiff Thomas Ross’s restraint and arrest. The court concludes that the challenged uses of force did
not violate the Fourth Amendment and that the deputies were entitled to qualified immunity. The court
also addresses related municipal-liability claims and state-law claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging excessive force,
due process violations, and municipal liability, along with California
state-law claims. Defendants moved for summary judgment, asserting
qualified immunity and challenging the federal and state claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 56 when there is no genuine dispute of material fact and the
movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. For qualified
immunity, the court asks whether the facts show a constitutional
violation and, if so, whether the right was clearly established. The
court viewed reasonable inferences in favor of the nonmovant, except
where video evidence blatantly contradicted the nonmovant's version
of events.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Deputy Saunders's initial takedown of Ross constituted excessive force in violation of the
Fourth Amendment.

2. Whether Deputies Saunders and Dow used excessive force by applying pain-compliance techniques, fist
strikes, and a knee strike while attempting to restrain Ross on the ground.

3. Whether Deputy Ramos's two Taser deployments and fist strikes constituted excessive force.

4. Whether the deputies' use of handcuffs and a WRAP restraint constituted excessive force.

5. Whether the individual deputies were entitled to qualified immunity.

6. Whether the County of San Diego and San Diego County Sheriff's Department could be held liable
under Monell absent an underlying constitutional violation.

7. Whether Ross's Fourteenth Amendment due process claim was properly analyzed as an excessive-force
claim under the Fourth Amendment.

8. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining California state-law
claims after dismissing all federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Deputy Saunders's low-to-intermediate level of force in turning Ross and bringing him to the ground
was objectively reasonable under the totality of the circumstances and did not violate the Fourth
Amendment.

2. The pain-compliance technique, two fist strikes, and knee strike used while Ross actively resisted arrest
were objectively reasonable, and Deputies Saunders and Dow were entitled to qualified immunity.

3. Deputy Ramos's two Taser deployments and two fist strikes were objectively reasonable under the
circumstances, and he was entitled to qualified immunity.

4. The deputies' use of handcuffs and a WRAP restraint was objectively reasonable and did not violate the
Fourth Amendment; the deputies were entitled to qualified immunity.

5. The County of San Diego and San Diego County Sheriff's Department could not be held liable under
Monell because the deputies committed no underlying constitutional violation.



6. Ross's Fourteenth Amendment claim failed as a matter of law because the allegations challenged
excessive force, which must be analyzed under the Fourth Amendment rather than the Fourteenth
Amendment Due Process Clause.

7. After dismissing all federal claims, the court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the
remaining state-law claims and dismissed them without prejudice to refiling in state court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To defeat the defense of qualified immunity, the plaintiff must satisfy a two-pronged burden: (1) the plaintiff
must allege or show sufficient facts to “make out a violation of a constitutional right”; and (2) the plaintiff
must demonstrate that the right at issue was “clearly established” at the time of defendant’s alleged
misconduct.” (III.A)

“The Court declines to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff's remaining state law claims and
DISMISSES those claims without prejudice.” (IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

San Diego sheriff's deputies responded to 911 calls concerning Ross's incoherent, erratic, and increasingly
agitated behavior at a shared residence. After attempting for approximately thirty minutes to calm him and offer
assistance, the deputies ordered Ross to surrender and get on the ground after he ran toward Deputy Saunders
and refused repeated commands. Ross actively resisted being restrained, and the deputies used a takedown,
strikes, two Taser deployments, handcuffs, a WRAP restraint, and a spit sock before transporting him to a
hospital. Ross alleged that these actions violated the Fourth Amendment and that the County and Sheriff's
Department were liable for inadequate training and unconstitutional policies.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ross filed the action on December 28, 2021, and proceeded on a Second Amended Complaint. Defendants
moved for summary judgment on all claims. The court granted summary judgment on the federal claims,
dismissed them with prejudice, declined supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims, dismissed those
claims without prejudice to refiling in state court, and directed the clerk to close the case.
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