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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Mississippi granted the defendants’
motion for judgment on the pleadings and dismissed Tracy Miller Arnold’s claims under 42 U.S.C. §
1983. The court held that City Prosecutor Andrew Stuart was entitled to absolute prosecutorial
immunity in his individual capacity and that Arnold failed to plead a municipal policy or custom
supporting liability against the City of Guntown or Stuart in his official capacity. The court also
overruled Arnold’s objections to the magistrate judge’s denial of her motion to strike the defendants’
affirmative defenses and denied her motion for partial summary judgment.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for judgment on the pleadings under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 12(c). Plaintiff also moved for partial summary
judgment and objected under Rule 72(a) to a magistrate judge's order
denying her motion to strike defendants' affirmative defenses.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 12(c) motion is evaluated under the same standard as a Rule
12(b)(6) motion, accepting well-pleaded factual allegations as true and
asking whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim. A
magistrate judge's nondispositive order is reviewed under the clearly
erroneous or contrary to law standard under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 72(a) and 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the City Prosecutor was entitled to absolute prosecutorial immunity from Arnold's individual-
capacity claims based on his representation of the City in county-court proceedings and related conduct.

2. Whether Arnold adequately pleaded municipal liability against the City of Guntown or against Stuart in
his official capacity under Monell and its progeny.

3. Whether the complaint adequately invoked the single-incident theory of municipal liability by alleging
that Stuart was a final policymaker.

4. Whether the magistrate judge's order denying Arnold's motion to strike defendants' affirmative defenses
was clearly erroneous or contrary to law.

5. Whether defendants were entitled to judgment on the pleadings and whether Arnold was entitled to
partial summary judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. Andrew Stuart was entitled to absolute prosecutorial immunity because the conduct alleged arose from
his advocacy and representation of the City in judicial and appellate proceedings and was intimately
associated with the judicial phase of the criminal process.

2. Arnold failed to state a municipal-liability claim against the City of Guntown or Stuart in his official
capacity because she did not adequately allege an official policy or custom, a policymaker's actual or
constructive knowledge, and a constitutional violation caused by that policy or custom.

3. Arnold did not adequately plead the single-incident exception to municipal liability because she did not
establish that Stuart was a final policymaker under Mississippi law.

4. Negligence is not a basis for municipal liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and the City is not vicariously
liable for Stuart's alleged negligence.

5. The magistrate judge's order denying Arnold's motion to strike defendants' affirmative defenses was not
clearly erroneous or contrary to law and was properly affirmed. Defendants were required only to
provide fair notice and adequately stated their affirmative defenses without detailed factual allegations.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“A Rule 12(c) motion is governed by the same standards as a Rule 12(b)(6) motion.” (at 2)

“Prosecutors are absolutely immune from liability for initiating prosecutions and other acts ‘intimately
associated with the judicial phase of the criminal process.’” (at 4)

“Thus, there is no respondeat superior liability under § 1983; rather, the key to municipal liability is
demonstrating that a deprivation of a constitutional right was inflicted pursuant to an official policy or
custom of the municipality in question.” (at 5)

“The Defendants were not required to plead detailed factual assertions in their affirmative defenses, they
complied with the relevant pleading standards, and the court thus finds no basis to strike the Defendants’
affirmative defenses.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In March 2017, the City of Guntown issued Tracy Miller Arnold three traffic citations for driving without a
driver's license, driving without a tag, and failing to produce proof of valid insurance. She was convicted in
municipal court and assessed fines totaling $1,463.75, but the charges were dismissed by the Lee County Court
in July 2023 after an appeal that lasted nearly six years. During the appeal, a collection agency acting for the
City sent letters seeking the fines and stating that municipal-court arrest warrants had been issued. Arnold sued
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, alleging violations of the First, Fourth, Sixth, and Fourteenth Amendments.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against the City of Guntown and City Prosecutor Andrew Stuart based
on events arising from municipal traffic citations, subsequent collection efforts, and related county-court
proceedings. Defendants moved for judgment on the pleadings. The district court granted that motion and
dismissed the claims, denied plaintiff's motion for partial summary judgment, and overruled plaintiff's objections
while affirming the magistrate judge's order denying the motion to strike affirmative defenses.
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