UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

LOUISIANA

Bobby Strickland v. Slidell et al.

Strickland v. Slidell - No. 21-457 - Decided February 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana addresses defendants’ Rule 12(b)

(6) motion to dismiss and motion for partial summary judgment in Bobby Strickland’s § 1983 action

arising from an alleged excessive-force arrest. The court concludes that Heck v. Humphrey does not

categorically bar the excessive-force claims, permits the claims against Officer Esque and related

state-law claims to proceed, and dismisses the claims against Officer Colgan on qualified-immunity

and related grounds. The court also addresses claims involving spoliation of evidence, municipal

liability, punitive damages, and attorney’s fees.
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Defendants moved under Rule 12(b)(6) to dismiss the First Amended
Complaint and moved for partial summary judgment on punitive

damages and attorney's fees in this § 1983 and state-law action.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court views the complaint in the light
most favorable to the plaintiff and asks whether it states a facially
plausible claim, disregarding conclusory allegations, unwarranted
factual inferences, and legal conclusions. On summary judgment, the
court views the evidence and draws justifiable inferences in favor of
the nonmovant and determines whether a genuine dispute of material
fact exists. Qualified immunity requires determining whether the
plaintiff alleged a constitutional violation and whether the right was

clearly established.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether Heck v. Humphrey barred Strickland's § 1983 excessive-force claims because he pleaded guilty
to resisting a police officer with force or violence.

. Whether Officer Esque was entitled to qualified immunity on the alleged beating of Strickland while

restrained and no longer resisting.

. Whether Officer Colgan was entitled to qualified immunity on the alleged repeated use of a taser and

failure-to-intervene claim.
. Whether Strickland stated Louisiana assault and battery claims against Officers Esque and Colgan.
. Whether Strickland plausibly pleaded spoliation of evidence against the officers.

. Whether Strickland stated Louisiana negligent hiring, retention, and vicarious-liability claims against the
City of Slidell.

. Whether summary judgment was proper on punitive damages and attorney's fees.

OLDINGS

Heck did not categorically bar Strickland's excessive-force claims because the alleged force could have
occurred after the conduct underlying his resisting conviction and was temporally and conceptually

distinct from that conviction.

. Officer Esque was not entitled to qualified immunity at the pleading stage because Strickland plausibly
alleged that Esque repeatedly struck him with a metal flashlight while he was handcuffed, subdued, and

no longer resisting.

. Officer Colgan was entitled to qualified immunity because Strickland did not allege a cognizable injury
caused by Colgan and, in any event, the alleged taser use was objectively reasonable under the

circumstances and not clearly unlawful.

. Officer Colgan was entitled to qualified immunity on the failure-to-intervene claim because Strickland

failed to identify clearly established law requiring intervention under materially similar circumstances.

. The assault and battery claims against Officer Esque survived because the alleged force was
unreasonable, while the claims against Officer Colgan were dismissed because his taser use was a

protected use of force and he was not alleged to have caused Strickland's injury.



6. The spoliation-of-evidence claim was dismissed without prejudice because the amended complaint
alleged only conclusory intentional-destruction allegations and did not plausibly plead the required
elements.

7. The Louisiana negligent hiring, retention, and vicarious-liability claims against the City of Slidell
survived because Strickland pleaded sufficient facts to establish a duty and that Officer Esque acted in

the course and scope of his employment.

8. Summary judgment was granted barring punitive damages against the City and punitive damages for the
state-law claims, but denied as to punitive damages against Officer Esque on the § 1983 claims and as to

attorney's fees.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, Heck does not operate as a per se bar on excessive force claims, even when, as here, there has

been a conviction for interfering with or resisting a police officer.” (at 6)

“Accordingly, the Court finds that Mr. Strickland’s excessive force claim against Officer Esque is temporally
and conceptually distinct from his conviction for resisting arrest.” (at 7)

“officers engage in excessive force when they physically strike a suspect who is not resisting arrest.” (at 9)

“The tort does not apply “where suit has not been filed, and there is no evidence that a party knew suit would

be filed when the evidence was discarded”” (at 15)

“The factual disputes regarding how Mr. Strickland sustained his injuries preclude summary judgment on

punitive damages for his section 1983 claims against Officer Esque.” (at 19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On March 6, 2020, Slidell officers pursued Bobby Strickland after he exited a vehicle and ran through a Lowe's
parking lot. The parties disputed whether Strickland resisted, when he was restrained, and how he sustained
serious facial injuries, including fractures and broken teeth. Strickland alleged that Officer Colgan tased him
multiple times after he was disabled and that Officer Esque struck him repeatedly with a metal flashlight while
he was handcuffed; the officers disputed those allegations. Strickland later pleaded guilty to possession of a

Schedule II controlled substance and resisting a police officer with force or violence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Strickland filed claims arising from his arrest and alleged use of excessive force by Slidell police officers. After
the First Amended Complaint, Defendants moved to dismiss based principally on Heck v. Humphrey and
qualified immunity, and moved for partial summary judgment concerning punitive damages and attorney's fees.
The court granted the motions in part and denied them in part, dismissing the claims against Officer Colgan and
the spoliation claim, while allowing claims against Officer Esque and state-law claims against the City to
proceed.
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