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SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Superior Court reversed in part a summary judgment order favoring Melody

Wollard and Dolgencorp, LL.C, in claims arising from Braswell’s arrest after a dispute over change at a

Dollar General store. The court held that the evidence could support jury findings that Wollard

knowingly made a false report and that her statements were a determining factor in the arrest and

subsequent prosecution. The court remanded the claims for malicious prosecution, false arrest, and

false imprisonment for further proceedings, affirming the order in all other respects.
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Appeal from an order granting defendants full summary judgment on
the plaintiff's claims for malicious prosecution, false arrest, false

imprisonment, defamation, and other claims.

De novo review of summary judgment, with a plenary scope of review.
Summary judgment is proper only when there is no genuine issue of
material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law; where the facts support conflicting inferences, the matter is not

free from doubt and is not ripe for summary judgment.
Published precedential opinion of the Superior Court of Pennsylvania.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether genuine issues of material fact precluded summary judgment on Braswell's malicious
prosecution claim, including whether Wollard knowingly made a false report, whether the report caused

the prosecution, and whether the prosecution lacked probable cause.

2. Whether a private party who allegedly supplies knowingly false information that causes police to arrest

another may be liable for false arrest and false imprisonment under Pennsylvania law.

3. Whether the trial court improperly resolved credibility and competing factual inferences on summary
judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was improper because the evidence permitted a jury to infer that Wollard knowingly
made a false report to police, and the question of her knowledge and intent depended on credibility

determinations for the jury.

2. Summary judgment was improper on the probable-cause and procurement elements because, if Wollard
knowingly supplied false information, her accusation could have been the determining factor in the
officer's decision to arrest Braswell, and the officer could not be treated as having exercised independent

discretion based on reliable evidence apart from that accusation.

3. Under Pennsylvania law as interpreted by the court, a private party may be liable for false arrest or false
imprisonment when the party knowingly provides false or misleading information that causes police to

detain the plaintiff, even though the private party did not personally take the plaintiff into custody.

4. Summary judgment must be denied where the evidence permits conflicting inferences on material facts

or requires credibility determinations.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Where the facts can support conflicting inferences, it cannot be said that the case is free from doubt and thus

ripe for summary judgment.” (at 8)

“If, however, the information is known by the giver to be false, an intelligent exercise of the officer’s
discretion becomes impossible, and a prosecution based upon it is procured by the person giving the false

information.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Braswell purchased cat food at a Dollar General store and received a receipt showing that he had paid with a $20
bill, although the cashier, Wollard, gave him change as if he had paid with a $10 bill. After an argument,
Braswell took $10 from a register and called police, asserting that he was taking the disputed amount he was
owed. Wollard reported that Braswell had entered the store office without permission and stolen the money,

although the officer knew Braswell had called police, had taken only the disputed amount, and possessed a



receipt supporting his account. Braswell was arrested and detained for more than four months before prosecutors
dismissed the criminal charges; Wollard later gave a different explanation in her civil deposition for why the
register reflected a $20 payment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Braswell was arrested and detained on robbery and theft charges after store cashier Melody Wollard reported that
he had stolen $10 from the store register. The criminal charges were dismissed after more than four months of
detention. Braswell then sued Wollard and her employer, Dolgencorp, LLC. The Philadelphia County Court of
Common Pleas granted defendants summary judgment, and Braswell appealed. The Superior Court reversed the
summary judgment as to malicious prosecution, false arrest, and false imprisonment, affirmed the order in all

other respects, and relinquished jurisdiction.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for further proceedings on Braswell's claims for malicious prosecution, false arrest, and false

imprisonment. The order was affirmed in all other respects, and jurisdiction was relinquished.
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