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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of Illinois rules on police officers’ motion for

summary judgment in John Crampton III’s § 1983 action alleging false arrest and excessive force. The

court grants summary judgment on the false-arrest claim based on qualified immunity but denies

summary judgment on the excessive-force claim because material factual disputes remain concerning

Crampton’s resistance, medical condition, handcuffing, and the officers’ use of force. The court also

finds that a jury could determine whether an officer present at the scene had a realistic opportunity to

intervene.
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Defendants moved for summary judgment on the plaintiff's claims
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging false arrest and excessive force. The
court granted summary judgment in part on the false-arrest claim
based on qualified immunity and denied it in part on the excessive-

force claim.

Summary judgment is appropriate 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 construes disputed facts and draws reasonable

inferences in favor of the nonmoving party, without weighing evidence



or deciding credibility. Qualified immunity requires consideration of
whether the defendant violated a constitutional right and whether that

right was clearly established.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the officers were entitled to summary judgment and qualified immunity on Crampton's claim

that he was arrested without probable cause.

2. Whether disputed facts concerning Crampton's compliance, resistance, threats to officer safety, reported
shoulder injuries, and the manner of handcuffing precluded summary judgment on his excessive-force

claim.

3. Whether Officer Wiley was entitled to summary judgment and qualified immunity on Crampton's

failure-to-intervene theory.

4. Whether the absence of expert medical testimony required summary judgment on causation and

damages.

HOLDINGS

1. The officers were entitled to qualified immunity on Crampton's false-arrest claim because, even
assuming the more demanding probable-cause standard applied, it was not clearly established that

arresting Crampton for battery after the truck door struck an officer violated the Fourth Amendment.

2. Summary judgment was inappropriate on the excessive-force claim because, viewing the evidence in
Crampton's favor, a reasonable jury could find that the officers used force greater than reasonably
necessary by forcibly removing and handcuffing a compliant individual, ignoring his report of

preexisting shoulder injuries, and yanking his arms upward.

3. Officer Wiley was not entitled to summary judgment or qualified immunity because a reasonable jury
could find that he had a realistic opportunity to intervene in the alleged excessive force but failed to do

SO.

4. The absence of expert medical testimony did not warrant summary judgment because physical injury is
not an element of an excessive-force claim and a lay jury could infer causation from the alleged force,

the localized symptoms, the timing of medical treatment, and Crampton's testimony.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“A police officer’s use of force is unconstitutional if, judging from the totality of circumstances at the time of
the arrest, the officer used greater force than was reasonably necessary to make the arrest.” (Excessive Force

section)

“injury is not an element of an excessive- force claim.” (Causation section)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police officers responded to a report that an intoxicated man was attempting to leave a bar in a red Ford F-350,
where they encountered Crampton as a passenger. The parties disputed whether Crampton resisted or disobeyed
orders and whether he informed the officers that he had shoulder problems and requested front handcuffing.
Crampton alleged that officers forcibly removed him, pulled his arms behind his back, and raised them despite
his reported injuries, after which he sought medical treatment for wrist, elbow, arm, and shoulder problems. A
state resisting-a-peace-officer charge was later dismissed because there was no underlying offense supporting the

arrest.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Crampton filed a two-count complaint alleging a Fourth Amendment violation and an Illinois battery claim. The
court dismissed the battery claim as barred by Illinois's one-year statute of limitations. After discovery, the
defendants moved for summary judgment, arguing that no constitutional violation occurred, that qualified
immunity applied, and that Crampton could not establish causation. The court granted the motion as to the false-
arrest claim but denied it as to the excessive-force claim.
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