UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Brooks v. McKimmie

Civ. No. DLB-23-208 (D. Md. Apr. 30, 2026) - No. Civ. No. DLB-23-208 - Decided April 30, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland denied a deputy sheriff’s Rule 50(b)
motion seeking qualified immunity from a Fourth Amendment unlawful-arrest judgment. The court
held that, viewing the evidence favorably to the plaintiff, no reasonable officer could have believed
there was probable cause to arrest him for trespassing when he immediately attempted to comply with
an order to leave. The court also denied the plaintiff’s Rule 59(e) motion, concluding that the deputy
was immune under the Maryland Tort Claims Act from state-law and state constitutional claims

because he acted within the scope of his duties and the jury found no malice.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Post-trial motions following a jury verdict in favor of Brooks on

Fourth Amendment and Maryland-law unlawful-arrest claims.
McKimmie moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 50(b) for
judgment as a matter of law based on qualified immunity. Brooks
moved under Rule 59(e) to alter or amend the judgment concerning

immunity on his Maryland-law claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For Rule 50(b), the court viewed the evidence in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party, asked whether substantial evidence
supported the jury's findings, disregarded evidence favorable to the
movant that the jury was not required to believe, and did not substitute
its judgment for the jury's or make credibility determinations. A Rule
59(e) motion may be granted to accommodate an intervening change
in controlling law, account for newly available evidence, correct clear

legal error, or prevent manifest injustice.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive but not

binding precedent

PARTIES Timothy McKimmie v. Phillip Joshua Kyle Brooks
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether McKimmie was entitled to qualified immunity on Brooks's Fourth Amendment unlawful-arrest

claim after the jury found that he arrested Brooks without probable cause.

2. Whether the court erred under Rule 59(e) by concluding that the Maryland Tort Claims Act immunized
McKimmie from Brooks's Maryland false-arrest, false-imprisonment, and state constitutional unlawful-

arrest claims despite the jury's liability findings.

HOLDINGS

1. McKimmie was not entitled to qualified immunity because, viewing the evidence in Brooks's favor, no
reasonable officer could have believed that Brooks had probable causeably remained on the hotel

property after being notified to leave when Brooks immediately attempted to comply.

2. The court properly denied Brooks's Rule 59(e) motion because McKimmie, a deputy sheriff, qualified as
state personnel for purposes of Maryland Tort Claims Act immunity and the jury found that he did not
act with malice; the state-law claims therefore remained barred by immunity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In light of the statute’s plain language and this consensus of authority, no reasonable officer could have
concluded, under the circumstances of this case, that he had probable cause to arrest Brooks for trespassing
in violation of § 6-403(b).”

“Under the MTCA, he is immune from tort liability unless he acted with malice or gross negligence. He did
neither.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brooks was staying at a Hilton Garden Inn in Waldorf, Maryland, when a front-desk clerk reported a disturbance
to Charles County deputy sheriff Timothy McKimmie. After McKimmie told Brooks that he had to leave or face
arrest for trespassing, Brooks testified that he immediately attempted to comply and explained that he needed to
close the hotel-room door to release its latch. The officers instead kicked in the door and arrested him within

seconds; Brooks spent a night in jail, and the trespassing and disorderly-conduct charges were later dismissed.



The jury credited Brooks sufficiently to find an unlawful arrest but found that McKimmie had not acted with

malice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Brooks filed the action in Maryland state court, and the State of Maryland removed it to federal court. After
motions to dismiss and for summary judgment, the surviving claims proceeded to a January 2026 jury trial. The
jury found McKimmie liable for Maryland false arrest and false imprisonment and for violating Brooks's state
and federal constitutional rights to be free from unlawful arrest, but found no malice and awarded $27,500 in
compensatory damages. The court entered judgment only on the Fourth Amendment claim because it concluded
that the Maryland Tort Claims Act immunized McKimmie from the state-law claims. The court denied both post-

trial motions.
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