UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Mosgrove v. County of Santa Clara

No. 24-cv-00808-BLF (N.D. Cal. May 20, 2025) - No. 24-cv-00808-BLF - Decided May 20, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted motions to dismiss

Tom Mosgrove’s Second Amended Complaint against the County of Santa Clara, the City of Morgan

Hill, and related police officers. The court held that the pleaded facts established probable cause for

Mosgrove’s warrantless domestic-violence arrest, defeating his Fourth Amendment claim, and

dismissed the Fourteenth Amendment and Monell claims. Dismissal was without leave to amend

because further amendment would be futile.
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Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the Second Amended Complaint asserting Fourth and

Fourteenth Amendment seizure claims and municipal liability under
42 U.S.C. § 1983.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and construes them in the plaintiff's favor, but need
not accept conclusory allegations, unreasonable inferences, or
allegations contradicted by matters subject to judicial notice. The
complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a facially
plausible claim. Leave to amend may be denied when amendment

would be futile, including after repeated failure to cure deficiencies.

unpublished
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mosgrove's warrantless-arrest claim was properly analyzed under the Fourth Amendment rather
than the Fourteenth Amendment's generalized substantive-due-process framework.

2. Whether the Second Amended Complaint adequately alleged that the officers arrested Mosgrove without

probable cause in violation of the Fourth Amendment.

3. Whether Mosgrove adequately pleaded municipal liability against the City and County under Monell.

4. Whether Mosgrove should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. Because the claim challenged a warrantless arrest as lacking probable cause, it was governed by the
Fourth Amendment rather than the Fourteenth Amendment's generalized substantive-due-process

framework.

2. The Second Amended Complaint failed to plausibly allege that Mosgrove's warrantless arrest lacked

probable cause; the allegations instead established probable cause based on the wife's eyewitness report
that he pushed her and blocked her from leaving.

3. The City and County could not be held liable under Monell because Mosgrove failed to adequately plead

an underlying constitutional violation arising from his arrest.

4. Leave to amend was denied because Mosgrove had already been given an opportunity to cure the
pleading deficiencies and further amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Taking facts pled in the SAC as true, Plaintiff has failed to adequately allege that there was no probable
cause for his arrest. Instead, he has pled all the facts necessary to establish probable cause.” (Discussion §
IV.B)

“Plaintiff has failed to adequately allege that there was a constitutional violation surrounding his warrantless
arrest. On that basis alone, his Monell claims against the City and the County are untenable.” (Discussion §
IV.C)

“GRANTS County’s motion to dismiss WITHOUT LEAVE TO AMEND” (Order)



“GRANTS Morgan Hill Defendants’ motion to dismiss WITHOUT LEAVE TO AMEND.” (Order)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Morgan Hill police officers responded to a 911 call from Mosgrove's wife alleging that Mosgrove pushed her
into a bedroom closet and physically blocked her from leaving. The officers arrested Mosgrove approximately
eight minutes after arriving, based on the wife's report, for misdemeanor domestic-violence battery and false
imprisonment; Mosgrove spent approximately five days in jail and was not charged. He alleged that the arrest
resulted from a County and City custom or practice of arresting someone in every domestic-violence case

regardless of probable cause, and relied on two other alleged domestic-violence arrests as examples.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mosgrove filed the action on February 9, 2024, and later filed a First Amended Complaint. The court dismissed
certain claims and granted leave to amend, while dismissing claims against District Attorney Jeffrey F. Rosen
without leave to amend. Mosgrove filed the Second Amended Complaint, and the County and City Defendants

moved to dismiss. After a hearing on April 17, 2025, the court granted both motions without leave to amend.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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