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SUMMARY

The court dismissed with prejudice the remaining Fourteenth Amendment claims against Sergeant
Rohn Bordelon and Trooper David LaCroix, as well as any remaining Fourth Amendment claims. It
declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining Louisiana state-law claims and
dismissed them without prejudice. The court also denied as moot the parties’ joint motion to continue
the trial date and pretrial deadlines.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court sua sponte considered whether to dismiss the
remaining federal claims and decline supplemental jurisdiction over
the remaining Louisiana-law claims after the Fifth Circuit reversed the
district court's denial of qualified immunity to defendants Rohn
Bordelon and David LaCroix and remanded the matter.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Abuse of discretion governs review of a district court's decision
whether to retain or decline supplemental jurisdiction over state-law
claims.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive only

PARTIES Brandy McKay, individually and on behalf of her minor child, P.M. v.
Lamar Davis, Heath Guillotte, Brad Cook, Craig Rhodes, Chad
Lacoste, Heath Miller, Rohn Bordelon, Justin Rice, David LaCroix,
John Doe and Jane Doe 1–10
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should dismiss the remaining Fourteenth Amendment claims after the Fifth
Circuit held that the remaining defendants were entitled to qualified immunity.

2. Whether the district court should decline supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining Louisiana-law
claims under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c), particularly after all federal claims had been dismissed.

3. Whether the pending joint motion to continue the trial and pretrial deadlines should be denied as moot.

HOLDINGS

1. The remaining Fourteenth Amendment claims against Sergeant Rohn Bordelon and Trooper David
LaCroix are dismissed with prejudice because the Fifth Circuit determined that those defendants were
entitled to qualified immunity.

2. When all claims within the district court's original jurisdiction have been dismissed, the court has broad
discretion under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c) to decline supplemental jurisdiction over remaining state-law
claims; the statutory and common-law factors here favored dismissal without prejudice.

3. Any remaining Fourth Amendment claims are dismissed with prejudice based on Plaintiff's voluntary
dismissal of those claims.

4. The joint motion to continue the trial date and pretrial deadlines is denied as moot because the federal
claims are dismissed and the state-law claims are dismissed without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The relevant statutory factors are those circumstances found in section 1367(c), including “(1) whether the
state claims raise novel or complex issues of state law; (2) whether the state claims substantially predominate
over the federal claims; (3) whether the federal claims have been dismissed; and (4) whether there are
exceptional circumstances or other compelling reasons for declining jurisdiction.”” (Legal Standard)

“At this new stage, only state law claims remain, so as Defendants acknowledge in their answer, this Court no
longer has federal subject matter jurisdiction—only supplemental.” (Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Louisiana State Police investigated senior trooper August McKay for allegedly using fraudulent prescriptions to
obtain controlled substances. On December 30, 2020, state police officials arrived at the McKay residence to
execute a search warrant, and Trooper McKay fatally shot himself in the presence of his wife, their minor
daughter, and the daughter's friend. Plaintiff later sued multiple state police officials under federal civil-rights
law and Louisiana tort law.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initially asserted claims under the Fourth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and
Louisiana tort law against numerous Louisiana State Police officials. The district court dismissed the Eighth
Amendment claims and permitted amendment; after amendment and further Rule 12(b)(6) litigation, only a
Fourteenth Amendment claim and state-law claims against Bordelon, LaCroix, Cook, and Lacoste remained. The
district court dismissed the federal and negligence claims against Cook and Lacoste but denied dismissal as to
Bordelon and LaCroix. The Fifth Circuit later reversed as to qualified immunity, dismissed the appeal
concerning state-law claims without prejudice, and remanded. After the remaining defendants answered, the
district court dismissed the remaining federal claims with prejudice, declined supplemental jurisdiction over the
state-law claims, dismissed those claims without prejudice, and denied the pending motion to continue as moot.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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