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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

COREY THOMAS; TINETTA ) 
JACKSON; KEYARAH SMITH; ) 
BEN BLACKWELL; JAMES ) 
DONAHUE; GERALD SMITH; ) 
BRITTANY TODD; ZACKERY  ) 
HARRIS; on behalf of themselves ) 
and those similarly situated as ) 
described below, ) 

) 
Plaintiffs, ) 

) 
v. )      CIVIL ACTION NO.: 

)         2:22-cv-00157-SGC 
THE TOWN OF BROOKSIDE,       ) 
ALABAMA, a municipal ) 
corporation; JETT’S TOWING,  ) 
INC.; DALTON BRODY; ) 
JOHN CAMPBELL; DeSHAWN ) 
COOK; KYLE EFFERSON; ) 
RICHARD JAYNES; MICHAEL ) 
JONES; BENJAMIN LOEBLER; ) 
WENDY LONG; CHRISTOPHER ) 
ROBERTSON; JAMES  ) 
SAVELLE, III; MARCUS  ) 
SELLERS; BILLY SHOULTS;  ) 
ROBERT STEWART; SYDNI  ) 
THOMPSON; TIMOTHY  ) 
TURNER; MARESHA ) 
MOSES; ANTHONY RAGSDALE; ) 
BRADLEY SINGLETON; ) 
WILLIAM BYNUM; IVORY ) 
PRICE; PATRICK HOWELL; ) 
JON ATKINSON; and JUSTIN ) 
REESER; ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

FILED 
 2022 Mar-16  PM 03:27
U.S. DISTRICT COURT

N.D. OF ALABAMA
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FIRST AMENDED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 

Plaintiffs Corey Thomas; Tinetta Jackson; Keyarah Smith; Ben Blackwell; 

James Donahue; Gerald Smith; Brittany Todd; and Zackary Harris; (sometimes 

collectively referred to as “Plaintiffs”), on behalf of themselves and a putative class 

of similarly situated individuals, states the following as their First Amended 

Complaint against Town of Brookside (“Brookside” or “The Town”), Alabama and 

Jett’s Towing, Inc. (“Jett’s Towing”); and Dalton Brody; John Campbell; DeShawn 

Cook; Kyle Efferson; Richard Jaynes; Michael Jones; Benjamin Loebler; Wendy 

Long; Christopher Robertson; James Savelle, III; Marcus Sellers; Billy Shoults; 

Robert Stewart; Sydni Thompson; Timothy Turner; Maresha Moses; Anthony 

Ragsdale; Bradley Singleton; William Bynum; Ivory Price; Patrick Howell; Jon 

Atkinson; and Justin Reeser.  This First Amended Complaint is filed as a matter of 

course under Fed.R.Civ.P. 15(a)(1),(B), as it is filed within twenty-one (21) days 

after the service of a responsive pleading by the Town of Brookside.  Doc. 10, and  

relates back to the original Complaint filed in this action. 

I.  PARTIES 

1. Corey Thomas is over the age of nineteen (19), and is a resident of 

Shelby County, Alabama.

2. Tinetta Jackson is over the age of nineteen (19), and a resident of 

Jefferson County, Alabama. 
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3. Keyarah Smith is over the age of nineteen (19), and a resident of 

Jefferson County, Alabama. 

4. Ben Blackwell is over the age of nineteen (19), and a resident of Aiken 

County, South Carolina. 

5. James Donahue is over the age of nineteen (19), and a resident of Aiken 

County, South Carolina. 

6. Gerald Smith is over the age of nineteen (19), and a resident of 

Jefferson County, Alabama. 

7. Brittany Todd is over the age of nineteen (19), and a resident of 

Jefferson County, Alabama. 

8. Zackary Harris is over the age of nineteen (19), and a resident of 

Jefferson County, Alabama. 

9. Defendant Town of Brookside, Alabama, is a municipal corporation 

organized under the laws of the State of Alabama, and subject to suit. 

10. Dalton Brody was a police officer employed by the Town of Brookside 

over the last three years, at least. 

11. John Campbell was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

12. DeShawn Cook was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 
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13. Kyle Efferson was a police officer employed by the Town of Brookside 

over the last three years. 

14. Richard Jaynell was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

15. Michael “Mike” Jones was the Chief of Police employed by the Town 

of Brookside over the last three years. 

16. Benjamin Loebler was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

17. Wendy Long was a police officer employed by the Town of Brookside 

over the last three years. 

18. Christopher Robertson was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

19. James Savelle, III was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

20. Marcus Sellers was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

21. Billy Shoults was a police officer employed by the Town of Brookside 

over the last three years. 

22. Sydni Thompson was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 
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23. Timothy Turner was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

24. Marsha Moses was a police officer employed by the Town of Brookside 

over the last three years. 

25. Anthony Ragsdale was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

26. Bradley Singleton was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

27. William Bynum was a police officer employed by the Town of 

Brookside over the last three years. 

28. Ivory Price was a police officer employed by the Town of Brookside 

over the last three years. 

29. Jon Atkinson was a police officer employed by the Town of Brookside 

over the last three years. 

30. Justin  Reeser was a police officer employed by the Town of Brookside 

over the last three years. 

31. The defendants named in paragraphs 10-30 were all police officers with 

the Town of Brookside over the last three years, at least.  These defendants are 

referred to collectively herein as the “Individual Officer Defendants.”  Each of the 

Individual Officer Defendants, coordinated through the directives of the Chief of 
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Police, Mike Jones, acted in concert to commit the acts necessary to perpetrate the 

violations herein.  Each knew that they were violating the constitutional, statutory, 

and common law rights of the Classes pled herein, and did so to create more revenue 

for the Town of Brookside so that they, in turn, could enjoy the fruits of that revenue 

in the form of pay, benefits, equipment, and receipt of the profits from policing as 

described herein. 

32. Jett’s Towing, Inc. (“Jett’s Towing”), is an Alabama corporation with 

its principal place of business in Adamsville, Alabama.

II.  JURISDICTION AND VENUE

33. This Court has jurisdiction over this case under 28 U.S.C. § 1331, 

Federal Question jurisdiction, because the case is a civil rights lawsuit brought 

pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, for violation of the Fourth, Fifth, Eighth and 

Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.  The Court further has 

supplemental jurisdiction over the State law claims made herein pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. § 1367 because they are substantially related to the Federal claims. 

34. Venue is proper in this Judicial District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 

1391(b)(2), as this is the Judicial District and Division in which a substantial part of 

the events and omissions giving rise to the claim occurred. 
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III.  FACTS OF THE CASE 

35. The small Town of Brookside, Alabama is located along Interstate 22 

in north Jefferson County, Alabama.  The population of Brookside is approximately 

1,253.  The corporate limits of the Town of Brookside are not within 1.5 miles of 

Interstate 22. 

36. Despite its small population, Brookside has a prolific police department 

that is well-known for using its police powers to “shake down” Brookside residents 

and those who pass through Brookside for excessive fines, penalties and municipal 

court costs.   

37. Brookside officers regularly travel outside of the police jurisdiction of 

Brookside to levy excessive fines, penalties, and municipal court costs. 

38. Brookside’s ticketing and property confiscation practices generate 

revenue that supports its general fund, police department and municipal court, a 

practice colloquially known as “policing for profit” or “taxation by citation.”  

Brookside Police officers regularly confiscated and improperly retained personal 

property during traffic stops. 

39. Upon information and belief, due to the recent intense scrutiny 

Brookside has been confronted with, its police chief, Mike Jones, his second in 

charge, James Savelle, III and many officers have separated from the police 

department. 
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40. Brookside has effectuated a scheme whereby it has been able to amass 

a small army as a police force through ill-gotten fines and seizures. 

41. While Brookside has fewer than 1,500 residents, it had a police force 

far in excess of any rationally necessary number, SWAT team training for its 

officers, and an armored riot control vehicle. 

42. In 2018, Brookside had one full-time police officer, and wrote traffic 

citations that generated $82,467.00, in fines.  Those revenues have skyrocketed since 

2018; up to $610,000.00, in 2020. 

43. All of this occurred in a town that has only one business, a Dollar 

General Store, and no stoplights. 

A. Facts Relating to Corey Thomas.

44. Corey Thomas is a resident of Shelby County, Alabama. 

45. On or about December 19, 2020, Mr. Thomas was driving his recently-

purchased Ducati motorcycle, with a passenger properly seated behind him, on 

Interstate 22 in Jefferson County, Alabama. 

46. Since Mr. Thomas had recently purchased the motorcycle, he had not 

yet obtained a license plate for the vehicle.   

47. As he was lawfully operating his motorcycle, Mr. Thomas was pulled 

over by a Brookside police officer, identified in the Alabama Uniform Traffic Ticket 

and Complaint only as “Agent MM.”  This traffic stop occurred outside of the police 
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jurisdiction of Brookside, i.e., as plead below beyond 1.5 miles from the corporate 

limits of Brookside. 

48. As Agent MM pulled up next to Mr. Thomas, Mr. Thomas indicated by 

hand gesture that he was pulling over on the upcoming offramp.   

49. Before Mr. Thomas could pull over as indicated, Agent MM veered in 

front of him and abruptly stopped, causing Mr. Thomas and his passenger to be 

thrown from the motorcycle.  Mr. Thomas’ motorcycle was severely damaged, and 

his passenger was taken to the hospital for treatment of her injuries. 

50. Although Mr. Thomas did not violate any state law or municipal 

ordinance, Mr. Thomas was arrested and wrongfully charged with several 

misdemeanor crimes, including second degree criminal mischief, reckless driving, 

carrying a concealed weapon, reckless endangerment and third-degree assault.  As a 

result of the charges, and like other members of the putative class, Mr. Thomas was 

assessed fines and costs. 

51. In addition to causing Mr. Thomas to crash his motorcycle, Brookside 

confiscated (and never returned) the pistol carried in his passenger’s backpack, for 

which she had a valid carry permit1.  Brookside also confiscated Mr. Thomas’ Apple 

1 Mr. Thomas was wrongfully charged with having a concealed weapon.  The pistol was in the 
possession of his passenger who had a valid pistol permit. 
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iPhone, air pods, and helmet, which he later located at the home of the arresting 

officer by using Apple’s “Find my iPhone” feature. 

52. Mr. Thomas was thereafter released, but the Town refused to release 

his property to him. 

53. Following the accident, Mr. Thomas’ property insurer sought to 

evaluate the damage to the motorcycle. 

54. Brookside refused to allow Mr. Thomas’ insurer to inspect the 

motorcycle and instead contacted and turned the motorcycle over to the lienholder 

of the motorcycle, without notice to Mr. Thomas.   

55. As a result of Brookside’s refusal to allow Mr. Thomas’ insurer to 

inspect the damaged motorcycle, his insurer refused coverage for the motorcycle. 

56. Therefore, Mr. Thomas was responsible for the full amount of the debt 

owed on the motorcycle despite being deprived of the motorcycle.  Among other 

things, Brookside’s actions have adversely affected Mr. Thomas’ credit rating. 

57. Over a year since his arrest, the charges against Mr. Thomas remain 

pending and unresolved. 

B. Facts Relating to Tinetta Jackson.

58. Tinetta Jackson was stopped by the Brookside Police Department while 

travelling on Interstate 22 near the Brookside exit.  As stated above, Interstate 22 is 

not within 1.5 miles of the Town of Brookside.  
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59. Ms. Jackson was charged with an expired tag, and fined $410. 

60. Ms. Jackson was fined $410.00 by the Town of Brookside when the 

fine for an expired tag is $20.00, according to the Alabama Rules of Judicial 

Administration, and Municipal Court Costs are $172.00, as pled with more 

particularity below. 

61. Ms. Jackson’s $410.00 fine for an expired tag fine was excessive, as 

pled more particularly below, because it was in excess of that allowed by Alabama 

law, making it, by definition excessive and disproportionate to the offense alleged. 

C. Facts Relating to Keyarah Smith.

62. Keyarah Smith was pulled over by the Town of Brookside Police 

Department on or about December 13, 2019, while driving within the police 

jurisdiction of the Town of Brookside.  Ms. Smith was given no reason for her traffic 

stop. 

63. Ms. Smith was ticketed for failing to have insurance.  Ms. Smith had 

insurance through Geico at the time, however, because of poor cell reception in rural 

Jefferson County, Ms. Smith could not pull up the app on her phone to show proof 

of insurance. 

64. As pled with greater particularity bellow, Ms. Smith was fined in excess 

of the amount allowed by Alabama law, thus, her fines were by definition excessive 

and disproportionate to the offense alleged. 
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D. Facts Relating to Ben Blackwell and James Donahue.

65. Plaintiffs Blackwell and Donahue were stopped by Brookside Police 

officers on I-22, not within 1.5 miles of the corporate limits of the Town of 

Brookside.  Plaintiffs were traveling on the Interstate going from South Carolina to 

Oklahoma on a hunting trip. 

66. Plaintiffs Blackwood and Donahue were arrested, taken to the Town of 

Brookside’s Police Department where they were photographed, and charged with 

possession of a stolen firearm.  Plaintiffs’ truck was towed to an impound lot. 

67. While Blackwell and Donahue did have firearms in their possession 

(they were going on a hunting trip), none of them were stolen, and all were legally 

and properly licensed. 

68. Blackwell and Donahue were jailed for a number of hours.  Finally, the 

Town of Brookside Police Officers released Blackwell and Donahue without 

charging them with a crime.  However, the Town of Brookside confiscated a pocket 

knife carried by Mr. Blackwell during the arrest, and never returned it. 

E. Facts Relating to Gerald Smith.

69. In August of 2019, Mr. Smith was traveling in the Town of Brookside 

when he was pulled over by a Town of Brookside Police officer. 

70. Mr. Smith’s car was impounded, and he had to pay a fine to have his 

car released from impound.  The payment Mr. Smith made to release his vehicle 
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operated as a fine because it extracted a payment from Mr. Smith in exchange for 

his vehicle.  Austin v. United States, 509 U.S. 602, 609-10 (1993).  The seizure, 

impoundment, and extraction of payment were carried out using the police power of 

the Town of Brookside.  The Town of Brookside did not even file an action under 

Alabama’s Civil Forfeiture Act, Ala. Code § 20-2-93, against Mr. Smith.   

71. Mr. Smith was charged with possession of marijuana, and fined less 

than the $6,000.00 maximum fine. 

F. Facts Relating to Brittany Todd.

72. Brittany Todd was driving in the Town of Brookside on or about June 

13, 2020, when she was pulled over for a U-turn by a Brookside Police officer. 

73. She was arrested and her car was immediately towed away by Jett’s 

Towing. 

74. Ms. Todd’s car was impounded, and she had to pay in excess of $300.00 

to retrieve her vehicle.  This payment operated as a fine because it extracted a 

payment by Ms. Todd in exchange for her vehicle.  Austin v. United States, 509 U.S. 

602, 609-10 (1992).  The seizure, impoundment, and extraction of payment were 

carried out using the police power of the Town of Brookside.  The Town of 

Brookside did not file a Civil Asset Forfeiture action pursuant to Ala. Code § 20-2-

93, against Ms. Todd. 
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75. Like Ms. Smith’s case, the Town of Brookside used its police power to 

extract payment from Ms. Todd in order to get her vehicle back. 

G. Facts Relating to Zackary Harris.

76. Zachary Harris was pulled over by a Town of Brookside Police officer 

in March of 2019. 

77. Mr. Harris was charged fines far in excess of those allowed for traffic 

offenses under the Alabama Rules of Judicial Administration, on the Schedule of 

Costs and Fees allowed. 

78. Not only was Mr. Harris charged excessive fines, but his vehicle was 

towed and impounded by Jett’s Towing, for which he had to pay towing costs to 

retrieve his vehicle as part of the fines imposed by the Town of Brookside.  Mr. 

Harris was deprived of his vehicle until he could pay the towing and impoundment 

costs. 

IV.  CLASS ALLEGATIONS 

79. Class Definition:  Pursuant to Fed.R.Civ.P. 23(a), (b)(1), (b)(2), and 

(b)(3) Plaintiffs bring this action on behalf of themselves and all others situated in 

the following subclasses.   

Subclass A: 

All persons who were the subject of a traffic stop by the 
Town of Brookside, Alabama Police Department where 
that traffic stop occurred more than 1.5 miles outside of 
the corporate limits of the Town of Brookside, Alabama.  
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This class is represented by plaintiffs Blackwell, Donahue, 
Thomas, and Jackson. 

Subclass B: 

All persons who had their automobiles towed and 
impounded by Jett’s Towing, as the result of a traffic stop 
by the Town of Brookside, Alabama.  This class is 
represented by plaintiffs Todd and Harris. 

Subclass C: 

All persons who were fined by the Town of Brookside, 
Alabama, as the result of a traffic stop by the Town of 
Brookside, Alabama, and were fined more than the 
combination of the Schedule of Fines for Traffic Offenses 
in a municipal court as outlined by Rule 20 of the Alabama 
Rules of Judicial Administration, plus costs allowed to be 
charged in as municipal court of $172.00 allowed under 
the various statutes assessing costs for traffic stops in 
municipal courts.  This Class is represented by plaintiffs 
Jackson, Keyarah Smith, and Harris. 

Subclass D: 

All persons who were detained by Town of Brookside, 
Alabama police officers beyond the initial traffic stop for 
a traffic violation.  Plaintiffs Blackwell and Donahue 
represent the class. 

80. Numerosity: The members of each Class or Subclass are so numerous 

that their individual joinder would be impracticable in that: (a) the Class or Subclass 

includes at least hundreds of individual members; (b) the precise number of Class or 

Subclass members and their identities are unknown to Plaintiffs, but are available 

through public records, and can easily be determined through discovery; (c) it would 
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be impractical and a waste of judicial resources for each of the at least hundreds of 

individual class or subclass members to be individually represented in separate 

actions; and (d) it is not economically feasible for those class members to file 

individual actions. 

81. Commonality/Predominance: Common questions of law and fact 

predominate over any questions affecting only individual class members. These 

common legal and factual questions include, but are not limited to, the following: 

a. Whether traffic stops made by police officers of the 
Town of Brookside, Alabama more than 1.5 miles 
from the town of Brookside, Alabama, are void for 
lack of subject matter jurisdiction, and whether all 
fines and penalties assessed for such traffic stops are 
due to be returned, and whether the citations are due 
to be expunged from any state record. 

b. Whether the seizure of property subject to police 
stops beyond the jurisdictional limits of the Town 
of Brookside Police Department are illegal under 
the Fourth Amendment. 

c. Whether the imposition of towing fines by the Town 
of Brookside, Alabama in the form of fees to be paid 
to Jett’s Towing violates substantive due process – 
where Jett’s Towing was called to the scene 
pursuant to only a traffic stop. 

d. Whether the imposition of fines to retrieve vehicles 
from Jett’s impound lot when Jett’s towing was 
called pursuant to a traffic stop by the Town of 
Brookside, Alabama constitutes an excessive fine 
under the Eighth Amendment to the United States 
Constitution. 
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e. Whether the Town of Brookside and Jett’s Towing 
conspired under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 to violate 
Plaintiffs’ substantive due process and Eighth 
Amendment rights. 

f. Whether fines levied by the Town of Brookside, 
Alabama in its Municipal Court greater than the 
combination of the Schedule of Fines for Traffic 
Offenses as outlined by Rule 20 of the Alabama 
Rules of Judicial Administration, plus costs 
allowable in municipal court of $172.00, are 
excessive under the Eighth Amendment to the 
United States Constitution. 

g. Whether detention pursuant to a traffic stop by the 
Town of Brookside, Alabama is a violation of the 
Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee of substantive 
due process. 

h. Whether the Town of Brookside and Jett’s Towing 
constituted an enterprise under RICO. 

i. Whether the calling of Jett’s Towing to the scene of 
accidents, and then charging people money to 
retrieve impounded cars constitutes a predicate act 
under RICO and the Hobbs Act. 

82. Typicality:  Plaintiffs claims are typical of the claims of the Class or 

Subclass members.  Plaintiffs and all class and subclass members have been injured 

by the same wrongful practices.  Plaintiffs’ claims arise out of the same practices 

and course of conduct that give rise to the claims of the subclass and are based on 

the same legal theories for the class. 
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83. Adequacy:  Plaintiffs will fully and adequately assert and protect the 

interests of the Class and Subclasses.  Plaintiffs have counsel experienced in class 

actions and complex mass tort litigation.  Neither Plaintiffs nor counsel have 

interests contrary to or conflicting with the interests of the Class or Subclasses.  

84. Superiority: A class action is superior to all other available methods for 

the fair and efficient adjudication of this lawsuit because individual litigation of the 

claims by each of the Class or Subclass members is economically unfeasible and 

impractical. While the aggregate amount of the damages suffered by the class is 

large, the individual damage suffered by each, in many cases is too small to warrant 

the expense of individual lawsuits.  The court system would be unreasonably 

burdened by the number of cases that would be filed it as a class action if not 

certified. 

85. Plaintiffs do not anticipate any difficulties in the management of this 

litigation. 

86. Defendants have acted on grounds generally noticeable to the Class, 

thereby making appropriate final injunctive relief or corresponding declaratory relief 

with respect to the Class as a whole proper. 
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COUNT I

 (Class Claim That All Traffic Citations Outside the Police 
Jurisdiction of the Town of Brookside are Invalid Because the 

Municipal Court Lacked Subject Matter Jurisdiction 
and Violates the Fourth Amendment’s Prohibition Against 

Unreasonable Searches and Seizures) 

87. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference, as if fully set forth herein, 

paragraphs 1-86 above. 

88. This is a Class Claim on behalf of Subclass A, represented by Plaintiffs 

Blackwell, Donahue, Thomas, and Jackson, against the Town of Brookside. 

89. This claim is brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 to vindicate 

Plaintiffs constitutional rights, and under state law as described herein. 

90. Pursuant to Ala. Code. § 11-40-10(1975), the territorial limits of the 

Town of Brookside’s police power, and the subject matter jurisdiction of its 

municipal court, extends to 1.5 miles beyond the corporate borders of the Town of 

Brookside.  Ala. Code § 11-40-10; Ala. Code § 12-14-1(b). 

91. Plaintiffs in Subclass A were all arrested outside of the jurisdictional 

limits of the Town of Brookside. 

92. If there is an absence of jurisdiction over either the person or subject 

matter, a court has no power to act.  The lack of subject matter jurisdiction cannot 

be waived.  Ex Parte U.S., 918 So.2d 908 (Ala. 2005). 
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93. Because the Town of Brookside had no subject matter jurisdiction to 

stop any of the people in Subclass A.  Any Order of the Court, or any fine, or any 

impoundment of a vehicle as void, and a nullity subject to disgorgement because the 

Town of Brookside cannot in equity and good conscience retain monies it unlawfully 

gained. 

94. Plaintiffs have been damaged under this Court in the amount of monies 

they paid in fines, and for property confiscation due to unconstitutional traffic stops 

beyond the police jurisdiction of the Town of Brookside. 

95. Not only were the arrests, forfeitures, and fines void under Alabama 

law, but they are actionable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 because they deprive Plaintiffs 

of their Fourteenth Amendment substantive due process rights. 

96. The out-of-jurisdiction arrests, seizures, and fines: (1) deprived 

Plaintiffs of their constitutionally protected liberty and property interests; (2) were 

performed by a governmental entity; and (3) were pretextual, arbitrary and 

capricious, and without any rational basis because they were outside the police 

jurisdiction of the governmental entity.  Spence v. Zimmerman, 873, F.2d 256, 258. 

(11th Cir. 1989). 

97. In addition to violating the Fourteenth Amendment’s due process 

guarantee, the extrajudicial traffic stops violate the Fourth Amendment, which 

prohibits unreasonable searches and seizures.  The detainer of persons and any 
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seizure of property by the Town of Brookside Police Department were objectively 

unreasonable as any officer would know he or she had no right to make such an 

extra-jurisdictional arrest or seizure. 

98. The extra-jurisdictional stops were in violation of clearly established 

law, and thus could not have been the performance of any legitimate job-related 

function of an officer. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs in Subclass A demand the following against the 

Town of Brookside: 

a. An Order of this Court certifying this claim and 
Subclass as a class action; appointing plaintiffs 
Blackwell, Donahue, Thomas, and Jackson, as 
Class Representatives; and undersigned as Class 
Counsel. 

b. An Order of this Court declaring all fines, 
forfeitures, convictions or other orders of the 
Municipal Court of Brookside, Alabama void as a 
matter of law, where the arrests were made over 1.5 
miles from the corporate limits of the Town of 
Brookside. 

c. An Order of this Court that the out-of-jurisdiction 
arrests, seizures, and fines were violations of the 
Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee of substantive 
due process. 

d. The return of all property seized pursuant to illegal 
orders of the Municipal Court of the Town of 
Brookside, Alabama due to lack of subject matter 
jurisdiction. 

Case 2:22-cv-00157-AMM   Document 14   Filed 03/16/22   Page 21 of 46



22 

e. The disgorgement of all fines collected by the Town 
of Brookside, Alabama, pursuant to arrests made 
over 1.5 miles from its corporate limits. 

f. Damages for the fines, forfeitures, and arrests, 
including mental anguish damages. 

g. An award of reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988(b). 

COUNT II 

(Class Claim for Conspiracy Between the Town of 
Brookside Municipal Court and the Police Officer Defendants 

Pursuant to 42. U.S.C § 1983 for Conspiring to Violate 
Plaintiffs’ Substantive Due Process and Fourth Amendment 

Rights Through Extra-Jurisdictional Traffic Stops)

99. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference, as if set forth fully herein, 

paragraphs 1-98. 

100. This claim is made for a conspiracy to violate the constitutional rights 

of Plaintiffs pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 1983.  This claim is brought by Subclass A, 

represented by Plaintiffs Blackwell, Donahue, and Gregory Smith. 

101. As stated above in Count I, the substantive due process rights of 

Plaintiffs were violated because: (1) they were deprived of their constitutionally 

protected liberty and property interests; (2) the traffic stops beyond the 1.5 mile 

police jurisdiction were performed by a governmental entity, i.e., the police 

department through the Individual Officer Defendants; and (3) they were pretextual 
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arbitrary, and without any rational basis because they were outside the 1.5 mile 

police jurisdiction of the Town of Brookside. 

102. The Individual Officer Defendants and the Municipal Court, through its 

rubber stamping of fines it knows to be extrajudicial, reached an understanding that 

the Individual Officer Defendant would levy the unconstitutional and unenforceable 

fines, and the Municipal Court would enforce them and collect the fines.  The 

scheme would not work unless both the Individual Officer Defendants and the 

Municipal Court system worked in tandem to make the extra-jurisdictional traffic 

stops and charges; and then for the Municipal Court to collect the ill-gotten gains 

from the fines.  Further, the scheme would not work unless each member of the 

Town of Brookside acted in concert.  They all acted together knowing that if one 

refused, the whole conspiracy could come to a halt. 

103. After the collection of improper fines and costs, the Municipal Court 

would distribute the money back to the Town of Brookside, which would in turn 

fund a bloated police department, and provide that department with funds and 

equipment that would benefit the Individual Officer Defendants through salaries and 

equipment. 

104. The conspiracy all stemmed from the unconstitutional deprivation of 

liberty and property interests suffered by those arrested by the Town of Brookside 

Police Department outside of its jurisdictional limits. 
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105. The Individual Officer Defendants are not entitled to immunity in this 

case because their conduct in making traffic stops beyond the judicial boundaries of 

the Town of Brookside violates clearly established statutory authority, i.e., Ala. 

Code § 11-40-10 and 12-14-1(b), setting the limits of police jurisdiction.  Moreover, 

those stops are a clear deprivation of the 14th Amendment Substantive due process 

rights of Plaintiffs as set forth above because they were without any rational basis.  

They were clearly outside of the police jurisdiction of the officers making them, 

which any reasonable person would have known. 

106. In addition, as stated above, the extra-jurisdictional traffic stops, 

detention, and seizure of any property is a violation of the Fourth Amendment. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs in Subclass A demand the following against the 

Individual Officer Defendants as follows: 

a. An Order of this Court certifying this Subclass as a 
Claim and Subclass as a class action; appointing 
plaintiffs Blackwell, Donahue, Thomas, and 
Jackson, as Class Representatives; and undersigned 
as Class Counsel. 

b. An Order of this Court in Plaintiffs favor on the 
Conspiracy Court, and a declaration that all fines, 
forfeitures, convictions or other orders of the Town 
of Brookside Municipal Courts are void where the 
arrests were made at locations over 1.5 miles from 
the corporate limits of the Town of Brookside. 

c. An order of this Court that the out-of-jurisdiction 
arrests, seizures, and fines were a violation of 
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Plaintiffs’ Fourteenth Amendment guarantee of 
substantive due process. 

d. An order of the Court directing the return of all 
property seized pursuant to illegal orders of the 
Town of Brookside Municipal Court due to lack of 
subject matter jurisdiction. 

e. Damages against the Individual Officer Defendants 
for this wrongful fines, forfeitures, and arrests, 
including mental anguish damages. 

f. An order of the Court directing Defendants, jointly 
and severally, to pay a reasonable attorneys’ fees 
and costs pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988(b).

COUNT III

 (Class Claim Against the Town of Brookside, The Individual 
Officer Defendants and Jett’s Towing Pursuant to 

42 U.S.C. § 1983 for Conspiring to Violate Plaintiffs’ Fourth, 
Fifth, Fourteenth, and Eighth Amendment Rights) 

107. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference, at if fully set forth herein, 

paragraphs 1-106 above. 

108. The claim is brought to vindicate Plaintiffs’ Fifth, Eighth, and 

Fourteenth Amendment rights pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983.  This Claim is also 

brought for the conspiracy entered into by the Town of Brookside, the Individual 

Officer Defendants, and Jett’s Towing to violate Plaintiffs’ Constitutional rights. 

109. This claim is on behalf of Subclass B, represented by Plaintiffs Todd 

and Harris. 
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110. The Town of Brookside, through its Police Department, and the 

Individual Officer Defendants, had an agreement with Jett’s Towing whereby it 

would call Jett’s Towing on routine traffic stops without pursuing an action under 

Alabama’s Civil Forfeiture Act, Ala. Code § 20-2-93.  The Individual Officer 

Defendants knew of this agreement because they were the ones who made the calls. 

111. The agreement described above was for illegal purposes.  These illegal 

purposes were fourfold: (1) To violate Plaintiffs’ Fourth Amendment rights to be 

secure in their property through unreasonable seizures of their vehicles; (2) to 

deprive Plaintiffs of their property without just compensation in violation of the Fifth 

Amendment; (3) to violate Plaintiffs’ Fourteenth Amendment substantive due 

process rights by depriving Plaintiffs’ Constitutionally protected rights in property 

in a way that was not rationally related to any governmental interest, i.e., the Town 

of Brookside has no legitimate governmental interest in seizing Plaintiffs’ vehicle 

for a routine traffic violation; and (4) to violate Plaintiffs’ Eighth Amendment rights 

to be free from excessive fines when Plaintiffs were forced to pay impoundment 

penalties to retrieve their vehicles bearing no proportionality to the underlying traffic 

offense and the penalties therefore. 

112. All parties agreed that Jett’s Towing would be called on routine traffic 

stops, and vehicles towed by Jett’s Towing. 
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113. The Fourth Amendment does not tolerate seizures of vehicles unrelated 

to the purpose of the stop, i.e., a traffic violation. 

114. The above-described scheme benefitted all of the parties to the 

conspiracy.  It created revenue for Jett’s and the Town of Brookside such that those 

revenues would benefit the Town of Brookside and the Individual Officer 

Defendants through funding the bloated police department, its salaries, and its 

unnecessary equipment. 

115. As to the Individual Officer Defendants, they do not enjoy immunity 

for these actions because a reasonable person would have known that the seizing of 

vehicles pursuant to routine traffic stops, without any further process and without 

filing a Civil Asset Forfeiture Action pursuant to Ala. Code § 20-2-93, is an 

unreasonable seizure of property under the Fourth Amendment; a taking of property 

without just compensation prohibited by the Fifth Amendment; violation of the 

fourteenth Amendment substantive due process rights because such seizures are not 

related to any legitimate governmental interests; and a violation of the 8th

Amendment rights to be free from excessive fines because the payment of impound 

fees resulting from the seizure is disproportionate to the “crimes” alleged. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand the following: 

a. An Order of this Court certifying this Count as a 
class action; appointing Plaintiff’s Todd and Harris 
as Class Representatives and undersigned as Class 
Counsel. 
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b. An Order of this Court directing the return of any 
vehicles seized by the Town of Brookside and 
towed by Jett’s Towing, Inc. 

c. Damages in an amount to be determined by struck 
jury for: (i) fines paid; (ii) loss of the use of 
Plaintiffs’ vehicles; and (iii) mental anguish 
damages caused by actions of Defendants. 

d. An Order of this Court directing Defendants jointly 
and severally to pay reasonable attorneys’ fees and 
costs pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988(b). 

COUNT IV

 (Class Claim for Excessive Fines Charged and 
Collected by the Town of Brookside, Alabama) 

116. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference, as if set forth fully herein, 

paragraphs 1-115 above. 

117. This claim is brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 to vindicate 

Plaintiffs Eighth Amendment rights. 

118. This claim is made by Subclass C, represented by plaintiffs Jackson; 

Keyarah Smith; and Harris. 

119. Plaintiffs have all been subject to fines in excess of those allowed under 

Alabama law. 

120. Ala. R. Jud. Admin. 20(A), authorized by Ala. Code § 12-12-55, sets 

forth a schedule of fines to be charged where a defendant elects to plead guilty to a 

traffic offense. 
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121. In addition, municipalities may charge costs associated with a guilty 

pleas in a municipal court.  Those costs are $172. 

122. Each Plaintiff was charged, and paid, fines in excess of those allowed 

by Ala. R. Jud. Amin. 20(A), and the $172.00 in allowable costs. 

123. By definition, the collection of such costs is excessive under the Eighth 

Amendment of the United States Constitution and Alabama law.  The State of 

Alabama has defined what is a proportionate fine.  Each Plaintiff has been fined in 

excess of the State mandated proportionate amount. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand the following: 

a. An Order of this Court certifying this claim as a 
class action; appointing Plaintiffs Jackson’ Keyarah 
Smith; Gerald Smith; Todd; and Harris as Class 
Representatives; and undersigned as Class Counsel. 

b. Damages in an amount to be determined by struck 
jury for amounts paid in excess of the amounts 
allowed under Alabama statutory law, as stated 
above. 

c. An Order of this Court directing disgorgement of all  
amounts collected by the Town of Brookside in 
excess of that allowed by law, as described above. 

d. Damages for mental anguish. 

e. An Order of this Court directing Defendants, jointly 
and severally, to pay the costs associated with this 
action, plus a reasonable attorneys’ fee pursuant to 
42 U.S.C. § 1988(b). 
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COUNT VI

 (Class Claim for Conspiracy Between the Individual Officer 
Defendants and the Town of Brookside Municipal Court 

To Charge Excessive Fines Prohibited by the Eighth Amendment 
Against the Individual Officer Defendants)

124. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference, as if set forth fully herein, 

paragraphs 1-123 above. 

125. The claim is made by Subclass C, represented by Plaintiffs Jackson; 

Keyarah Smith; and Harris. 

126. This Claim is brought pursuant to  42 U.S.C. § 1983 for a conspiracy 

between the Individual Officer Defendants and the Town of Brookside Municipal 

Court to charge excessive fines prohibited by the Eighth Amendment. 

127. Subclass C, Plaintiffs were all charged fines in excess of those allowed 

by Alabama law.  Plaintiffs hereby incorporate paragraphs 1-127 above, outlining 

the substantive Eighth Amendment violation. 

128. The Individual Officer Defendants and the Municipal Court, through its 

knowing rubber stamping of fines, reached an understanding that the Individual 

Officer Defendants would make charges for the excessive fines, and the Municipal 

Court would enforce and collect the fines.  The scheme would not work without both 

the Individual Officer Defendants and the Municipal Court system worked in tandem 

to charge the excessive fines, and then for the Municipal Court to collect the ill-

gotten gains. 
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129. After the Subclass C Plaintiffs paid the excessive fines, the Municipal 

Court would then distribute the money from the excessive fines back to the Town of 

Brookside, which would in turn fund a bloated police department, and provide that 

police department with funds and equipment that would benefit the Individual 

Officer Defendants through salaries and equipment. 

130. The conspiracy alleged in this Court all stemmed from the 

unconstitutional collection of excessive fines. 

131. The Individual Officer Defendants are not entitled to immunity because 

their conduct in levying fines clearly in excess of those allowed by Alabama law not 

only violates Alabama law, which any reasonable person would know, but any 

reasonable person would have known such fines are, by definition, excessive under 

the Eighth Amendment. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against the Individual Officer 

Defendants as follows: 

a. An Order of this Court certifying this Subclass and 
claim as a class action; appointing plaintiffs 
Jackson; Keyarah Smith; and Harris as class 
representatives; and undersigned as Class Counsel. 

b. An Order of this Count in Plaintiffs’ favor on the 
conspiracy count, and a declaration that all fines 
collected in excess of those allowed by Alabama 
law are excessive under the Eighth Amendment. 
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c. Damages against the Individual Officer Defendants 
for the excessive fines, and for mental anguish for 
having to pay the excessive fines. 

d. An Order of this Court directing Defendants, jointly 
and severally, to pay a reasonable attorneys’ fee and 
costs pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988(b). 

COUNT VII

 (Class Claim Under the Racketeering Influenced a 
Corrupt Organization Act Against the Town of Brookside) 

132. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference, as if set forth fully herein, 

paragraphs 1-131 above. 

133. This claim is brought by Subclasses A, B, and C, and is represented by 

Plaintiffs Thomas, Jackson, Todd, Harris, Keyarah Smith, and Gerald Smith. 

134. This claim is brought pursuant to the Racketeering Influenced and 

Corrupt Organizations Act (“RICO”). 

135. RICO, at 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c) provides a private cause of action to “any 

person injured in his business or property by reason of a violation of § 1962 of this 

chapter.” 

136. Section 1962(c) prohibits an individual2 from “participating in the 

conduct of the affairs of an enterprise engaged in interstate commerce, through a 

2 Municipal entities may be part of a RICO enterprise.  United States v. Cianci, 378 F.3d 71, 82-
83 (1st Cir. 2004). 
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pattern of racketeering activity.”  Almanza v. United Airlines, Inc., 851 F.3d 1060, 

1066 (11th Cir. 2017). 

137. A RICO enterprise is very broadly defined as, “any individual, 

partnership, corporation, association, or other legal entity, and any union or group 

of individuals associated in fact although not a legal entity.”  18 U.S.C. § 1961(5).  

The Town of Brookside’s association in fact with the Town of Brookside Municipal 

Court and its officers constitutes a RICO enterprise. 

138. There is no question that the RICO enterprise described above is 

involved in interstate commerce as the Town of Brookside Police Department 

routinely patrols Interstate 22 and make traffic stops thereon.  Two of the plaintiffs 

in this case even are from outside of Alabama.  Interstate 22 is a regularly travelled 

interstate highway permitting the flow of interstate commerce. 

139. The purpose of the association in fact between the Town of Brookside 

and the Municipal Court and the Municipal Court’s officers is to extract the payment 

of unlawful fines from the people, including Plaintiffs, subject to traffic stops. 

140. The Town of Brookside participates in the affairs through “a pattern of 

racketeering activity.”  18 U.S.C. § 1962(a).  The activity that the Town of Brookside 

participates in is extortion under the Hobbs Act, 18 U.S.C. § 1951(b)(2). 

141. The Hobbs Act makes it illegal to, “obstruct, delay, or affect interstate 

commerce or them movement of any article in commerce, by robbery or extortion 
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or attempts or conspires to do so, or commits or threatens physical violence to any 

person or property in furtherance of as plan or purpose . . .”  18 U.S.C. § 1951(a). 

142. The Hobbs Act further defines extortion as, “the obtaining of property 

from another, with his consent, induced by wrongful use of actual or threatened 

force, violence, or fear, or under color of official right.”  18 U.S.C. § 1951(b)(2). 

143. The Town of Brookside forced Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff classes to 

give up their property and pay illegal fines through fear, intimidation, and under 

color of official right by imposing fines not authorized by law, seizing property 

without the legal right to do so, as plead above, and by threat of jail time unless 

illegal fines were paid or property unlawfully forfeited.  This is extortion, as 

prohibited by 18 U.S.C. § 1951. 

144. Extortion under 18 U.S.C. § 1951, is one of the predicate acts 

enumerated under RICO at 18 U.S.C. § 1961 that can create liability as “racketeering 

activity.” 

145. The Town of Brookside has engaged in a “pattern of racketeering 

activity” which is established by just two acts of racketeering activity in the last ten 

(10) years.  Lehman v. Lucom, 727 F.3d 1326, 1330 (11th Cir. 2013)).  More than 

two acts of extortion in the last ten years have been perpetrated on just the Plaintiffs 

in this case, but the same pattern of racketeering activity has occurred dozens, or 

hundreds, of times within the last ten (10) years. 
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146. Plaintiffs have been injured in their business or property in that they 

have had to pay illegal fines, and have had property wrongfully seized. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class demand the following: 

a. Judgment pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c) in their 
favor and against the Town of Brookside, Alabama. 

b. Damages in an amount to be determined by struck 
jury. 

c. Treble damages pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c). 

d. A reasonable attorneys’ fee and the costs of this 
action pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c). 

COUNT VIII

 (Class Claim Under the Racketeering Influenced 
A Corrupt Organization Act Against the Town of 

Brookside and Jett’s Towing) 

147. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference, as if set forth fully herein, 

paragraphs 1-146 above. 

148. This claim is brought by Subclass B and is represented by Plaintiffs 

Todd and Harris. 

149. This claim is brought pursuant to the Racketeering Influenced and 

Corrupt Organizations Act (“RICO”). 

150. RICO, at 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c) provides a private cause of action to “any 

person injured in his business or property by reason of a violation of § 1962 of this 

chapter.” 
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151. Section 1962(c) prohibits an individual3 from “participating in the 

conduct of the affairs of an enterprise engaged in interstate commerce, through a 

pattern of racketeering activity.”  Almanza v. United Airlines, Inc., 851 F.3d 1060, 

1066 (11th Cir. 2017). 

152. A RICO enterprise is very broadly defined as, “any individual, 

partnership, corporation, association, or other legal entity, and any union or group 

of individuals associated in fact although not a legal entity.”  18 U.S.C. § 1961(5).  

The Town of Brookside’s association in fact with Jett’s Towing constitutes a RICO 

enterprise. 

153. There is no question that the RICO enterprise described above is 

involved in interstate commerce as the Town of Brookside Police Department 

routinely patrols Interstate 22, and makes traffic stops along said Interstate Highway.   

154. The purpose of the association in fact between the Town of Brookside 

and Jett’s Towing is to extract the payment of unlawful fines, impoundment, and 

towing from the people subject to traffic stops. 

155. The Town of Brookside and Jett’s Towing participate in the affairs 

through “a pattern of racketeering activity.”  18 U.S.C. § 1962(a).  The activity that 

3 Municipal entities may be part of a RICO enterprise.  United States v. Cianci, 378 F.3d 71, 82-
83 (1st Cir. 2004). 

Case 2:22-cv-00157-AMM   Document 14   Filed 03/16/22   Page 36 of 46



37 

the Town of Brookside participates in is extortion under the Hobbs Act, 18 U.S.C. § 

1951(b)(2). 

156. The Hobbs Act makes it illegal to “obstruct, delay, or affect interstate 

commerce or them movement of any article in commerce, by robbery or extortion 

or attempts or conspires to do so, or commits or threatens physical violence to any 

person or property in furtherance of as plan or purpose . . .”  18 U.S.C. § 1951(a). 

157. The Hobbs Act further defines extortion as, “the obtaining of property 

from another, with his consent, induced by wrongful use of actual or threatened 

force, violence, or fear, or under color of official right.”  18 U.S.C. § 1951(b)(2). 

158. The Town of Brookside, in combination and agreement with Jett’s 

Towing, forced Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Classes to give up their property and/or 

pay illegal impoundment and towing fees through fear, intimidation, and under color 

of official right by seizing property without the legal right to do so, and the 

imposition of illegal towing and impoundment fees to retrieve the vehicles.  This is 

extortion, as prohibited by 18 U.S.C. § 1951. 

159. Extortion under 18 U.S.C. § 1951, is one of the predicate acts 

enumerated under RICO at 18 U.S.C. § 1961 that can create liability as “racketeering 

activity.” 

160. The Town of Brookside in combination with Jett’s Towing engaged in 

a “pattern of racketeering activity” which is established by just two acts of 
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racketeering activity in the last ten (10) years.  Lehman v. Lucom, 727 F.3d 1326, 

1330 (11th Cir. 2013)).  More than two acts of extortion in the last ten years have 

been perpetrated on just the Plaintiffs in this case, but the same pattern of 

racketeering activity has occurred dozens, or hundreds, of times within the last ten 

(10) years. 

161. Plaintiffs have been injured in their business or property in that they 

have had to pay illegal fines, and have had property wrongfully seized. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs and the Plaintiff Class demand the following: 

a. Judgment under 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c) in their favor 
and against the Town of Brookside, Alabama and 
Jett’s Towing. 

b. Damages in an amount to be determined by struck 
jury. 

c. Treble damages pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c). 

d. A reasonable attorneys’ fee and the costs of this 
action pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c). 

COUNT VIII

 (Class Claim Violation of Substantive Due Process Rights 
By Interfering With Liberty Interests of Plaintiffs) 

162. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference, as if set forth fully herein, 

paragraphs 1-161 above. 

163. This claim is on behalf of Subclass D, and is represented by Plaintiffs 

Blackwell and Donahue. 
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164. This claim is brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 to vindicate 

Plaintiffs’ Fourteenth Amendment rights to substantive due process. 

165. Plaintiffs Blackwell and Donahue were detained by the Town of 

Brookside Police officers outside of the police jurisdiction of the Town of 

Brookside. 

166. As stated above, such actions are unlawful, and outside the scope of any 

legal authority. 

167. Not only were Blackwell and Donahue detained, but they were taken to 

the Town of Brookside jail for several hours. 

168. The wrongful detention and jailing is a violation of Plaintiffs’ 

Fourteenth Amendment substantive due process rights.  In order to make out a 

substantive due process claim, a plaintiff must show: (1) constitutionally protected 

liberty or property interest; (2) governmental deprivation of that interest; and (3) the 

governmental action was “pretextual, arbitrary and capricious, and . . . without any 

rational basis.”  Spence v. Zimmerman, 873 F.2d 256, 258 (11th Cir. 1989). 

169. Plaintiffs were deprived of their constitutionally protected liberty 

interest when they were detained and taken to the police station by the Town of 

Brookside Police Department. 

170. The Town of Brookside is a governmental entity. 
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171. The Town or Brookside Police Department traffic stop of Plaintiffs was 

arbitrary and capricious and without any rational basis as it occurred outside of the 

police jurisdiction of the Town of Brookside.  The Town of Brookside had no 

rational basis to stop Plaintiffs. 

172. Plaintiffs were damaged by the loss of their liberty interest and the fear 

and anguish of an illegal jailing. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand the following: 

a. An Order of the Court certifying this claim as a class 
action; appointing of Plaintiffs Blackwell and 
Donahue as Class Representatives; and appointing 
undersigned as Class Counsel. 

b. An award of compensatory and punitive damages 
for illegal detention and jailing. 

c. An Order of this Court directing Defendants, jointly 
and severally, to pay a reasonable attorneys’ fee and 
the costs of this action pursuant to 42. U.S.C. § 
1988(b). 

COUNT IX  
(Conversion) 

173. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference, as if fully set forth herein, 

paragraphs 1-172 above. 

174. Following Mr. Thomas’ arrest on December 19, 2020, the Town of 

Brookside impounded Mr. Thomas’ Ducati motorcycle.   

175. Even after Mr. Thomas was released from custody by Brookside, the 
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Town refused to release Mr. Thomas’ motorcycle to him.  In fact, Mr. Thomas was 

advised he would never see his property again. 

176. Brookside continued to retain Mr. Thomas’ property against his wishes 

and refused to release the motorcycle. 

177. Moreover, when Mr. Thomas’ insurer sought to inspect the motorcycle 

to adjust his claim, the Town refused to allow it to inspect, thus resulting in the denial 

of coverage. 

178. Rather than release the motorcycle to Mr. Thomas, the Town 

wrongfully released the motorcycle to the lienholder without Mr. Thomas’ consent. 

179. Brookside’s actions in taking and detaining Mr. Thomas’ motorcycle 

constituted an illegal assumption of ownership and illegal exercise of dominion over 

Mr. Thomas’ property in exclusion or defiance of Mr. Thomas’ rights when Mr. 

Thomas had an immediate right to possession of the motorcycle following his release 

from custody.  Such actions constitute the common law tort of conversion. 

180. Brookside’s conversion of Mr. Thomas’ property proximately caused 

damages to Mr. Thomas. 

181. Brookside’s actions with respect to Mr. Thomas’ motorcycle are in 

keeping with the Town’s pattern and practice of wrongfully taking, retaining and 

otherwise exercising dominion over the property of those individuals it searches 

during traffic stops and/or arrests. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request, on behalf of themselves and 

all others similarly situated, the following relief: 

a. Entry of judgment in favor of Mr. Thomas. 

b. Compensatory and punitive damages. 

JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiffs demand a trial by struck jury on all issues so triable. 

/s/ Brian M. Clark   
Brian M. Clark   
Attorney for Plaintiffs 

OF COUNSEL 
WIGGINS, CHILDS, PANTAZIS,  
      FISHER, & GOLDFARB, LLC 
The Kress Building 
301 Nineteenth Street North 
Birmingham, Alabama 35203 
Telephone: (205) 314-0530 
Facsimile: (205) 254-1500 
Email:  bclark@wigginschilds.com

/s/ J. Mark White  
J. Mark White 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 

OF COUNSEL 
WHITE ARNOLD & DOWD PC 
2025 Third Avenue North 
Birmingham, Alabama 35203 
Email: mwhite@whitearnolddowd.com
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/s/ Allan Armstrong 
Allan Armstrong  
Attorney for Plaintiffs 

OF COUNSEL 
ARMSTRONG LAW CENTER, LLC 
The Berry Building 
2820 Columbiana Road 
Vestavia Hills, Alabama  35216 
Birmingham, Alabama 35203 
Email:  armstrong.atty@gmail.com

/s/ Darrell Cartwright  
Darrell Cartwright  
Attorney for Plaintiffs 

OF COUNSEL 
CARTWRIGHT LAW CENTER 
Post Office Box 383204 
Birmingham, Alabama  35238 
Email:  dcartwright@gmail.com

/s/ Bill Baxley  
Attorney for Plaintiffs 

OF COUNSEL 
BAXLEY JACKSON LAW FIRM 
300 Vestavia Parkway, Ste. 3200 
Vestavia Hills, Alabama 35216 
Email: bill@baxleyjackson.com 
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PLEASE SERVE ADDITIONAL DEFENDANTS 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL AT: 

Jett’s Towing, Inc. 
c/o Jett Lowell, Registered Agent 
1105 Hillcrest Road 
Adamsville, Alabama  35005 

Jon Atkinson 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 

Dalton Brody 
2317 Mount Olive Road 
Mount Olive, Alabama 35117 

William Bynum 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 

John Christopher Campbell, II 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 

DeShawn Mark Cook 
1109 48th Street 
Ensley, Alabama 35208 

Kyle RaelEfferson 
2124 Fox Valley Circle 
Vestavia Hills, Alabama  35216 

Patrick Howell 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 
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Richard Barrett Jaynes 
928 W. Park Lane 
Fultondale, Alabama  35068 

Michael Ryan Jones 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 
Benjamin Heath Loebler 
585 Southern Hills Drive 
Calera, Alabama  35040 

Wendy Ann Long 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 

Maresha Moses 
2015 Pike Road 
Birmingham, Alabama  35218 

Ivory Price 
45 Tammera Trial 
Birmingham, Alabama  35215 

Anthony Ragsdale 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 

Justin Reeser 
1913 Strawberry Lane 
Hoover, Alabama  35244 

Christopher Robertson 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 
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James S. Savelle, III 
180 Malstone Drive 
Helena, Alabama  35080 

Marcus Sellers 
5312 Rime Village 
Vestavia Hills, Alabama  35216 

Billy Shoults 
6732 New Castle Road 
Morris, Alabama  35216 

Bradley Singleton 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 

Robert Wayne Stewart 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 

Sydni (Hope) Thompson 
1714 Rogina Drive 
Fultondale, Alabama  35068 

Timothy Turner, Jr. 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 

Anthony Ragsdale 
c/o Town of Brookside 
2711 Municipal Drive 
Brookside, Alabama  35036 

Justin Reeser 
1913 Strawberry Lane 
Hoover, Alabama  35244 
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