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Kevin DANLEY, Plaintiff-Appellee,
V.

Ruby ALLEN, et al., Defendants,

Jackie Rikard, Ronnie Willis, Ruby
Allyn, Defendants—Appellants.

Kevin Danley, Plaintiff-Appellee,
V.

Steve Woods, Defendant-Appellant.

Kevin Danley, Plaintiff-Appellee,
v.
Jeff Wood, Defendant-Appellant.

Nos. 06-14466, 06-14808 and 06-15580
Non-Argument Calendar.

United States Court of Appeals,
Eleventh Cireuit.

March 8, 2007.

Background: Pretrial detainee brought
§ 1983 action against detention officers,
alleging that he was subjected to excessive
force and then denied medical treatment
when they sprayed him with pepper spray.
Officers moved to dismiss on the basis of
qualified immunity. The United States Dis-
trict Court for the Northern District of
Alabama, Nos. 06-00680-CV-CV-IPJ, 06-
00680-CV-3-IPJ, and 06-00680-CV-IPJ,
Inge P. Johnson, J., entered orders deny-
ing the niotions to dismiss. Officers appeal-
ed.

Holding: The Court of Appeals held that
the district court’s one-sentence orders,
which were devoid of any facts and any
legal analysis, wholly failed to provide the

court with an opportunity to conduect
meaningful appellate review.

Vacated and remanded.

1. Federal Civil Procedure 928

Distriet court orders should contain suf-
ficient explanations of the courts’ rulings so
as to provide the Court of Appeals with an
opportunity to engage in meaningful appel-
late review.

2. Federal Courts &947

District court’s one-sentence summary
denials of defendant detention officers’ mo-
tions to dismiss pretrial detainee’s § 1983
action on the basis of qualified immunity
wholly failed to provide the Court of Appeals
with an opportunity to conduct meaningful
appellate review, thus requiring remand for
the district court to enter reasoned orders,
where the district court’s orders were devoid
of any facts and any legal analysis and per-
functorily stated that the distriet court had
considered the motions and was “of the opin-
ion defendants’ motions are due to be de-
nied.” 42 U.S.C.A. § 1983.

3. Federal Courts &947

On defendants’ motion to dismiss § 1983
action on the basis of qualified immunity, it is
the responsibility of the distriet court in the
first instance, and not the Court of Appeals
on appeal, to review the record and applica-
ble case law and render a reasoned decision
on the qualified immunity issue. 42 U.S.C.A.
§ 198s.

Appeals from the United States District
Court for the Northern District of Alabama.
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Before HULL, WILSON and PRYOR,
Circuit Judges,

PER CURIAM:

In this 42 U.S.C. § 1983 case, the district
court summarily denied defendant-appel-
lants’ motions to dismiss plaintiff-appellee
Kevin Danley’s second amended complaint.
Danley contends that he was subjected to
excessive force and then denied medical
treatment when, as a pretrial detainee, de-
tention officers sprayed hini with pepper
spray. The defendant-appellants contend
that they are entitled to qualified inmunity
from Danley’s claims. The district court en-
tered one-sentence orders denying each of
the various motions to dismiss. The district
court’s one-sentence orders perfunctorily
stated that the distriet court had considered
the motions and was “of the opinion defen-
dants’ motions are due to be denied.” The
orders are devoid of any facts and any legal
analysis.

{11 Many times, and in many contexts,
this Court has admonished distriet courts
that their orders should contain sufficient
explanations of their rulings so as to provide
this Court with an opportunity to engage in
meaningful appellate review. See Clay ».
Equifux, Ine, 762 F2d 952, 957-58 (11th
Cir.1985) (collecting cases in which the Su-
preme Court and this Court’s predecessor
Cowrt "urged the distriet court to state the
reason for its decision and the underlying
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predicate”); see also Serra Chevvolet, Inc. v.
Geneiral Motors Corp., 446 F.3d 1137, 1151
(11th Cir.2006) (in imposing sanctions, dis-
trict eourt must clearly state its reasons so
that ineaningful review may be had on ap-
pealy; In re Ford Motor Co., 345 F.3d 1315,
1317 (11th Cir.2003) (granting petition for
writ of mandamus where distriet court “pro-
vided no substantive explanation” for its dis-
covery ruling); Broadwater v. United States,
292 F.3d 1302, 1303 (11th Cir.2002) (in view
of size of record and number of allegations,
summary denial of 28 U.S.C. § 2255 motion
was inappropriate).

2,31 In this case, we conclude that the
district court’s one-sentence summary deni-
als of defendant-appellants’ motions to dis-
miss wholly fail to provide this Court with an
opportunity to conduct meaningful appellate
review. While this Court certainly could re-
view the record and applicable case law and
render a reasoned decision on the qualified
immunity issue, this is the responsibility of
the distriet court in the first instance. Aec-
cordingly, we vacate the district eourt’s or-
ders denying the defendant-appellants’ mo-
tions to dismiss and remand the case to the
district court to consider the case in full and
to enter reasoned orders which discuss the
facts alleged in the second amended com-
plaint and detail the legal analysis used by
the district court to reach its conclusions
regarding the motions to dismiss.

VACATED AND REMANDED.

U.S. Court of Appeals, Eleventh Circuit—Thomson/West, Saint Paul, Minn.
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