
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA 

LAKE CHARLES DIVISION  
 

KAYLA DANIELLE LANGLEY,  § 
   Plaintiff,  § CIVIL ACTION 
      § 
v.      §   
      § NO. 18-cv-1105 
RICHARD “RICO” WISEMAN  § 
JOSH MANUEL, BLAIR FONTENOT, §  
BRIAN HARGROVE, in their individual  
and official capacities, and   § JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
SHERIFF DOUG HEBERT, 
 in his official capacity;   § 
   Defendants.  § 
 

COMPLAINT  
 
TO THE HONORABLE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT: 
 

Kayla Langley (“Plaintiff”) brings this action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, 28 U.S.C. §§ 

1331, 1343, and the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution, to 

vindicate her rights to be free from wrongful arrest and prosecution, and files this, her Original 

Complaint, complaining of Richard “Rico” Wiseman, Josh Manuel, Blair Fontenot, Brian 

Hargrove, and Allen Parish Sheriff Doug Hebert1 (collectively, “Defendants”), and for cause of 

action would show the Court as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

 Because of a failure to accurately identify the subject of an arrest warrant, Kayla Langley 

was wrongfully arrested on September 1, 2017. Defendants were presented with information 

confirming that Ms. Langley was not the person listed on the warrant for arrest. However, 

Defendants failed to correct their error and took Ms. Langley into custody anyway. Even after 

                                                 
1 The proper juridical person for suits involving misconduct by a sheriff’s office is the sheriff. See Walker v. Iberia 
Parish Sheriff Dept., 2007 WL 2127706, *1 (W.D. La. 2007) (citations omitted). 
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Defendants realized their error, Ms. Langley was ordered held until shift change at the Allen Parish 

Sheriff’s Office, when she was finally released. 

 Ms. Langley’s arrest and continued detention was the result of the failure of Sheriff Doug 

Hebert of the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office to train his officers or institute procedures on verifying 

the identity of an individual listed in an arrest warrant before effecting arrest. Further, to the extent 

that Sheriff Doug Hebert of the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office provided training or instituted 

procedures on verifying the identity of an individual listed in an arrest warrant, Josh Manuel, 

Richard Wiseman, Blair Fontenot, and Brian Hargrove failed to follow proper procedures in 

arresting and detaining Ms. Langley despite knowing or having reason to know that she was not 

the subject listed in the arrest warrant.  

 
I. PARTIES 

 
 1. Plaintiff Kayla Langley resides in the State of Louisiana and is domiciled in Allen 

Parish, Louisiana. 

 2. Made Defendant herein is Richard “Rico” Wiseman, who, upon information and 

belief, is and was at all times relevant to this Complaint an Officer in the Allen Parish Sheriff’s 

Office.  Defendant may be served at 7340 Highway 26 W, Oberlin, Louisiana 70655. 

 2. Made Defendant herein is Josh Manuel, who, upon information and belief, is and 

was at all times relevant to this Complaint an Officer in the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office. 

Defendant may be served at 7340 Highway 26 W, Oberlin, Louisiana 70655. 

 3. Made Defendant herein is Blair Fontenot, who upon information and belief, is and 

was at all times relevant to this Complaint the Chief Deputy in the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office.  

Defendant may be served at 7340 Highway 26 W, Oberlin, Louisiana 70655. 
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 4. Made Defendant herein is Brian Hargrove, who, upon information and belief, is 

and was at all times relevant to this Complaint an Officer in the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office.  

Defendant may be served at 7340 Highway 26 W, Oberlin, Louisiana 70655.  

 5. Made Defendant herein is Sheriff Doug Hebert of the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office, 

who, upon information and belief, is answerable for the acts or omissions of his officers and other 

personnel.  Allen Parish can be served through its Sheriff’s Office Administrator, 7340 Highway 

26 W, Oberlin, Louisiana 70655.  

II. JURISDICTION 
 

  6. This action alleges the violation of rights under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Thus, the 

predominant action herein gives rise to the jurisdiction in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331. 

Furthermore, there exists additional state causes of action that arise out of the same transaction or 

occurrence as the underlying federal cause of action, and this Court has ancillary jurisdiction over 

these counts pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367. Finally, this Court also has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. 

§§ 1343(a)(3)-(4). 

III. VENUE 

 7. The events or omissions giving rise to the instant lawsuit all occurred within the 

Western District of Louisiana. Venue is proper in this Court under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391(b)(1) and 

(b)(2).  

IV. CONDITIONS PRECEDENT 
 

 8. All conditions precedent have been performed or have occurred. 
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V. BACKGROUND FACTS RELEVANT TO ALL COUNTS 

 9. In the early hours of September 1, 2017, Plaintiff Kayla Langley called the Allen 

Parish Sheriff’s Office to her home located at 20164 Harris Line Road, Kinder, Allen Parish, 

Louisiana, 70648. 

10.  Ms. Langley was seeking to have a man removed from her home.  

11.  Richard “Rico” Wiseman and Josh Manuel, officers with the Allen Parish Sheriff’s 

Office, respond to Ms. Langley’s call and go to Ms. Langley’s home. 

12.  Ms. Langley then tells Officer Wiseman and Officer Manuel why Ms. Langley had 

called the police to her home. 

13.  After Ms. Langley informs Officer Wiseman and Officer Manuel of the reason for 

her call, the aforementioned officers decide to run a background check on Ms. Langley. 

14.  Officer Wiseman and Officer Manuel then inform Ms. Langley that there is a 

pending arrest warrant for Ms. Langley’s arrest on a battery charge. 

15.  Ms. Langley repeatedly informs Officer Wiseman and Officer Manuel that there is 

no warrant for her arrest and that Officer Wiseman and Officer Manuel must be mistaken. 

16.  Ms. Langley repeatedly requests to see a copy of the arrest warrant, but Officer 

Wiseman and Officer Manuel neither furnish Ms. Langley with a copy of the arrest warrant nor 

allow Ms. Langley to view the arrest warrant. 

17.  Officer Wiseman handcuffs Ms. Langley and begins transporting her to the Allen 

Parish Sheriff’s Office. 

18.  During transport, Officer Wiseman asks Ms. Langley for her date of birth and other 

identifying information. Ms. Langley complies and gives Officer Wiseman the requested 

information. 
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19.  When Ms. Langley arrives at the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office, Officer Brian 

Hargrove books Ms. Langley into the system and asks Ms. Langley for her date of birth, social 

security number, address, and further identifying information. 

20.  Officer Wiseman then calls Chief Deputy Officer Blair Fontenot and advises Chief 

Deputy Fontenot that Officer Wiseman does not believe that Ms. Langley is the “Kayla Langley” 

listed in the arrest warrant and inquires how to proceed. 

21.  Chief Deputy Fontenot instructs Officer Wiseman to continue holding Ms. Langley 

in custody. 

22.  After a shift change at the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office, Officer Teddy Raspberry 

compares Ms. Langley’s identifying information with the identifying information on the arrest 

warrant. 

23.  Officer Raspberry determines that Ms. Langley should be released from jail based 

on his comparison of Ms. Langley’s identifying information with the identifying information on 

the arrest warrant. 

24.  Because of the stress caused by her wrongful arrest, Ms. Langley suffers from 

depression and other mental health conditions. Ms. Langley visits a doctor several times a month 

to help her with the mental health issues arising from Ms. Langley’s wrongful arrest. 

25.  Ms. Langley has also suffered adverse consequences at work because of her 

wrongful arrest. Ms. Langley suffered shame and humiliation from colleagues at work after this 

incident. 

26.  When Ms. Langley’s booking photograph and identity were broadcast on the 

internet, Ms. Langley was shamed and humiliated by the community in which she lives. 
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27.  At all pertinent times during Ms. Langley’s wrongful arrest, each Defendant was 

acting within the course and scope of his employment with the Allen Parish Sheriff’s Office. Ms. 

Langley was arrested and restrained against her will, and Defendants had no lawful authority for 

Ms. Langley’s arrest and continued detention. 

 
VI. COUNT I: 42 U.S.C. § 1983 

Violation of Due Process Rights 
 

 28.  Each of the paragraphs of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein.  

 29. As described more fully above, Defendants, while acting individually, jointly and 

in conspiracy, as well as under color of law and within the scope of their employment, deprived 

Ms. Langley of her constitutional rights.  

 30. In the manner described more fully above, Defendants conducted a reckless 

criminal investigation due to inadequate training and disregard for established procedures. 

Defendants knowingly entered Ms. Langley’s home after she called them for assistance. Instead, 

Ms. Langley was arrested for a warrant for someone else.  

 31. Defendants’ misconduct directly resulted in Ms. Langley’s unjust arrest and 

continued detention in violation of her clearly established rights under the United States 

Constitution and interpretative case law.  

 32. As a result of the Defendants’ violation of Plaintiff’s constitution rights, she 

suffered injuries, including but not limited to financial harm, degradation of her mental health, and 

emotional distress.  

 33. The misconduct described in this Court was objectively unreasonably and was 

undertaken intentionally with willful indifference to Ms. Langley’s constitutional rights.  
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VII. COUNT II:  42 U.S.C. § 1983 
Violation of Fourth Amendment 

 
 34. Each of the paragraphs of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

 35. As described more fully above, the Defendants, while acting individually, jointly 

and in conspiracy, as well as under color of law and within the scope of their employment, deprived 

Ms. Langley of the clearly established and well-settled constitutional right protected by the Fourth 

Amendment to the U.S. Constitution to be free from unreasonable and warrantless searches and 

seizures, including unlawful detention and arrest.  

 36. In the manner described more fully above, Defendants’ system, training, and 

process of verifying warrants was reckless and deliberate. Moreover, Defendants’ failure to follow 

procedure in the above-captioned case was reckless and deliberate. 

 37.  Defendants’ misconduct directly resulted in the unjust arrest and continued 

detention of Ms. Langley in violation of her clearly established rights under the United States 

Constitution and interpretive case law.  

 38.  As a result of the Defendants’ violation of Ms. Langley’s constitutional rights, Ms. 

Langley suffered injuries, including but not limited to financial harm, degradation of her mental 

health, and emotional distress.  

 39.  The misconduct described in this Count was objectively unreasonable and was 

undertaken intentionally with willful indifference to Ms. Langley’s constitutional rights.  

IX. COUNT III:  FALSE ARREST 

 40.  Each of the paragraphs of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

 41. Defendants intentionally and unlawfully arrested Plaintiff Kayla Langley against 

her will.  

 42. Defendants wrongfully and willfully detained Plaintiff Kayla Langley without a 

valid arrest warrant supporting the restraint upon her liberty.   
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 43. Defendants lacked any probable cause to detain Plaintiff Langley.   

 44. As a result of the Defendants’ violation of Ms. Langley’s clearly established rights 

under the U.S. Constitution and the Louisiana Constitution, Plaintiff suffered injuries, including 

financial harm, degradation of her mental health, and emotional distress.   

X. COUNT IV- 42 USC § 1983 
SUPERVISORY LIABILITY  

 45. Each of the paragraphs of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

 46. The constitutional injuries complained-of herein were proximately caused by a 

pattern and practice of misconduct which occurred with the knowledge and consent of those 

Defendants who acted in a supervisory capacity, such that these Defendants personally knew about, 

facilitated, approved, and condoned this pattern and practice of misconduct, or else affirmatively 

turned a blind eye thereto without taking any steps to stop it.   

 47. In this way, these Defendants are personally responsible for the complained-of 

injuries because they knowingly, willfully, or at least recklessly caused the deprivation of Ms. 

Langley’s civil rights by their actions or by their deliberately indifferent failure to act. 

 48. The misconduct described in this Count was undertaken with malice, willfulness, 

and reckless indifference to the rights of others. 

 49. The misconduct described in this Count was undertaken, at least in part, pursuant 

to policies and practices established and promulgated by Sheriff Doug Hebert of the Allen Parish 

Sheriff’s Office’s in the manner more fully described above.   

 50. As a result of this misconduct, Ms. Langley sustained, and continues to sustain, 

injuries including financial harm, degradation of her mental health, and emotional pain and 

suffering.   
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XI. COUNT V – 42 U.S.C. § 1983 
FAILURE TO INTERVENE  

 
 51.  Each of the paragraphs of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

 52. One or more of the Defendants had a reasonable opportunity to prevent another 

Defendant from violating Ms. Langley’s rights in the manner described above, but they failed to 

do so.   

 53. The misconduct described in this Count was objectively unreasonable and was 

undertaken intentionally with willful indifference to Plaintiff’s constitutional rights under the U.S. 

Constitution and Louisiana Constitution. 

 54. The misconduct described in this Count was undertaken, at least in part, pursuant 

to policies and practices established and promulgated by Sheriff Doug Hebert of the Allen Parish 

Sheriff’s Office’s in the manner more fully described above.   

 55. As a result of this misconduct, Plaintiff sustained, and continues to sustain, injuries 

including degradation of her mental health and emotional pain and suffering. 

XII. COUNT VI: 42 USC §1983 
CONSPIRACY TO DEPRIVE CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS  

 
 56. Each of the paragraphs of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein.   

 57. Defendants Richard Wiseman, Josh Manuel, Blair Fontenot (“Individual 

Defendants”) reached an agreement amongst themselves to wrongfully arrest Ms. Langley for 

warrant that was not properly confirmed, and continue holding Ms. Langley after her identity was 

established, and to thereby deprive Ms. Langley of her clearly established constitutional rights 

under the U.S. Constitution and Louisiana Constitution, all as described in the various paragraphs 

of this Complaint.   

 58.  In this manner, Defendants, acting in concert with other unknown co-conspirators, 
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have conspired by concerted action to accomplish an unlawful purpose by an unlawful means. 

 59. In furtherance of the conspiracy, each of the coconspirators committed overt acts 

and was an otherwise willful participant in joint activity.    

 60. The misconduct described in this Count was undertaken with malice, willfulness, 

and reckless indifference to the rights of others.   

 61. The misconduct described in this Count was undertaken, at least in part, pursuant 

to the policies and practices established and promulgated by Sheriff Doug Hebert of the Allen 

Parish Sheriff’s Office’s in the manner more fully described above.   

 62. As a result of this misconduct, Ms. Langley sustained, and continues to sustain, 

injuries including emotional pain and suffering.   

 63. This Count is only brought against the Individual Defendants in their individual 

capacities and is not brought against any governmental entity or any of the individuals in their 

official capacities.   

XIII. COUNT VII: NEGLIGENCE 

 64. Each of the paragraphs of this Complaint are incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 

 65. At all times relevant, Defendants had a duty to take reasonable measures to prevent 

the false arrest and continued detention of Ms. Langley. 

66. Defendants received actual notice more than once during Ms. Langley’s detention 

that Ms. Langley was not the subject listed in the arrest warrant. 

67. Upon notice of Ms. Langley’s identifying information, Defendants failed to act to 

either release Ms. Langley or stop the initial arrest. 

 68. Defendants were acting within the course and scope of their employment at all 

times relevant and breached their duty of care to Ms. Langley by either (a) deviating significantly 
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from the policies and procedures in place to prevent arresting the wrong individual or (b) failing 

to adequately supervise and/or train officers on ensuring that the correct person is arrested. 

 69. But for the intentional and negligent acts and omissions of Defendants and their 

violations of the standards of care and statute set forth herein, Ms. Langley would not have been 

injured. Defendants’ intentional and negligent acts and omissions therefore amount to negligence, 

and negligent failure to warn, train, and/or educate. 

XIII. DAMAGES 

 70. Each of the paragraphs of this Complaint is incorporated as if restated fully herein.   

 71. As a result of the above-described conduct, Ms. Langley has suffered and continues 

to suffer, great pain of mind, shock, emotional distress, physical manifestations of emotional 

distress, embarrassment, loss of self-esteem, disgrace, humiliation, and loss of enjoyment of life; 

was prevented and will continue to be prevented from performing Plaintiff’s daily activities and 

obtaining the full enjoyment of life; has sustained and will continue to sustain loss of earnings and 

earning capacity; and/or has incurred and will continue to incur expenses for medical and 

psychological treatment, therapy, and counseling. 

 72. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions, Plaintiff suffered the 

following injuries and damages.   

a. Emotional trauma  

b. Degradation of mental health  

c. Impairment of earning capacity  

d. Attorneys’ fees 

IX. ATTORNEY FEES 

 73. Plaintiff is entitled to an award of attorney fees and costs under 42 U.S.C. §1988(b).  
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X. PRAYER 

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Plaintiff Langley respectfully prays that 

Defendants, be cited to appear and answer herein.  And that upon a final hearing of the cause, that 

this Court enter judgment in their favor and against Defendants, awarding compensatory damages, 

costs, and attorneys’ fees as well as punitive damages against each of the Individual Defendants 

and any other relief this Court deems appropriate.   

a. Damages in an amount within the jurisdictional limits of this Court; 

b. All damages, penalties, and attorneys’ fees allowed by 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983 and 1988, 

and as otherwise may be allowed by federal law; 

c. Pre-judgment interest (from the date of injury through the date of judgment) at the 

maximum rate allowed by law;  

d. Post-judgment interest at the legal rate;  

e. Costs of the court; and  

f. Such other and further relief to which Plaintiff may be entitled at law or equity.  

   Respectfully submitted, 
 

/s/ Robert S. Toale     
Robert S. Toale, LA Bar #01152 
505 Weyer Street 
Gretna, LA 70053 
Telephone: 504-368-8440 
Email: robertstoale@gmail.com 
Attorney for KAYLA DANIELLE 
LANGLEY 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing pleading shall be served on all Defendants 
within the 90-day time limit imposed by Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(m). 
      /s/ Robert S. Toale    
      ROBERT S. TOALE 
      Attorney for KAYLA DANIELLE LANGLEY 
 

Case 2:18-cv-01105-UDJ-KK   Document 1   Filed 08/28/18   Page 12 of 12 PageID #:  12


