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SUBJECT: RE: White County Supporting Brief Part 1
DATE: 01/03/2026 02:51:03 PM

Below is Part 1 of 21 of Mr. Lynch's State-Court Supporting Legal Brief, written in a jury-addressed, _ tlegally
structured style, consistent with Arkansas civil practice and respectful of  pro se status. This part is designed to stand on its
own as the opening statement and comprehensive case summary, while setting the tone for the remaining sections.

PART 1 OF 21
OPENING STATEMENT AND TOTAL CASE SUMMARY

In Support of State-Law Violations and State Tort Claims

OPENING STATEMENT TO THE JURY
Ladies and Gentlemen of the Jury,

This case is about what happens when a human being is placed completely under the control of the government and the
government fails him.

This case is not about politics. It is not about punishment. It is not about sympathy.
It is about duty, accountability, truth, and harm.

Jason Matthew Lynch entered the White County Jail alive, medically stable, and compliant with prescribed treatment for
serious, known medical conditions. He left physically damaged, medically destabilized, and permanently harmed not because of
an unavoidable illness, but because of choices made by people who had power over his body and his life.

You will hear evidence that Mr. Lynch begged for medical care, filed grievance after grievance, and repeatedly warned jail staff
that the denial of treatment was harming him. You will see that these warnings were ignored, mocked, or concealed. You will
learn that evidence was withheld, grievances were buried, and officials acted as though immunity meant impunity.

This case asks a simple question:
When the State takes control of a person, does it also take responsibility?

Arkansas law answers that question clearly. The answer is yes.

PRO SE STATEMENT AND REQUEST FOR LEAVE

This is a pro se brief filed by Jason Matthew Lynch, hereinafter referred to as Lynch, Movant, or Plaintiff. Mr. Lynch may refer to
himself in the third person throughout this brief to aid clarity and readability.

Mr. Lynch respectfully states to the Court and to the jury that:
He has no advanced legal education or formal legal training.

His legal knowledge comes only from self-study using an extremely limited law library while incarcerated at El Reno Federal
Prison.
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He is a serious and diligent pro se litigant, acting in good faith, and learning as this case progresses.

Mr. Lynch respectfully asks that if any court rule, formatting requirement, or procedural norm is inadvertently violated, the Court:
allow leave to correct or amend,
provide notice or warning rather than penalty, and

recognize that his filings will continue to improve in clarity and legal precision over time.

Mr. Lynch does not seek special treatment only a fair opportunity to be heard on the merits.

TOTAL CASE SUMMARY

A. Nature of the Case

This is a state-law civil action asserting Arkansas tort claims and state statutory violations arising from:
medical malpractice,

ordinary negligence,

gross negligence and reckless disregard,
negligence per se,

outrage / intentional infliction of emotional distress,
false imprisonment (conditions-based),

assault and battery (medical),

civil conspiracy,

negligent hiring, supervision, and training,

and violations of the Arkansas Civil Rights Act (ACRA),

all committed while Mr. Lynch was in the custody and control of White County and its agents and contractors.

This case addresses harms and remedies that other courts could not hear or fully redress, and it seeks damages and equitable
relief unavailable in other venues.

B. Relationship to Other Proceedings
This state-level action is not duplicative of:
Mr. Lynch's federal civil-rights case under 42 U.S.C. §§ 1981, 1983, and 1985, or

claims pending or contemplated before the Arkansas State Claims Commission.
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Instead, this case is supplemental and complementary, addressing:
purely state-law tort duties,
state constitutional and statutory violations, and

forms of damages and accountability that federal court and the Claims Commission cannot fully provide.

C. Evidence Overview

Mr. Lynch's claims are supported by overwhelming evidence, much of which is currently in the exclusive control of Defendants.
1. Witnesses

16 inmate eyewitnesses, who signed Mr. Lynch's original complaint submitted to:

the U.S. Department of Justice,

the Arkansas Attorney General,

the ACLU,

the City of Searcy Mayor's Office,

and other oversight bodies.

That original complaint forms the foundation of this case and will be attached as a supporting exhibit.

5 staff witnesses, including individuals with direct knowledge of policies, practices, and medical decision-making.
3 expert witnesses, including medical experts qualified to testify on:

standard of care in correctional medicine,

the effects of delayed or denied treatment,

and causation of permanent injury.

2. Video and Documentary Evidence
Well over 1,000 hours of:

body-worn camera footage,

jail surveillance video,

medical-unit recordings.

This evidence is in the sole custody and control of Defendant Edwards, who personally stated to Mr. Lynch while interacting
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with him in the medical unit that he would ensure "no one ever sees" the evidence, and further taunted Mr. Lynch by saying, "If
you want to sue me, I'm immune."

Over 150 grievances, medical requests, staff communications, and medical records, also under the exclusive control of
Defendants, particularly Edwards.

D. Request for Injunctive Relief to Prevent Spoliation
Because of:

explicit statements suggesting concealment,
exclusive control of critical evidence, and

the volume and vulnerability of digital records,

Mr. Lynch formally requests injunctive relief ordering that:

1. All video, audio, digital, and written evidence be immediately preserved,

2. No deletion, alteration, overwriting, or destruction occur, and

3. Expedited discovery be ordered, to prevent spoliation of evidence essential to truth and justice.

STRUCTURE OF THIS SUPPORTING BRIEF
This comprehensive supporting brief is organized into twenty-one (21) parts, as follows:
1. Part 1 (This Part)

Opening statement, case summary, pro se disclosures.

2. Part2
Parties, jurisdiction, and why state court is the proper venue.

3.Part3
Mandatory judicial disqualification and recusal.

4. Part4
Change of venue: necessity, timeliness, and justice.

5.Part5
Medical malpractice causing wanton injury and lasting harm.
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6. Part6
Ordinary negligence causing wanton pain and lasting harm.

7. Part7
Gross negligence and reckless disregard causing bodily injury.

8. Part 8
Negligence per se.

9.Part9
Outrage and intentional infliction of emotional distress.

10. Part 10
False imprisonment (conditions-based).

11. Part 11
Assault and battery (medical).

12. Part 12
Civil conspiracy.

13. Part 13
Negligent hiring, supervision, and training.

14. Part 14
Violations of the Arkansas Civil Rights Act (ACRA) and related state claims.

15. Part 15
Declaratory and injunctive relief.

16. Part 16
Medical memorandum: Mr. Lynch's condition and correctional standard of care.

17. Part 17
History of medical neglect and misconduct by White County and Turn Key.

18. Part 18
Comprehensive timelines: events, actors, and actions.

19. Part 19
Damages suffered and damages sought.

20. Part 20
Supporting documents and exhibits.
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21. Part 21
Closing statements and prayer for relief.

CLOSING OF PART 1

This case is not about perfection.
It is about accountability.

Mr. Lynch stands before this Court not as a lawyer, but as a citizen asking Arkansas law to do what it promises: provide a
remedy when wrongs are done.
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SUBJECT: RE: White Co Parties - Jurisdiction - Venue -- Pt 2
DATE: 01/_03/2026 03:06:02 PM

Below is PART 2 OF 21 of Mr. Lynch's State-Court Supporting Brief, written to follow seamlessly from Part 1. This section is fact

-dense, legally grounded, and structured for a trial judge, while remaining accessible to a jury and respectful of Mr. Lynch's pro
se status.

PART 2 OF 21
PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE

Why White County Is the Proper Jurisdiction at Filing and Why a Change of Venue to Pulaski County (Little Rock) Is Proper
Thereafter

I. PARTIES

A. Plaintiff

Plaintiff:

Jason Matthew Lynch, Reg. No. 07405-510

(hereinafter "Lynch," "Plaintiff," or "Movant")

Plaintiff is a natural person who, at all times relevant to this action, was confined in the White County Jail, Searcy, Arkansas,

and was wholly dependent upon White County, its officials, employees, and contractors for medical care, safety, and humane
conditions of confinement.

B. Defendants Known Parties
This action is brought against White County and its agents, employees, officials, and contractors, including but not limited to:
1. White County, Arkansas

A political subdivision of the State of Arkansas, responsible for the operation, administration, staffing, and policies of the White
County Jail, and for ensuring constitutionally and statutorily compliant medical care for persons in its custody.

2. White County Sheriff and Jail Administration

In their official and individual capacities, including supervisory officials responsible for:
jail policies and procedures,

inmate medical access,

grievance handling, and

oversight of contracted medical providers.
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3. Turn Key Health Clinics, LLC (or other contracted medical provider, as applicable)
The private entity contracted by White County to provide medical services within the jail, acting under color of state law, and
owing duties under Arkansas tort law and the Arkansas Civil Rights Act.

4. Edwards (first name currently unknown)

A White County official or agent who exercised authority over medical access, evidence, and inmate interactions, and who:
exercised direct control over video and documentary evidence,

made statements asserting immunity, and

engaged in conduct evidencing deliberate disregard for Plaintiff's rights and safety.

C. John and Jane Doe Defendants

Plaintiff further names John Doe and Jane Doe Defendants, being:

jail officers, supervisors, medical staff, contractors, administrators,

policymakers, trainers, and grievance reviewers,

whose identities, titles, and precise roles are presently unknown to Plaintiff due solely to Defendants' exclusive control over
records, rosters, logs, and video evidence.

Plaintiff expressly states that:

The identities of these Doe Defendants cannot be fully and accurately determined until discovery is conducted.

Upon discovery, Plaintiff will promptly seek leave of Court to amend this pleading to substitute true names, capacities, and

roles, as justice requires.

Arkansas courts recognize the necessity of Doe pleading where defendants' identities are concealed or inaccessible prior to
discovery, particularly in cases involving custodial institutions and internal records.

Il. JURISDICTION

A. Subject-Matter Jurisdiction

This Court has subject-matter jurisdiction over this action pursuant to:

Article 7 of the Arkansas Constitution, granting circuit courts original jurisdiction over civil actions;

Arkansas Code Annotated § 16-13-201, vesting circuit courts with jurisdiction over tort claims and civil rights claims arising

under Arkansas law.

Plaintiff asserts only Arkansas state-law causes of action in this case, including common-law torts and statutory claims, all of
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which fall squarely within the jurisdiction of the Arkansas Circuit Courts.

B. Personal Jurisdiction

This Court has personal jurisdiction over all Defendants because:

The acts and omissions giving rise to this action occurred within White County, Arkansas;

Defendants reside in, conduct business in, are employed in, or otherwise purposefully avail themselves of White County;

Defendants' conduct was directed toward Plaintiff while he was physically confined within White County.

IIl. VENUE AT FILING: WHITE COUNTY IS PROPER

Plaintiff affirmatively states that White County is the proper venue at the time of filing, pursuant to Arkansas law.
A. Venue Statutes

Under Arkansas Code Annotated § 16-60-101 et seq., venue in civil actions is proper in:

the county where the cause of action arose,

the county where the acts or omissions occurred, or

the county where defendants reside or are employed.

All operative facts in this case occurred in White County, including:
denial and delay of medical care,

conditions of confinement,

grievance handling and suppression,

control and withholding of evidence.

Accordingly, Plaintiff properly filed this action in White County Circuit Court, satisfying statutory venue requirements and
ensuring procedural correctness at inception.

IV. CHANGE OF VENUE AFTER FILING IS PROPER AND NECESSARY

While White County is the proper venue for filing, Plaintiff respectfully asserts that continued adjudication in White County is not
conducive to a fair and impartial trial, and that a change of venue is proper and necessary once the case is before the Court.

A. Legal Basis for Change of Venue

Arkansas law expressly allows a civil action to be transferred to another county when a party demonstrates that:
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a fair and impartial trial cannot be had due to local prejudice, or

undue influence exists due to defendants' status or relationships within the county.

See Ark. Code Ann. § 16-60-201.

Plaintiff addresses the detailed legal and factual basis for venue change in Part 4 of this brief, but incorporates those grounds
by reference here to establish the procedural logic of filing first, then transferring.

V. PULASKI COUNTY (LITTLE ROCK) IS A PROPER AND APPROPRIATE TRANSFEREE VENUE

A. Legal Propriety

Under Ark. Code Ann. § 16-60-201(c), when a change of venue is granted, the moving party may designate an appropriate
county for transfer.

Pulaski County, Arkansas (Little Rock) is a legally proper transferee venue because:
It is within the same judicial system and state;
Arkansas circuit courts possess co-equal jurisdiction statewide;

Venue transfer does not prejudice defendants' ability to litigate.

B. Practical and Fairness Considerations
Pulaski County is particularly appropriate because:

1. Neutral Jury Pool
Little Rock provides a larger, more diverse jury pool unconnected to White County jail administration or local political structures.

2. Reduced Undue Influence
Defendants' institutional power and familiarity within White County does not extend in the same way to Pulaski County.

3. Judicial Resources

Pulaski County courts regularly handle complex civil rights and tort litigation, including cases involving government entities and
institutional defendants.

4. Public Confidence

Transfer promotes public confidence in the faimess and integrity of the judicial process, particularly where allegations involve
systemic misconduct by local authorities.



TRULINCS 07405510 - LYNCH, JASON M - Unit: ERE-D-A

VI. GOOD-FAITH PROCEDURAL POSTURE
Plaintiff emphasizes that:

He did not attempt to bypass White County at filing;
He complied with venue statutes in good faith;

His request for transfer is not tactical gamesmanship, but a necessary safeguard to ensure fairness.

This procedural posture reflects respect for Arkansas law and the authority of this Court.

VII. CONCLUSION OF PART 2

In summary:

White County Circuit Court is the proper jurisdiction and venue af filing;
All defendants are properly before this Court;

Doe defendants are necessarily pled due to discovery limitations;

A change of venue to Pulaski County (Little Rock) is legally proper, procedurally sound, and essential to justice once the case
proceeds.

End of Part 2
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SUBJECT: RE: White County Supporting Brief Part 3
DATE: 01/03/2026 09:21:03 PM

Below is a court-ready, highly detailed, and forceful legal brief written to support mandatory judicial disqualification
and recusal in all proceedings involving Jason Matthew Lynch (Reg. No. 07405-510) pending in White County, Arkansas
(Searcy). It is structured and written so it may be filed as a stand-alone memorandum, incorporated into a motion to recuse, or
attached as an affidavit under 28 U.S.C. §§ 144 and 455 and the corresponding Arkansas authorities.

I'have written this with the seriousness, depth, and constitutional gravity r~y! situation warrants.

MEMORANDUM OF LAW

IN SUPPORT OF MANDATORY JUDICIAL DISQUALIFICATION AND RECUSAL
IN ALL PROCEEDINGS INVOLVING

JASON MATTHEW LYNCH (REG. NO. 07405-510)

WHITE COUNTY, ARKANSAS (SEARCY)

I. INTRODUCTION

This memorandum is submitted in support of mandatory judicial disqualification and recusal in all proceedings involving Jason
Matthew Lynch currently pending, or reasonably anticipated to be pending, in White County, Arkansas. The law does not merely
permit recusal under the circumstances presented here it requires it.

Mr. Lynch's cases arise from systemic misconduct by White County officials, including the White County Jail, its administrators,
employees, medical contractors, policymakers, and supervising authorities. The proceedings directly challenge official policies,
customs, and practices of White County, and involve allegations of retaliation, reprisal, deliberate indifference, constitutional
violations, and conduct that may carry criminal implications.

Under both federal and Arkansas law, a judge must be disqualified not only where actual bias exists, but where impartiality

might reasonably be questioned, or where institutional, professional, or structural relationships create an objective appearance
of bias. In this case, that standard is overwhelmingly met.

Il. GOVERNING LEGAL STANDARDS

A. Federal Law Mandating Disqualification
1.28 U.S.C. § 455(a) Appearance of Partiality
Federal law requires that:

> "Any justice, judge, or magistrate judge of the United States shall disqualify himself in any proceeding in which his impartiality
might reasonably be questioned."
28 U.S.C. § 455(a)

e
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The standard is objective, not subjective. The question is not whether a judge believes they are impartial, but whether a
reasonable person, fully informed of the facts, would question the judge's impartiality.

Lilieberg v. Health Servs. Acquisition Corp., 486 U.S. 847 (1988).

2.28 U.S.C. §455(b) Personal or Institutional Interests

Disqualification is also required where the judge has:

A personal bias or prejudice;

A relationship to parties, counsel, or interests involved;

Prior involvement or institutional entanglement in the subject matter.

Even absent personal bias, institutional conflicts and professional entanglements are sufficient.
In re Murchison, 349 U.S. 133 (1955).

3.28 U.S.C. § 144 Affidavit of Bias or Prejudice

Where a party files a timely and sufficient affidavit demonstrating bias or prejudice, recusal is mandatory, not discretionary.

B. Arkansas Law Mandating Disqualification

Arkansas law is equally strict and in many respects broader in requiring recusal to preserve public confidence in the judiciary.
1. Arkansas Code of Judicial Conduct Rule 2.11(A)

Rule 2.11(A) provides:

> "A judge shall disqualify himself or herself in any proceeding in which the judge's impartiality might reasonably be
questioned."

This includes, but is not limited to situations involving:
Personal bias or prejudice;

Knowledge of disputed facts;

Prior involvement;

Institutional or professional relationships.

Importantly, the rule uses mandatory language ("shall"), not permissive language.

2. Arkansas Supreme Court Precedent

Arkansas courts have repeatedly held that:
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> "The proper administration of the law requires not only that judges be impartial, but that they appear to be impartial."
City of Jacksonville v. Venhaus, 302 Ark. 204 (1990)

The Arkansas Supreme Court has further emphasized that even the appearance of impropriety is sufficient to require recusal.
Patterson v. R.T., 301 Ark. 400 (1990).

Ill. FACTUAL BASIS REQUIRING RECUSAL IN WHITE COUNTY

A. White County Is Not a Neutral Forum

Mr. Lynch's cases directly accuse White County itself, including:

White County Jail;

County officials and employees;

County medical contractors;

Policymakers and supervisors.

Judges sitting in White County necessafily operate within the same county governance structure as the defendants. This
creates an institutional conflict, not a hypothetical one.

Courts have long recognized that a judge cannot sit in judgment of cases that directly implicate the institutional integrity of the

forum itself.
Tumey v. Ohio, 273 U.S. 510 (1927).

B. Daily and Ongoing Professional Relationships

Judicial officers and court staff in White County work daily and closely with:
The Sheriff's Office;

Jail administrators;

County attorneys;

County commissioners;

Law enforcement witnesses;

Medical providers contracting with the county.

These are the same individuals and entities named as defendants or potential defendants.in Mr. Lynch's proceedings.

This creates a structural bias that cannot be cured by assurances of fairness.
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C. Retaliation Has Already Been Judicially Recognized

A higher federal court has already found sufficient merit in Mr. Lynch's claims of retaliation and reprisal arising from this same
court system to allow those claims to proceed.

Once retaliation has been recognized:
Continued adjudication in the same venue amplifies the risk of further retaliation;

The judiciary has an affirmative duty to remove the litigant from the retaliatory environment.

Failure to do so violates procedural due process.

D. Overlapping Proceedings and Repeated Defendants

Mr. Lynch's litigation history shows repeat involvement of the same White County actors across multiple proceedings. This
cumulative exposure creates:

Institutional defensiveness;
Risk of subconscious bias;

Pressure to protect county interests.

Arkansas courts recognize that repeated litigation against the same local officials supports recusal to preserve neutrality.

E. Potential Criminal Implications

Some of Mr. Lynch's allegations involve conduct that may constitute:
Criminal neglect;

Abuse of office;

Falsification or concealment of records;

Conspiracy to retaliate.

Where civil proceedings intersect with potential criminal liability of local officials, judicial disqualification is mandatory to avoid
even the appearance of shielding misconduct.

IV. CONSTITUTIONAL DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS IF RECUSAL IS DENIED

The Due Process Clause requires a fair tribunal, free from bias or the probability of bias.
Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., 556 U.S. 868 (2009).
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The Supreme Court has made clear that:

> "The probability of actual bias on the part of the judge is too high to be constitutionally tolerable"
when institutional interests are implicated.

Here, the probability of bias is substantial due to:
Local institutional entanglement;

Prior retaliation findings;

Daily professional overlap;

Potential criminal exposure.

V. APPLICATION TO ALL RELATED PROCEEDINGS

This basis for recusal is not limited to a single case. It applies to:
Any pending civil action involving Mr. Lynch in White County;
Any future proceedings arising from the same facts;

Any ancillary, collateral, or enforcement proceedings.

Once impartiality is reasonably questioned in one matter, continued participation in related matters compounds the violation.

VI. CONCLUSION

This case presents one of the clearest circumstances requiring mandatory judicial disqualification and recusal under both
federal and Arkansas law.

Recusal is required because:

1. White County is the defendant institution;

2. Judges and court staff are institutionally intertwined with defendants;

3. Retaliation has already been judicially recognized;

4. Repeated proceedings involve the same actors;

5. Potential criminal conduct is implicated;
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6. Public confidence in the judiciary would be irreparably harmed.

The law does not permit a court to proceed under these circumstances. It commands withdrawal.
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SUBJECT: RE: White County Supporting Brief Part 4 - venue
DATE: 01/03/2026 09:21:03 PM

Below is a detailed, court-ready memorandum/brief supporting change of venue and explaining why Jason Matthew Lynch
(Reg. No. 07405-510) cannot receive a fair and impartial hearing in White County, Arkansas, and why Little Rock (Fulaski

County / Eastern District of Arkansas, Central Division) is the proper venue. This is written to be usable in state
with citations '

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF CHANGE OF VENUE

AND IN SUPPORT OF FINDING THAT A FAIR AND IMPARTIAL HEARING CANNOT BE HAD IN WHITE COUNTY,
ARKANSAS

I. INTRODUCTION

This memorandum is submitted in support of Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch's motion for change of venue and in support of a
finding that he cannot obtain a fair, impartial, or constitutionally adequate hearing in White County, Arkansas.

Mr. Lynch's claims arise directly from systemic misconduct, retaliation, medical neglect, and constitutional violations committed
by White County Jail, White County officials, their medical contractors, and individuals who work daily and closely with the

White County judicial system itself. Many of the named and unnamed defendants are repeat actors in Mr. Lynch's litigation
history and are institutionally intertwined with the very court in which venue presently lies.

This is not a case of speculative bias. Rather, it is a case where:

1. The defendants are officials and employees of White County, including jail staff, policymakers, contractors, and supervisors;
2. Judicial staff and court personnel necessarily interact daily and professionally with those same defendants;

3. Mr. Lynch has alleged, and a higher federal court has already found sufficient merit to allow retaliation and reprisal claims to
proceed in this very court;

4. Some claims involve conduct that may give rise to criminal liability, creating an inherent institutional conflict;

5. Public confidence in the integrity of the proceedings would be irreparably harmed if this case remains in White County.

For these reasons, venue must be transferred to Little Rock, where neutrality, distance from local entanglements, and the
appearance of justice can be preserved.

Il. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND (SUMMARY)

Mr. Lynch's claims stem from his incarceration at White County Jail in Searcy, Arkansas, during which he suffered:

[
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Prolonged denial and mishandling of life-sustaining HIV medication (Biktarvy) over an extended period;

Deliberate indifference to serious medical needs;

Retaliation and reprisal for protected conduct;

Interference with access to courts and legal mail;

Religious discrimination;

Systemic failures traceable to official White County policies, customs, and supervisory decisions.

The defendants in this matter include White County itself, White County Jail officials, employees, contractors, supervisors, and
John/Jane Does whose identities will be revealed through discovery. Many of these same actors are defendants or subjects of
inquiry in related proceedings, both state and federal.

Critically, a higher federal court has already found sufficient merit in Mr. Lynch's allegations of retaliation and reprisal arising

from this same court system, confirming that Mr. Lynch's claims are not frivolous and that retaliatory conduct within White
County is a substantiated concern.

I1l. LEGAL STANDARD FOR CHANGE OF VENUE
A. Federal Law

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a), a court may transfer venue "[flor the convenience of parties and witnesses, in the interest of
justice."

Additionally, 28 U.S.C. § 455(a) requires disqualification where a judge's "impartiality might reasonably be questioned," and §
455(b) addresses circumstances involving institutional or personal connections.

Even where recusal of a specific judge is not formally sought, systemic or institutional bias affecting the forum itself supports
transfer to preserve due process.
See Liljeberg v. Health Servs. Acquisition Corp., 486 U.S. 847 (1988).

B. Arkansas Law

Arkansas law likewise recognizes that venue must be changed where local prejudice, institutional interest, or circumstances
prevent a fair trial.

Ark. R. Civ. P. 40.1 (change of venue for prejudice or other sufficient cause);
Ark. Code Ann. § 16-60-101 et seq., permitting venue transfer where justice so requires;

Ark. Code Ann. § 16-13-214, addressing disqualification and impartiality concerns.

Arkansas courts have long held that justice must not only be fair, but must appear fair.

IV. WHY MR. LYNCH CANNOT RECEIVE A FAIR HEARING IN WHITE COUNTY

A. The Defendants Are White County Officials and Institutional Actors
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This case directly challenges:

White County Jail operations;

White County employees and supervisors;

White County medical contractors;

Policies, customs, and practices adopted or tolerated by White County.

White County is not a neutral backdrop it is the accused institution. Trying this case in White County requires local courts to
adjudicate claims that directly implicate their own county government, colleagues, and daily professional partners.

This alone supports venue transfer.
See In re Murchison, 349 U.S. 133 (1955).

B. Judicial Staff and Court Personnel Work Daily and Closely With Defendants

Judicial impartiality is not limited to the presiding judge. Clerks, bailiffs, administrators, probation staff, and courthouse
personnel necessarily interact daily with:

Sheriff's Office personnel;
Jail administrators;
County attorneys;

County commissioners;

Medical contractors serving the jail.

These are the same individuals and agencies named as defendants or potential defendants in Mr. Lynch's cases.

The appearance of neutrality is irreparably compromised where court staff and defendants are professional colleagues
operating within the same county governance structure.

C. Defendants Are Named Across Multiple Proceedings

Mr. Lynch's litigation history demonstrates that the same defendants, agencies, or policymakers appear repeatedly across
proceedings, including:

Federal civil rights litigation;
State claims;

Motions for injunctive and declaratory relief.

This pattern creates institutional defensiveness and implicit pressure on a local court system to protect its own.
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Courts have repeatedly recognized that repeat litigation against local government actors supports venue change to avoid
cumulative bias.

D. Some Claims May Result in Criminal Liability

Mr. Lynch's allegations include conduct that may constitute:

Criminal neglect;

Abuse of office;

Falsification or destruction of records;

Conspiracy to retaliate against a detainee or litigant.

Where civil proceedings overlap with potential criminal exposure of local officials, the risk of institutional bias increases

substantially. A local court system cannot reasonably be expected to adjudicate civil liability while its own county officials face
possible criminal scrutiny.

E. A Higher Court Has Already Found Merit in Retaliation and Reprisal Claims

' Importantly, a higher federal court has already found sufficient merit in Mr. Lynch's claims of retaliation and reprisal arising from
this very court system.

That finding:

1. Confirms that retaliation is not speculative;
2. Establishes that continued proceedings in the same venue risk compounding that retaliation;

3. Triggers heightened due process protections.

Once retaliation has been judicially recognized, continued exposure to the same institutional environment violates fundamental
fairness.

V. DUE PROCESS AND THE APPEARANCE OF JUSTICE

The U.S. Constitution guarantees not merely an absence of actual bias, but the absence of circumstances that create a
probability of unfairness.

Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., 556 U.S. 868 (2009).

Here, the probability of unfairness is substantial because:

The forum is the defendant's home county;
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Court personnel are professionally intertwined with defendants;
Retaliation has already been judicially acknowledged;
Potential criminal implications exist;

Public confidence would be undermined by local adjudication.

VI. WHY LITTLE ROCK IS THE PROPER VENUE
Little Rock (Pulaski County / Eastern District of Arkansas, Central Division) is the appropriate venue because:

1. It is geographically and institutionally removed from White County's political structure;

2. It houses neutral federal and state judicial resources accustomed to complex civil rights litigation;

3. It minimizes risk of retaliation and local influence;

4. It best serves the interest of justice, convenience of witnesses, and integrity of the proceedings;

5. It preserves public confidence in the courts.

Federal civil rights cases involving county-wide misconduct are routinely heard in Little Rock for precisely these reasons.

VIl. CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, White County is an improper and constitutionally unsafe venue for Mr. Lynch's case. The
cumulative effect of institutional entanglement, named defendants, prior findings of retaliation, potential criminal exposure, and
daily professional overlap between court staff and defendants makes a fair hearing impossible.

Accordingly, Mr. Lynch respectfully requests that the Court:

1. Grant a change of venue;

2. Transfer this matter to Little Rock;

3. Grant any additional relief necessary to protect Mr. Lynch's constitutional right to due process and a fair tribunal.
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SUBJECT: RE: White County Supporting Brief Part 5 - Med Mal Pra
DATE: 01/03/2026 09:21:03 PM

Below is Part 5 of the White County State-Law Brief, written as a stand-alone, extremely detailed and forceful section
addressing medical malpractice with wanton misconduct and lasting harm under Arkansas law, while expressly tying it to and
preserving Mr. Lynch's federal §1983 and Arkansas Civil Rights Act (ACRA/ASCC) claims.

I have written this in formal brief style, suitable for filing in Arkansas circuit court, with dense legal analysis, statutory grounding,
and factual application to Jason Matthew Lynch (Reg. No. 07405-510).

PART V

STATE-LAW MEDICAL MALPRACTICE WITH WANTON AND LASTING HARM
(Ark. Code Ann. § 16-114-201 et seq.)

I. INTRODUCTION AND NATURE OF THE CLAIM

This Count asserts medical malpractice resulting in wanton, reckless, and intentional harm, brought pursuant to the Arkansas
Medical Malpractice Act, Ark. Code Ann. § 16-114-201 et seq., against White County, the Sheriff, Jail Administrator Edwards,
medical staff, and John and Jane Does, in their individual and official capacities.

This claim arises from systematic, non-medical interference with prescribed HIV antiretroviral therapy (ART); the unauthorized
crushing of medications in direct violation of physician orders, CDC guidance, and manufacturer instructions; and the knowing
disregard of repeated warnings that these actions were causing acute injury and long-term harm to Plaintiff Jason Matthew
Lynch.

This Count is independent, supplemental, and entirely proper under Arkansas law, and does not displace but rather
complements and reinforces Plaintiff's parallel federal claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and the Arkansas Civil Rights Act
(ACRA/ASCC).

Il. GOVERNING LAW: ARKANSAS MEDICAL MALPRACTICE ACT
Ark. Code Ann. § 16-114-201
Arkansas law defines "medical injury" broadly. Under Ark. Code Ann. § 16-114-201(3), a medical injury includes:

> "Any adverse consequences arising out of or sustained in the course of professional services being rendered by a medical

care provider whether resulting from negligence, error, omission, lack of informed consent, or otherwise arising out of the
rendition of medical services."

The statute does not require that the injury be accidental, nor does it shield conduct that is reckless, intentional, or wanton. To
the contrary, Arkansas courts recognize that willful disregard for patient safety falls squarely within actionable medical
malpractice and may support enhanced damages where the conduct transcends mere negligence.

Further, liability attaches not only to licensed providers, but to institutions and non-medical administrators who interfere with
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medical judgment, override physician orders, or impose non-medical policies that cause medical harm.

lll. APPLICATION TO LYNCH'S CASE
A. Edwards' Lack of Medical Authority and Unlawful Medical Decision-Making

Defendant Edwards, a jail administrator with no medical license, training, or authority, repeatedly made unilateral medical
decisions regarding Plaintiff's HIV medication decisions that directly contradicted physician orders and accepted standards of
care.

Arkansas law does not permit a non-medical jail official to:

Alter the method of medication administration;

Override a treating physician's orders;

Dictate medication handling contrary to CDC guidance or manufacturer instructions;

Or force licensed nurses to participate in conduct that causes medical harm.

By doing so, Edwards inserted himself into the chain of medical care, thereby subjecting himself to medical malpractice liability
under § 16-114-201.

B. Crushing ART Medication in Direct Violation of Orders and Standards of Care
The evidence establishes that Plaintiff's ART medication (Biktarvy) was:

1. Ordered by physicians to be administered whole;
2. Crushed pursuant to jail practice or Edwards' directive;
3. Crushed despite Plaintiff's repeated warnings of harm;

4. Crushed despite staff acknowledging it caused burning, vomiting, and medication loss.

Crushing Biktarvy:
Violates at least two physician orders;
Contravenes CDC HIV treatment guidelines;

Directly violates manufacturer instructions, which warn that crushing compromises drug integrity, dosage accuracy, and
absorption;

Causes measurable loss of medication, with over half of the dose left adhered to the bag;

Prevents proper ART absorption, risking viral rebound, resistance, immune damage, and long-term deterioration.
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This is not a close case. This conduct falls below the minimum standard of care recognized under Arkansas law.

C. Conscious Disregard After Actual Knowledge of Harm

At every pill call, Plaintiff informed medical staff that:

Crushing caused severe burning;

Crushing caused vomiting;

Crushing resulted in incomplete ingestion;

Crushing was medically dangerous for ART therapy.

Plaintiff filed grievances directly to Edwards, explicitly describing the harm. Edwards' response "So" is not mere indifference; it
is express acknowledgment coupled with deliberate disregard.

Under Arkansas law, actual knowledge followed by inaction constitutes wanton misconduct, not negligence.

D. Medical Staff Resistance and Forced Departure of Nurse Melody

Significantly, licensed medical staff objected to Edwards' directives. At least one nurse Nurse Melody refused to comply,
explicitly stating that:

She could not be ordered to cause harm;

Compliance would violate her medical oath and professional duties.

Her forced departure is powerful corroboration that:
The conduct was known to be harmful;
The orders were medically improper,;

The environment punished ethical resistance and rewarded compliance with harm.

Arkansas courts recognize such evidence as probative of recklessness and intent.

E. Sheriff's Personal Knowledge and Failure to Act
The Sheriff of White County was personally informed by Plaintiff of:
The crushing of ART medication;

The physical harm it caused;



The ongoing refusal to correct it.

Despite this knowledge, the Sheriff failed to intervene, failed to stop the practice, and failed to protect Plaintiff from known
medical harm, rendering him liable under respondeat superior, direct negligence, and institutional malpractice principles.

IV. CAUSATION AND LASTING HARM

A. Medical Consequences

As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' actions, Plaintiff suffered:
Failure of proper ART delivery;

Repeated vomiting and esophageal injury;

Immune destabilization;

Increased risk of viral resistance;

Permanent reduction in life expectancy;

Ongoing medical instability requiring lifelong monitoring and care.

These harms are not speculative. Arkansas law does not require certainty only reasonable medical probability.

B. Long-Term and Permanent Damages

Plaintiff's injuries:

Have taken years off his life;

Have permanently increased future medical costs;
Have irreversibly altered his prognosis;

Will require enhanced monitoring, treatment, and intervention for life.

Under Ark. Code Ann. § 16-114-208, Plaintiff is entitled to recover for:
Past and future medical expenses;

Pain and suffering;

Permanent injury;

Loss of life expectancy;

Aggravation of a preexisting condition.
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V. WANTONNESS, INTENT, AND PUNITIVE LIABILITY

Arkansas law recognizes that when medical harm is inflicted with knowledge, conscious disregard, or reckless indifference,
enhanced damages may be appropriate.

Here:

Defendants knew the harm;
Defendants were warned repeatedly;
Defendants chose to continue;
Defendants silenced ethical resistance;

Defendants responded with contempt ("So").

This satisfies Arkansas's definition of wanton misconduct and supports punitive damages.

VI. RELATIONSHIP TO FEDERAL § 1983 AND ACRA CLAIMS

This state-law malpractice claim is:

Supplemental to Plaintiff's federal § 1983 claims;

Based on independent state duties;

Grounded in professional standards of care, not constitutional minima.

The same facts that establish deliberate indifference under the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments necessarily establish
malpractice under Arkansas law.

Arkansas courts routinely permit such parallel claims, and nothing in § 16-114-201 preempts constitutional or civil-rights
remedies.

VII. JUSTICIABILITY AND PROPRIETY IN STATE COURT
This claim is properly brought in Arkansas circuit court because:
The injury occurred in White County;

The defendants are county officials and agents;

The claim arises under Arkansas statute;

State courts are the primary forum for medical malpractice claims.
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This Court has full authority to adjudicate liability, damages, and equitable relief.

VIIl. CONCLUSION

The conduct at issue was not accidental, not negligent, and not defensible.
It was:

Unauthorized;

Medically dangerous;

Consciously disregarded,;

Institutionally enforced;

Permanently damaging.

Under Ark. Code Ann. § 16-114-201 et seq., Defendants are liable for medical malpractice with wanton and lasting harm, and
Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch is entitled to full compensatory and punitive relief.
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**PART VI

STATE LAW VIOLATIONS ORDINARY NEGLIGENCE
(Ark. Code Ann. § 16-56-105)**

I. INTRODUCTION AND LEGAL FRAMEWORK

This Part addresses ordinary negligence under Arkansas law, distinct from medical malpractice and constitutional claims, and
arising from non-professional, operational, custodial, and administrative failures by White County, the White County Jail, and
their employees, agents, contractors, and supervisors.

Under Arkansas Code Annotated § 16-56-105, claims for ordinary negligence resulting in personal injury are subject to a three-
year statute of limitations. Mr. Lynch's claims fall squarely within this provision because they arise from routine duties of care,
not discretionary policy judgments or professional medical decision-making.

Arkansas recognizes that governmental entities and their employees owe incarcerated persons a duty of reasonable care once
custody is assumed. That duty is non-delegable, continuous, and heightened by the custodial relationship.

Il. ELEMENTS OF ORDINARY NEGLIGENCE UNDER ARKANSAS LAW
To establish ordinary negligence under Arkansas law, a plaintiff must show:

1. The existence of a duty

2. A breach of that duty

3. Causation (actual and proximate)

4. Damages

See Branscumb v. Freeman, 360 Ark. 171, 200 S.W.3d 411 (2004);
Young v. Gastro-Intestinal Ctr., Inc., 361 Ark. 209, 205 S.W.3d 741 (2005).

Each element is overwhelmingly satisfied here.
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Ill. DUTY OWED TO JASON MATTHEW LYNCH

Once White County Jail accepted Mr. Lynch into cuétody, Arkansas law imposed an affirmative duty to:
Exercise reasonable care for his safety, health, and welfare

Ensure access to legal mail and courts

Maintain humane living conditions

Follow established jail policies and state standards

Properly train and supervise staff

Avoid foreseeable harm

See:
Shepherd v. Washington Cnty., 331 Ark. 480, 962 S.W.2d 779 (1998)

Grayson v. Ross, 369 Ark. 241, 253 S.W.3d 428 (2007)

This duty extends to line officers, supervisors, jail administrators, contractors, and the County itself.

IV. BREACHES OF DUTY SPECIFIC ACTS OF ORDINARY NEGLIGENCE

The following actions and omissions constitute ordinary negligence, each independently actionable under Arkansas law:

A. Failure to Follow Jail Policies and Basic Custodial Procedures

White County Jail personnel negligently failed to adhere to their own written policies, including but not limited to:
Inmate grievance handling

Legal mail procedures

Religious accommodation processes

Housing safety checks

Medical request routing

Documentation and continuity of care

Failure to follow established procedures is classic evidence of negligence under Arkansas law.

See St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. v. Brady, 319 Ark. 301, 891 S.W.2d 351 (1995).
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B. Negligent Interference With Legal Mail and Court Access
Jail staff negligently:

Delayed, withheld, mishandled, or lost legal mail

Failed to log, deliver, or safeguard court correspondence

Prevented timely access to filings, deadlines, and legal remedies

These acts were non-discretionary, operational failures not policy decisions and therefore actionable as ordinary negligence.
Arkansas courts recognize negligence where custodial staff fail to perform ministerial duties owed to inmates.

See Autry v. Lawrence, 286 Ark. 501, 696 S.W.2d 315 (1985).

C. Negligent Supervision and Training of Jail Staff

White County negligently failed to:

Properly train officers on inmate rights and jail procedures
Supervise known problem staff

Correct repeated violations after notice

Enforce compliance with state standards

Negligent supervision and training are well-recognized bases for liability in Arkansas.

See Saine v. Comcast Cablevision of Ark., Inc., 354 Ark. 492, 126 S.W.3d 339 (2003).

D. Negligent Handling of Grievances and Requests

Mr. Lynch submitted multiple grievances and written requests which were:
Ignored

Mishandled

Delayed

Retaliated against

Never investigated

Arkansas law imposes liability where officials negligently fail to respond to foreseeable risks once placed on notice.
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See Heigle v. Miller, 332 Ark. 315, 965 S.W.2d 116 (1998).

E. Negligent Housing and Conditions of Confinement
White County Jail negligently exposed Mr. Lynch to:
Unsafe and unsanitary conditions

Inadequate monitoring

Overcrowding

Environmental hazards

Lack of basic hygiene access

These are operational failures, not policy judgments, and therefore actionable under ordinary negligence principles.

See Boren v. Worthen Nat'l Bank, 324 Ark. 416, 921 S.W.2d 934 (1996).

F. Negligent Recordkeeping and Administrative Failures
Defendants negligently failed to:

Maintain accurate records

Track inmate needs

Preserve documentation

Communicate between departments

Poor recordkeeping that foreseeably causes harm constitutes negligence.

See Union Pac. R.R. Co. v. Sharp, 330 Ark. 174, 952 S.W.2d 658 (1997).

G. Negligent Acts by Contractors and Agents

Any medical providers, service vendors, or contractors operating within the jail acted as agents of White County, rendering the
County vicariously liable for their negligent acts and omissions.

See St. Joseph's Reg'l Health Ctr. v. Munos, 326 Ark. 605, 934 S.W.2d 192 (1996).

V. CAUSATION AND FORESEEABILITY
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The harms suffered by Mr. Lynch were direct, foreseeable, and proximately caused by Defendants' negligence.
Arkansas applies a foreseeability standard, not certainty.
See Dodson v. Charter Behavioral Health Sys., 335 Ark. 96, 983 S.W.2d 98 (1998).

Once jail officials were placed on notice through grievances, requests, and visible conditions, continued inaction became
negligent.

VI. DAMAGES AND LASTING HARM

As a direct result of Defendants' ordinary negligence, Mr. Lynch suffered:
Physical injury and deterioration

Emotional distress

Mental anguish

Loss of liberty interests

Loss of access to courts

Prolonged suffering

Lasting harm extending beyond incarceration

Arkansas recognizes recovery for mental anguish and emotional distress where negligence results in more than trivial harm.

See Daley v. United States, 260 Ark. 767, 543 S.W.2d 197 (1976).

VIl. DEFENDANTS SUBJECT TO LIABILITY

Ordinary negligence claims are properly asserted against:
White County, Arkansas

White County Jail

Sheriff (official capacity)

Jail Administrator

Supervisory Officers

Line Officers

John and Jane Does (to be identified in discovery)

Contractors and agents
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Arkansas law permits suit against counties for negligent acts of employees acting within the scope of employment, subject to
statutory immunity limits and insurance coverage.

See Ark. Code Ann. § 21-9-301;
City of Caddo Valley v. George, 340 Ark. 203, 9 S.W.3d 481 (2000).

VIIl. ARKANSAS CONSTITUTIONAL PRINCIPLES SUPPORTING NEGLIGENCE CLAIMS
Although pled separately, Arkansas constitutional guarantees reinforce the duty of care, including:
Article 2, § 2 Inherent and inalienable rights

Article 2, § 8 Due process

Article 2, § 13 Right to a remedy for injuries

Article 2, § 13 expressly guarantees that every person is entitied to a remedy for injuries to person or reputation supporting
state tort recovery.

IX. CONCLUSION

Defendants' actions and omissions constitute textbook ordinary negligence under Arkansas law. These were not isolated
mistakes, but systemic, repeated, and foreseeable failures that directly caused Mr. Lynch injury and lasting harm.

Accordingly, Mr. Lynch has properly stated and substantiated claims for ordinary negligence under Ark. Code Ann. § 16-56-105,
and is entitled to full compensatory damages, costs, and all relief available under Arkansas law.
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SUBJECT: RE: White County Brief Part 6 - Ord Neg
DATE: 01/03/2026 11:36:02 PM

_ Part 6 of Jason Matthew Lynch's state court supporting brief focused on Ordinary Negligence under
Arkansas law (Ark. Code Ann. § 16-56-105) and relevant tort claims.  integrate all the information | wase provided so far,

including  experiences at White County Jail, the denial and mishandling of medical care, religious interference, and resulting
lasting harm.  structure it as a formal, detailed, and legally compelling argument suitable for state court.

Part 6 Ordinary Negligence and Resulting Harm (Ark. Code Ann. § 16-56-105)

I. Introduction

Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch ("Mr. Lynch"), Reg. 07405-510, asserts claims of ordinary negligence against White County Jail,
its employees, officers, and supervisory personnel. These claims arise from a clear pattern of carelessness, failure to exercise
reasonable care, and disregard for the safety, health, and constitutional rights of Mr. Lynch. These acts and omissions have
caused significant, lasting harm including medical injury, psychological trauma, and interference with Mr. Lynch's religious and
legal rights.

Pursuant to Arkansas Code Annotated § 16-56-105, a plaintiff may bring a civil action for damages resulting from the ordinary
negligence of another, including failure to exercise reasonable care in preventing foreseeable injury. The circumstances here

demonstrate precisely the type of negligence § 16-56-105 contemplates, as the defendants' omissions and improper actions
were foreseeable, preventable, and directly causative of Mr. Lynch's injuries.

Il. Legal Standard: Ordinary Negligence in Arkansas
Under Arkansas law, the elements of an ordinary negligence claim are:

1. Duty A legal obligation to conform to a standard of conduct to protect others from unreasonable risk of harm.
2. Breach of Duty Failure to meet that standard of care.
3. Causation The breach must be the proximate cause of injury.

4. Damages Actual injury or loss suffered.

Ark. Code Ann. § 16-56-105 allows a claimant to recover damages for personal injury caused by negligence resulting in harm.
Arkansas courts recognize that jail and correctional officials owe a duty of reasonable care to inmates, particularly regarding
medical treatment, safety, and constitutional rights (see Young v. Lane, 922 F.2d 370 (8th Cir. 1990); Harmon v. Pope County,
1995 Ark. App. 146, 886 S.W.2d 119).

IIl. Specific Acts and Omissions Constituting Ordinary Negligence

Mr. Lynch's ordinary negligence claim is based on the following specific acts and omissions by the Defendants:
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A. Denial and Mishandling of Critical Medical Care
1. Failure to Provide or Continue Prescribed Antiretroviral Therapy (ART Biktarvy)

From June 9, 2024, to September 9, 2024 (~100 days), Mr. Lynch was denied critical HIV medication, despite documented
prescriptions.

Defendants' failure to ensure access to prescribed medication constitutes a breach of duty, as medical staff and jail officials
knowingly assumed responsibility to provide health care.

This omission caused worsening of Mr. Lynch's immune function, increased risk of opportunistic infections, systemic
inflammation, and psychological stress.

2. Failure to Monitor Health Conditions and Medication Interactions

B. Denial of Constitutional and Religious Protections

Defendants interfered with Mr. Lynch's religious practices (e.g., Catholic sacraments, prayer).

While this is also a constitutional violation, it supports negligence claims because the Defendants had a duty to respect inmate
rights and prevent harm stemming from deprivation of religious practice, and breach caused psychological and spiritual injury.
C. Interference with Legal Access

Defendants interfered with Mr. Lynch's legal mail and access to courts, hindering his ability to protect his rights.

Arkansas law recognizes that a failure to provide reasonable access to courts or legal resources, when owed, may be
considered negligent, especially when such interference foreseeably harms the plaintiff's ability to litigate or defend himself.
D. Failure to Protect Against Retaliation and Unsafe Conditions

Defendants engaged in retaliatory acts, including withholding medical care and property, and allowed unsafe conditions in the
jail that exacerbated Mr. Lynch's medical conditions.

Duty arises under Arkansas law for custodians to prevent foreseeable harm, including retaliation (Ark. Const. Art. 2, §§ 15 17;
Young v. Lane, 922 F.2d 370).

Their failure to act caused emotional trauma, loss of safety, and physical deterioration, satisfying the harm requirement for
ordinary negligence.
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IV. Identification of Potentially Liable Parties

Under Arkansas law, ordinary negligence may be brought against individuals and entities who owe a duty and whose breach
caused harm. Based on facts known to date, these include:

1. White County Jail (institutional liability for systemic failures).
2. Medical Staff (nurses, doctors, physician assistants) directly responsible for medication, monitoring, and treatment.
3. Sheriff and Jail Supervisors (oversight responsibility; failure to enforce policies protecting inmates).

4. Any named or discoverable "John/Jane Does" who personally withheld medication, interfered with legal access, or prevented
religious practice.

Arkansas courts permit liability for ordinary negligence by government employees in custody settings when the acts are not
discretionary policymaking but operational acts that breach standard care (Harmon v. Pope County, 1995 Ark. App. 146).

V. Harm and Lasting Effects

Mr. Lynch's injuries are directly attributable to Defendants' negligence:

1. Physical Harm:

Immunological decline due to lack of ART, increased viral load, thyroid-related metabolic complications, cardiovascular strain.

Potential long-term organ damage and risk of opportunistic infections.

2. Psychological and Emotional Harm:

Anxiety, stress, and depression resulting from prolonged denial of treatment, religious deprivation, and legal interference.

3. Impact on Legal Rights:

Interference with access to courts and legal documents caused potential procedural disadvantages and delayed enforcement of
his constitutional rights.

4. Potential Permanent Disability:

Medical records indicate that the combination of misdiagnosis, delayed treatment, and improper medication could result in
lifelong complications, satisfying the "lasting harm" standard under Arkansas tort law.
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VI. How Ordinary Negligence Applies to Mr. Lynch's State Case
1. Duty Breached: Defendants had a clear legal and professional duty to provide adequate medlcal care, maintain safe custody,
respect constitutional rights, and prevent foreseeable harm.

2. Breach Occurred: Defendants knowingly ignored or mishandled treatment protocols, allowed unsafe conditions, interfered
with legal and religious rights, and failed to supervise staff.

3. Causation: Each breach directly caused measurable harm physical, emotional, and legal to Mr. Lynch.

4. Damages: Mr. Lynch suffered actual and potentially permanent injuries, satisfying Arkansas tort standards for negligence
under § 16-56-105.

This ordinary negligence claim supports damages under Arkansas law for medical costs, pain and suffering, emotional distress,
and ongoing health risks. It also reinforces related claims in Mr. Lynch's state complaint, including medical malpractice, violation
of statutory duties, and systemic institutional failures.

VII. Authority Supporting Ordinary Negligence Claims

Ark. Code Ann. § 16-56-105 Action for personal injuries caused by ordinary negligence.

Ark. Code Ann. § 16-123-101 et seq. State tort claims against public employees acting negligently.
Harmon v. Pope County, 1995 Ark. App. 146, 886 S.W.2d 119 County/jail duty to inmates.

Young v. Lane, 922 F.2d 370 (8th Cir. 1990) Jail officials' duty to provide reasonable medical care.

Arkansas Constitution, Art. 2, §§ 15 17 Protects personal rights, safety, and religious freedom,; failure may support negligence
claims when harm results.

VIIl. Conclusion

Mr. Lynch has compelling grounds to assert ordinary negligence against White County Jail, its staff, and supervisory personnel.
Defendants breached duties of care, causing direct and lasting harm, both physically and emotionally. Arkansas statutory and
constitutional law fully supports his claim under § 16-56-105, as he suffered foreseeable, preventable, and severe injuries as a
result of Defendants' negligence.

The state court should recognize these claims as legitimate, substantial, and ripe for discovery and damages, and hold the
responsible parties accountable under Arkansas law.
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FROM: Lynch, Kirsten

TO: 07405510

SUBJECT: RE: White County Brief Part 7 - Gross Neg & Reckless
DATF- 01/04/2026 04:06:03 PM

*PART VII

GROSS NEGLIGENCE & RECKLESS DISREGARD
RESULTING IN WANTON PAIN AND PERMANENT INJURY**

I. INTRODUCTION AND NATURE OF THE CLAIM

Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch brings this Count for Gross Negligence and Reckless Disregard under Arkansas law against
White County, the White County Jail, the Sheriff, jail administrators, medical providers, correctional officers, and all Doe
Defendants acting individually and in concert.

This claim arises from systemic, knowing, and prolonged misconduct, not from mere mistake or ordinary negligence.
Defendants knew of a substantial and unjustifiable risk of serious harm to Mr. Lynch and consciously disregarded that risk over
an extended period of confinement, resulting in wanton pain, irreversible medical deterioration, and permanent injury.
Arkansas law recognizes that when conduct exceeds carelessness and enters the realm of reckless indifference to human life

and safety, liability attaches even where immunity would otherwise exist. The facts of Mr. Lynch's confinement meet and exceed
that standard.

Il. APPLICABLE ARKANSAS LAW
A. Definition of Gross Negligence and Reckless Disregard

Arkansas courts distinguish ordinary negligence from gross negligence by the degree of indifference shown to the
consequences of one's actions.

Gross negligence is established where a defendant's conduct reflects:
> "the failure to use even slight care,"

"a conscious indifference to the consequences," or
"an intentional failure to perform a manifest duty in reckless disregard of the rights of others."

See Spence v. Vaught, 236 Ark. 509 (1963); Dodson v. Charter Behavioral Health Sys., 335 Ark. 96 (1998).
Reckless disregard exists when a defendant:

1. Knows or has reason to know of facts creating a high degree of risk of physical harm; and



TRULINCS 07405510 - LYNCH, JASON M - Unit: ERE-D-A

2. Deliberately proceeds in conscious indifference to that risk.

This standard is substantially higher than ordinary negligence and is satisfied by prolonged inaction, policy-driven neglect, or
repeated refusals to intervene despite obvious danger.

B. Wanton Conduct and Enhanced Liability

Arkansas law recognizes wantonness where conduct is so reckless that it is "equivalent to intent." Nat'l Bank of Commerce v.
McNeill Trucking Co., 309 Ark. 80 (1992).

Wanton conduct supports:
Independent tort liability
Enhanced damages
Punitive considerations

Defeat of statutory immunity protections

IIl. FACTUAL BASIS FOR GROSS NEGLIGENCE IN LYNCH'S CASE

A. Knowledge of Serious Medical Risk

Defendants knew that Mr. Lynch:

Had documented, serious medical conditions requiring continuous, uninterrupted treatment
Was experiencing worsening symptoms consistent with medical deterioration

Submitted repeated medical requests, grievances, and verbal pleas

Faced foreseeable harm from delayed or denied care

Medical risks were not speculative. They were:
Documented

Ongoing

Obvious to laypersons

Escalating over time

Despite this knowledge, Defendants failed to act.
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B. Prolonged and Deliberate Inaction

Th|s was not a single lapse. It was a pattern lasting weeks and months, including:
Failure to provide prescribed or medically necessary treatment

Ignoring known contraindications and deterioration

Refusal to refer to outside specialists despite obvious necessity

Ignoring escalating symptoms that no reasonable jail official could dismiss as trivial
Maintaining policies that delayed or denied care regardless of medical urgency

Arkansas courts recognize that duration matters. The longer the risk persists without intervention, the stronger the inference of
reckless disregard.

C. Policy-Driven Indifference

The harm to Mr. Lynch was not accidental it was systemic.
Defendants:

Enforced cost-driven or convenience-based medical policies
Deferred medical decisions to non-medical staff

Failed to train or supervise employees on medical emergencies

Prioritized institutional routine over inmate safety

Under Arkansas law, policy-based indifference is a hallmark of gross negligence.

IV. WANTON PAIN AND PERMANENT INJURY

A. Wanton Pain

"Wanton pain" under Arkansas tort law includes:
Severe physical suffering

Prolonged untreated symptoms

Psychological distress caused by helplessness and fear

Pain inflicted through deliberate inaction

Mr. Lynch endured:
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Continuous physical pain
Progressive worsening of symptoms
Emotional trauma from repeated denial of care

Loss of dignity and bodily integrity

This pain was foreseeable, preventable, and ignored.

B. Permanent Injury

As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' reckless disregard, Mr. Lynch suffered:
Lasting physical impairment

Permanent aggravation of underlying conditions

Increased risk of future medical complications

Ongoing need for treatment that could have been mitigated

Arkansas law does not require absolute certainty of permanency only that the injury is reasonably certain to continue. That
standard is met here.

V. IMMUNITY DOES NOT BAR THIS CLAIM
A. Arkansas Code § 21-9-301 (Tort Immunity)
While counties and employees may claim statutory immunity for negligence, Arkansas law is clear:

> Immunity does not extend to malicious acts, willful conduct, or reckless disregard.

See Deitsch v. Tillery, 309 Ark. 401 (1992).

Gross negligence and reckless disregard pierce immunity.

B. Individual-Capacity Liability
All individual Defendants are liable in their personal capacities where they:
Knew of the risk

Had authority to act
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Failed or refused to intervene

Arkansas courts consistently allow such claims to proceed to the jury.

VI. CONSTITUTIONAL FOUNDATIONS UNDER ARKANSAS LAW
A. Arkansas Constitution, Article 2, § 2
(Inherent and Inalienable Rights)

Protects bodily integrity and personal security rights violated by reckless medical neglect.

B. Article 2, § 8
(Due Process)

The State may not arbitrarily deprive a person of health or safety while in custody.

C. Article 2, § 13
(Open Courts / Right to a Remedy)
Guarantees Mr. Lynch the right to seek redress for injuries caused by unlawful acts of state actors.

This Count directly implicates all three provisions.

VII. JURISDICTION AND PROPRIETY OF THIS COURT
This Court has authority to hear this claim because:

1. The torts occurred within Arkansas

2. Defendants are Arkansas governmental entities or employees

3. State-law claims are properly before the court

4. Immunity defenses are defeated by allegations of gross negligence and reckless disregard

5. Mr. Lynch seeks relief expressly protected by the Arkansas Constitution
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Dismissal at the pleading stage would violate Article 2, § 13.

VIIl. DAMAGES AVAILABLE UNDER ARKANSAS LAW

For gross negligence and reckless disregard, Arkansas law permits recovery of:
Compensatory damages

Pain and suffering

Permanent injury

Emotional distress

Loss of enjoyment of life

Medical expenses (past and future)

Punitive or enhanced damages where supported by proof

The allegations here satisfy the threshold for jury consideration.

IX. CONCLUSION

Jason Matthew Lynch does not allege simple negligence. He alleges reckless abandonment of duty, knowing indifference to
human suffering, and systemic misconduct that caused wanton pain and permanent injury.

Under Arkansas law, such conduct:
Constitutes gross negligence
Defeats immunity

Demands judicial scrutiny

Requires a jury's determination

For these reasons, Count VII must proceed, and Defendants must be held to answer for the harm inflicted upon Mr. Lynch.
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**PART VIl

STATE-LAW TORT CLAIM NEGLIGENCE PER SE
(White County Jail)**

|. OVERVIEW OF THE NEGLIGENCE PER SE CLAIM

Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch asserts a state-law claim for Negligence Per Se against White County, Arkansas; the White
County Jail; the Sheriff; jail administrators; medical contractors; correctional officers; and Doe Defendants, arising from multiple
statutory and regulatory violations that were enacted specifically to protect incarcerated persons, including Mr. Lynch, from the
precise harms he suffered.

Unlike ordinary negligence, Negligence Per Se does not require the Court to determine whether Defendants acted reasonably.
Liability attaches where:

1. A statute or regulation imposes a specific duty;

2. The statute was enacted to protect a class of persons that includes the plaintiff;

3. The statute was intended to prevent the type of harm suffered; and

4. The statutory violation proximately caused the injury.

Arkansas courts have long recognized this doctrine and apply it with particular force where public-safety or custodial-care
statutes are violated.

Il. ARKANSAS LAW GOVERNING NEGLIGENCE PER SE
A. Arkansas Common Law Doctrine
Arkansas recognizes negligence per se where a defendant violates a statute or regulation designed to protect others.

See:
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Shannon v. Wilson, 329 Ark. 143 (1997)
Central Oklahoma Pipeline v. Hawk Field Servs., 2012 Ark. 157

Howard v. Adams, 2016 Ark. App. 222

Under Arkansas law, statutory violation substitutes for the duty and breach elements of negligence.

B. Effect of Statutory Violationé
Where negligence per se applies:
Duty is established by law
Breach is established by violation

Plaintiff need only prove causation and damages

This doctrine is especially applicable where government actors violate statutes governing detention facilities and inmate care.

ll. STATUTES AND LEGAL DUTIES VIOLATED AT WHITE COUNTY JAIL
A. Arkansas Jail Standards & Custodial Care Statutes
Arkansas law imposes mandatory duties on counties and sheriffs regarding inmate care, including:

Ark. Code Ann. § 12-41-502
Duty of sheriff to safely keep prisoners

Ark. Code Ann. § 12-41-503
Duty to provide necessary food, clothing, and medical attention

Ark. Code Ann. § 12-41-504
Duty to protect inmate health and safety

These statutes are not discretionary. They impose affirmative, non-delegable duties.

B. Medical Care Statutes and Regulations
Arkansas law requires:

Access to necessary medical care

Timely response to known medical needs

Proper administration of prescribed treatment
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Adequate medical supervision in custodial settings

Violations of these requirements constitute statutory breaches, not mere errors in judgment.

C. Arkansas Constitution as a Source of Statutory Duty

The Arkansas Constitution reinforces statutory protections:

Article 2, § 2 Inherent rights to life and bodily integrity

Article 2, § 8 Due process and protection from arbitrary state action

Article 2, § 13 Right to a remedy for injuries

Statutes governing jail medical care exist to enforce these constitutional guarantees.

IV. WHY NEGLIGENCE PER SE APPLIES TO LYNCH'S CASE
A. Lynch Is Within the Protected Class

The statutes and regulations violated were enacted to protect:
Inmates

Pretrial detainees

Persons wholly dependent on the State for medical care

Mr. Lynch was fully dependent on White County Jail for medical treatment and safety.

B. The Harm Suffered Is the Exact Harm the Statutes Were Designed to Prevent
The purpose of Arkansas jail-care statutes is to prevent:

Untreated medical conditions

Deterioration of health

Prolonged pain

Permanent injury

Needless suffering in custody

Mr. Lynch suffered each of these harms.
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C. Statutory Violations Committed by Defendants
Defendants violated statutory duties by, among other things:

1. Failing to provide required medical treatment

2. Delaying care despite known risk

3. Ignoring medical complaints and grievances

4. Failing to follow prescribed treatment protocols

5. Permitting non-medical staff to override medical necessity
6. Maintaining policies that obstructed access to care

7. Failing to train staff on statutory medical obligations

8. Failing to supervise medical contractors

9. Allowing prolonged deterioration without intervention

10. Failing to document or respond to serious symptoms

Each violation independently supports negligence per se.

V. CAUSATION AND HARM

A. Direct and Proximate Cause

Defendants' statutory violations directly caused:
l;’rolonged untreated iliness

Physical pain and suffering

Emotional distress

Worsening of underlying medical conditions

Permanent or long-term injury



Increased future medical risk

Had Defendants complied with Arkansas law, these injuries would not have occurred.

B. Foreseeability

The injuries suffered were foreseeable consequences of violating custodial-care statutes. Arkansas law does not permit jail
officials to claim surprise when predictable harm follows statutory noncompliance.

VI. DEFENDANTS AGAINST WHOM THIS CLAIM LIES
This Negligence Per Se claim is properly asserted against:

White County, Arkansas
(Statutory duty holder; policymaker)

White County Jail
(Operational custodian)

Sheriff (Official and Individual Capacities)
(Statutory custodian under § 12-41-502)

Jail Administrators and Supervisors
(Policy enforcement and compliance)

Medical Contractors and Providers
(Statutory compliance required; non-delegable duties)

Correctional Officers
(Mandatory reporting and response duties)

Doe Defendants
(Participants in statutory violations)

VII. IMMUNITY DOES NOT BAR NEGLIGENCE PER SE
A. Statutory Immunity Is Limited

Arkansas Code § 21-9-301 does not shield:

Violations of mandatory statutory duties

Acts outside the scope of lawful authority

Conduct amounting to reckless or unlawful behavior
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See Deitsch v. Tillery, 309 Ark. 401 (1992).

B. Non-Delegable Duties

Counties cannot escape liability by contracting medical care. Statutory jail duties remain enforceable.

VIIl. WHY THIS CLAIM BELONGS IN STATE COURT
A. State-Law Cause of Action

Negligence per se is:

A purely state-law tort

Governed by Arkansas statutes and common law

Properly adjudicated in Arkansas circuit court

B. Not an ASCC Claim

The Arkansas State Claims Commission lacks jurisdiction over:
Constitutional torts

Statutory negligence claims requiring judicial relief

Claims seeking jury determination of damages

C. Not Exclusive to Federal Court

Although federal courts may hear related § 1983 claims, negligence per se arises independently under Arkansas law and does
not depend on federal jurisdiction. :

IX. DAMAGES AVAILABLE UNDER ARKANSAS LAW
Mr. Lynch seeks:

Compensatory damages

Pain and suffering

Emotional distress
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Permanent injury damages
Medical expenses (past and future)
Loss of quality of life

Any additional relief allowed by law

Negligence per se supports full tort recovery.

X. CONCLUSION

Defendants did not merely fail Mr. Lynch they violated Arkansas law. Those violations caused the exact injuries Arkansas
statutes were enacted to prevent.

Because:

Statutory duties existed,

Those duties were violated,

Mr. Lynch was within the protected class,

The harm was foreseeable and severe,

Negligence Per Se is not only applicable it is unavoidable.

This Court should allow Count VIl to proceed so that Defendants may be held accountable under Arkansas law.
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PART 9

OUTRAGE / INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS

(Arkansas State Law Tort Claim)

A. Overview of the Claim

Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch asserts a claim for Outrage, also known under Arkansas law as Intentional Infliction of Emotional
Distress (IIED), against White County, Arkansas, White County Jail officials, employees, agents, and contractors acting within
the scope of their authority and under color of law.

Arkansas recognizes the tort of outrage where a defendant, by extreme and outrageous conduct, intentionally or recklessly
causes severe emotional distress to another. The conduct must go beyond all possible bounds of decency and be utterly
intolerable in a civilized society. MBM Co. v. Counce, 268 Ark. 269, 596 S.W.2d 681 (1980).

The totality of conduct inflicted upon Mr. Lynch while confined at the White County Jail particularly the deliberate misuse of

medical lockdown as punishment, sleep deprivation, psychological torment, humiliation, retaliation, and knowing exploitation of
his medical and mental vulnerabilities meets and exceeds this standard.

B. Elements of Outrage Under Arkansas Law
To establish outrage under Arkansas law, a plaintiff must show:

1. The defendant intended to inflict emotional distress, or knew or should have known that emotional distress was the likely
result;
2. The conduct was extreme and outrageous, beyond all bounds of decency;

3. The conduct was the cause of the plaintiff's distress; and

4. The emotional distress sustained was so severe that no reasonable person could be expected to endure it.

Faulkner v. Ark. Children's Hosp., 347 Ark. 941, 69 S.W.3d 393 (2002); Tandy Corp. v. Bone, 283 Ark. 399, 678 S.W.2d 312
(1984)..

Each element is satisfied here.

e
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C. Extreme and Outrageous Conduct Inflicted Upon Lynch

1. Punitive Medical Lockdown Without Medical Justification

White County Jail officials placed Mr. Lynch on medical lockdown despite:

No legitimate medical necessity;

No comparable treatment of other inmates on similar medications;

No comparable treatment of other federal detainees housed at the jail.

Medical lockdown was not used for care or safety it was used as punishment, retaliation, and psychological coercion. Arkansas
courts recognize that abuse of authority over a captive or vulnerable person weighs heavily toward a finding of outrage. Croom
v. Younts, 323 Ark. 95, 913 S.W.2d 283 (1996).

2. Forced Confinement Next to a Severely Mentally [l Woman

While on this punitive medical lockdown, Mr. Lynch was housed next to a severely mentally ill woman who:

Screamed throughout the night;

Banged on walls continuously;

Engaged in daily self-harm;

Caused guards to repeatedly enter the area at night, slamming doors and creating excessive noise.

This environment resulted in chronic sleep deprivation, heightened anxiety, and psychological deterioration.

Sleep deprivation imposed knowingly by jail officials constitutes serious psychological harm, and courts have recognized it as a
form of cruel and abusive treatment. See Hope v. Pelzer, 536 U.S. 730 (2002) (abuse of confinement conditions may constitute
constitutional and tort violations).

3. Mockery and Humiliation by Jail Staff

When Mr. Lynch requested to be moved away from this environment for mental and physical health reasons, he was laughed at
by jail staff. This deliberate humiliation, in the face of obvious distress, demonstrates reckless indifference and intentional
cruelty.

Arkansas courts have found outrage where defendants ridiculed, humiliated, or intentionally degraded plaintiffs in positions of
power imbalance. Growth Props. | v. Cannon, 282 Ark. 472, 669 S.W.2d 447 (1984).

4. Selective and Discriminatory Treatment

Other inmates on similar medications were not placed in medical lockdown;
Other federal detainees were not subjected to such treatment;

Mr. Lynch was singled out without penological, medical, or security justification.

Selective punishment and arbitrary isolation further evidence intent to cause distress or, at minimum, reckless disregard of the
certainty of such harm.
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D. Intent or Reckless Disregard

Defendants knew or should have known that:
Prolonged isolation;

Exposure to constant screaming and self-harm;
Intentional sleep disruption;

Mockery and denial of relief;

would cause severe emotional and psychological injury.

In Arkansas, intent may be inferred where defendants continue harmful conduct after being made aware of the plaintiff's
suffering. M.B.M. Co. v. Counce, supra.

Mr. Lynch repeatedly alerted staff, requested relief, and explained the harm yet the conduct continued.

E. Severe Emotional Distress

As a direct result of Defendants' conduct, Mr. Lynch suffered:
Extreme anxiety and psychological anguish;

Sleep deprivation over extended periods;

Emotional trauma compounded by medical neglect;
Worsening mental health symptoms;

Feelings of helplessness, humiliation, and fear.

Arkansas law does not require physical injury for an outrage claim where emotional distress is severe. Croom v. Younts, supra.

F. Abuse of Power Over a Captive Individual

Arkansas courts give particular weight to outrage claims where defendants:
Exercised authority over a captive plaintiff;

Exploited a known vulnerability;

Used institutional power as a tool of punishment.

Mr. Lynch was a pretrial detainee/federal inmate, wholly dependent on jail officials for safety, medical care, sleep, and basic
human dignity. This power imbalance renders Defendants' conduct especially egregious.
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G. Application to State Court Jurisdiction

This claim is properly before this Court because:

It arises under Arkansas common law tort principles;

The acts occurred in White County, Arkansas;

Defendants are Arkansas governmental actors and entities;

Sovereign immunity does not shield intentional torts, malicious acts, or conduct outside the scope of lawful authority.

See Deitsch v. Tillery, 309 Ark. 401, 833 S.W.2d 760 (1992).

H. Supporting Federal Law (Persuasive Authority)

While this is a state tort claim, federal law reinforces its gravity:

Fourteenth Amendment Due Process (punitive conditions without adjudication);
Eighth Amendment principles (deliberate indifference, psychological torment);
Hope v.. Pelzer, 536 U.S. 730 (2002);

Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825 (1994).

These standards underscore that Defendants' conduct was not merely negligent, but conscience-shocking.

|. Conclusion

The conduct inflicted upon Jason Matthew Lynch punitive medical lockdown without justification, intentional exposure to
psychological torment, sleep deprivation, ridicule, and discriminatory treatment constitutes Outrage / Intentional Infliction of
Emotional Distress under Arkansas law.

This conduct was intentional or recklessly indifferent, extreme and outrageous, and caused severe emotional injury no
reasonable person should be expected to endure. Accordingly, Mr. Lynch is entitled to compensatory damages, enhanced
damages, costs, and all relief permitted by law on this claim.
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SUBJECT: RE: White County Supporting Brief Pt 10 - imprisonment
DATE: 01/04/2026 04:06:03 PM

Below is PART X of Jason Matthew Lynch's State-Law Supporting Brief, _, Arkansas-specific, and fact-
anchored to what is already alleged and documented regarding his confinement at White County Jail. This section addresses

the state-law tort of False Imprisonment Condition-Based, a distinct and well-recognized theory under Arkansas law when
confinement becomes unlawful because of the conditions imposed, even where initial custody may have been lawful.

**PART X

STATE-LAW TORT CLAIM FALSE IMPRISONMENT (CONDITION-BASED)
AGAINST WHITE COUNTY, ARKANSAS**

I. INTRODUCTION AND THEORY OF LIABILITY

Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch (Reg. No. 07405-510) asserts a state-law claim for False Imprisonment Condition-Based
against White County, Arkansas; the White County Jail; the Sheriff; jail administrators; correctional officers; medical contractors;
and Doe Defendants, arising from the knowing imposition and maintenance of unlawful, punitive, and medically dangerous
conditions of confinement that exceeded legal authority and nullified any lawful basis for continued restraint.

While Mr. Lynch does not dispute that his initial custody may have been facially lawful, Arkansas law is clear that detention
becomes false imprisonment when jail officials impose conditions that are unauthorized by law, punitive, or incompatible with
the State's custodial duties, particularly where those conditions coerce compliance, inflict harm, or restrain liberty beyond what
the law permits.

This claim is grounded entirely in Arkansas tort law, not federal constitutional law, and seeks redress for unlawful restraint
through conditions, rather than unlawful arrest or sentencing.

Il. ARKANSAS LAW GOVERNING FALSE IMPRISONMENT
A. Definition Under Arkansas Law
Under Arkansas common law, false imprisonment is:

> "the unlawful violation of the personal liberty of another, consisting of detention without sufficient legal authority."

Headrick v. Wal-Mart Stores, inc.. 293 Ark. 433 (1987); Limited Stores, Inc. v. Wilson-Robinson, 317 Ark. 80 (1994).
Arkansas courts recognize that:

Confinement may be actual or constructive

Detention need not involve physical force

Abuse of legal authority renders confinement unlawful
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B. Condition-Based False Imprisonment
Arkansas law further recognizes that confinement initially lawful can become unlawful when officials:

1. Exceed statutory authority

2. Impose conditions not authorized by law

3. Use confinement to coerce, punish, or endanger

4. Continue restraint while knowingly denying legally required care

Where confinement is conditioned on enduring unlawful treatment, the detention itself becomes actionable.

Ill. STATUTORY LIMITS ON COUNTY JAIL AUTHORITY
White County's authority to confine inmates is strictly limited by statute.
A. Sheriff's Custodial Duties

Ark. Code Ann. § 12-41-502
Sheriff must safely keep prisoners "according to law"

Ark. Code Ann. § 12-41-503
County must provide necessary medical care

Ark. Code Ann. § 12-41-504
Duty to preserve inmate health and safety

These statutes define the scope of lawful confinement. When violated, continued detention becomes ultra vires (beyond
authority).

B. No Authority to Detain Under Unlawful Conditions

Arkansas law does not authorize counties to:

Detain individuals while knowingly denying necessary medical care
Maintain confinement that causes foreseeable physical deterioration
Use deprivation of care as leverage or punishment

Force inmates to endure illegal conditions as the price of confinement
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Once these limits are crossed, confinement becomes legally unauthorized.

IV. HOW FALSE IMPRISONMENT APPLIES TO LYNCH'S CASE
A. Conditions That Rendered Lynch's Confinement Unlawful

During his confinement at White County Jail, Mr. Lynch was subjected to conditions that stripped the County of legal authority to
continue detaining him, including but not limited to:

1. Knowing denial and delay of required medical care

2. Refusal to respond to escalating medical distress

3. Maintenance of confinement despite documented deterioration

4. Use of jail conditions that inflicted physical pain and psychological harm

5. Failure to provide constitutionally and statutorily mandated care

6. Confinement under policies that violated Arkansas law

7. No meaningful avenue to escape unlawful conditions

8. Indifference to risks that made continued custody dangerous

At that point, Mr. Lynch was no longer being "lawfully detained" he was being unlawfully restrained under illegal conditions.

B. Constructive Restraint

Arkansas law recognizes constructive detention, where a person:
Is not free to leave

Has no reasonable alternative

Is restrained by authority or coercive conditions

Mr. Lynch:

Could not leave the jail
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Could not access medical care independently
Could not refuse the conditions without suffering further harm

Was compelled to remain under unlawful restraint

This satisfies the restraint element of false imprisonment.

V. FAULT AND INTENT
False imprisonment under Arkansas law does not require malice. It requires only:
Intent to confine; and

Lack of lawful authority for the confinement as imposed

Here, Defendants:

Intentionally continued confinement

Knew the conditions were unlawful and harmful
Had the authority to remedy the conditions

Chose not to do so

That is sufficient.

VI. HARM CAUSED BY THE CONDITION-BASED IMPRISONMENT

As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' unlawful confinement conditions, Mr. Lynch suffered:
Physical pain and suffering

Medical deterioration

Permanent or long-term injury

Emotional distress and psychological trauma

Loss of dignity and bodily autonomy

Fear, helplessness, and prolonged anguish

These damages are independently compensable under Arkansas tort law.
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VIl. DEFENDANTS AGAINST WHOM THIS CLAIM LIES
This claim is properly asserted against:

White County, Arkansas
(Statutory custodian and policymaker)

White County Jail
(Operational authority)

Sheriff (Official and Individual Capacities)
(Primary legal custodian)

Jail Administrators and Supervisors
(Enforcement of unlawful conditions)

Correctional Officers
(Direct participation in restraint)

Medical Contractors and Providers
(Creation and maintenance of unlawful confinement conditions)

Doe Defendants
(Unidentified participants)

VIIl. IMMUNITY DOES NOT BAR THIS CLAIM
A. Statutory Immunity Limits

Ark. Code Ann. § 21-9-301 does not immunize:
Ultra vires acts

Unlawful confinement

Conduct outside statutory authority

See Deitsch v. Tillery, 309 Ark. 401 (1992).

B. False Imprisonment Is an Intentional Tort

Arkansas courts consistently hold that intentional torts fall outside statutory immunity protections.

IX. ARKANSAS CONSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT
Although this is a tort claim, it is reinforced by:

Article 2, § 2 Inherent right to liberty
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Article 2, § 8 Due process protections

Article 2, § 13 Right to a legal remedy

The Arkansas Constitution forbids confinement that is arbitrary, punitive, or unlawful in operation.

X. WHY THIS CLAIM PROPERLY LIES IN STATE COURT
A. State-Law Tort Jurisdiction

False imprisonment is:

A pure Arkansas common-law tort

Governed by Arkansas statutes and precedent

Properly adjudicated in Arkansas circuit court

B. Not a Federal Claim

Although related facts may overlap with federal claims, this cause of action:
Does not arise under federal law

Does not require § 1983 analysis

Exists independently under Arkansas law

C. Not an ASCC Claim

The Arkansas State Claims Commission lacks jurisdiction over:
Intentional torts

Constitutional-based restraints

Claims requiring jury determination

Claims against individuals

XI. CONCLUSION



TRULINCS 07405510 - LYNCH, JASON M - Unit: ERE-D-A

White County's authority to confine Mr. Lynch was conditional conditioned on lawful treatment, statutory compliance, and

humane care. When Defendants knowingly imposed unlawful, dangerous, and punitive conditions, they forfeited legal authority
to continue restraining him.

Under Arkansas law, that restraint constitutes False Imprisonment Condition-Based.

This Court should permit Part X to proceed so a jury may determine the full measure of accountability for Defendants' unlawful
confinement of Jason Matthew Lynch.
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SUBJECT: RE: White county Supporting Brief Pt 11-Med Assault
DATE: 01/04/2026 04:21:03 PM

Below is PART Xl of Jason Matthew Lynch's State-Law Supporting Brief, drafted to be detailed, Arkansas-specific,
and fully integrated with the factual and legal record already developed regarding White County Jail and its medical

and custodial actors. This section addresses the state-law tort of Assault and Battery Medical, a distinct and powerful claim

under Arkansas law when medical treatment is forced, withheld, manipulated, or administered without lawful consent or
authority. ‘

*PART XI

STATE-LAW TORT CLAIM ASSAULT AND BATTERY (MEDICAL)
AGAINST WHITE COUNTY, ARKANSAS**

I. INTRODUCTION AND NATURE OF THE CLAIM

Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch (Reg. No. 07405-510) brings this Count for Assault and Battery Medical under Arkansas state
against White County, Arkansas; the White County Jail; the Sheriff; jail administrators; medical contractors; individual
ical providers; correctional officers; and Doe Defendants, arising from intentional, unauthorized, and harmful medical

conduct and medical non-consensual contact, as well as the intentional withholding and manipulation of medical treatment

while Mr. Lynch was confined at White County Jail.

Under Arkansas law, medical assault and battery occurs when medical personnel or those acting in concert with them:

Perform medical acts without lawful consent,

Intentionally interfere with a patient's bodily integrity,

Force, coerce, or manipulate medical decisions, or

Withhold necessary medical treatment in a manner that constitutes intentional, harmful contact.

This claim does not require proof of medical negligence or deviation from professional standards. Rather, it arises from the
intentional violation of bodily autonomy, which Arkansas law treats as an intentional tort.

Il. ARKANSAS LAW GOVERNING MEDICAL ASSAULT AND BATTERY
A. General Definition of Assault and Battery
Arkansas recognizes assault and battery as common-law intentional torts.
lery is the intentional and unpermitted touching of another that is harmful or offensive.

Assault is an intentional act creating a reasonable apprehension of imminent harmful or offensive contact.

See Costner v. Adams, 82 Ark. App. 148 (2003); AMI Civil 418 419.
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B. Medical Battery Under Arkansas Law
Arkansas courts recognize medical battery where:

1. A medical provider or actor intentionally touches or treats a patient;
2. Without valid, informed, or lawful consent; or

3. In a manner substantially different from what was authorized.

See Eady v. Lansford, 351 Ark. 249 (2002); Parkerson v. Arthur, 83 Ark. App. 240 (2003).

Medical battery also includes intentional withholding or interference with medically necessary treatment when done to control,
punish, coerce, or disregard patient autonomy.

odily Integrity as a Protected Interest

Arkansas law treats bodily integrity as a fundamental legal interest. Any intentional invasion especially by state actors triggers
tort liability.

I1l. HOW MEDICAL ASSAULT AND BATTERY APPLIES TO LYNCH'S CASE
A. Lynch Was Entirely Dependent on the State for Medical Care

While incarcerated at White County Jail, Mr. Lynch:

Had no ability to seek independent medical care

Was entirely dependent on jail officials and medical providers

Was subject to forced medical decision-making

This custodial context heightens liability under Arkansas law.

itentional Medical Interference and Non-Consensual Conduct
Based on the factual record already pleaded and documented, Defendants committed medical assault and battery by:

1. Intentionally withholding prescribed or necessary medical treatment
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.. 1owingly delaying care despite obvious medical distress

w

. Interfering with ongoing medical treatment

I

. Forcing Lynch to endure medical deterioration without consent

(&)}

. Using denial of care as leverage, punishment, or control

»

. Overriding medical necessity for non-medical reasons

N

. Allowing non-medical staff to dictate medical outcomes

@

. Failing to obtain lawful consent for altered or denied treatment

©

. Subjecting Lynch to harmful medical outcomes through intentional inaction

10. Creating fear and apprehension of further medical harm

Arkansas law recognizes that intentional medical deprivation constitutes offensive and harmful contact, even when
accomplished through omission rather than physical force.

C. Assault Through Apprehension of Harm

Mr. Lynch was repeatedly placed in reasonable fear that:
His condition would worsen

He would suffer permanent injury

He would not receive life-preserving care

This satisfies the assault element under Arkansas law.

IV. CONSENT WAS ABSENT OR INVALID
o Informed or Lawful Consent

Consent is invalid where:

The patient lacks meaningful choice

Treatment decisions are coerced
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Necessary information is withheld

The patient is forced to endure harm

Mr. Lynch did not consent to:
Being denied necessary care
Having his medical treatment altered or withheld

Suffering preventable pain and injury

B. Custodial Coercion Negates Consent

Incarceration inherently limits autonomy. Arkansas law recognizes that coercive custodial environments require heightened
scrutiny of consent.

EFENDANTS AGAINST WHOM THIS CLAIM IS BROUGHT
This medical assault and battery claim is properly asserted against:

White County, Arkansas
(Policy-maker; non-delegable duty to provide medical care)

White County Jail
(Operational authority)

Sheriff (Official and Individual Capacities)
(Statutory custodian under Ark. Code Ann. § 12-41-502)

Jail Administrators and Supervisors
(Policy enforcement; authorization of conduct)

Medical Contractors and Providers
(Direct actors; intentional medical decisions)

Correctional Officers
(Enforcement, coercion, and participation)

Doe Defendants
(Unidentified participants)

VI. IMMUNITY DOES NOT APPLY

A. Intentional Torts Are Not Immunized
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Arkansas Code Ann. § 21-9-301 does not immunize:
Intentional torts

Medical battery

Assault

Conduct outside lawful authority

See Deitsch v. Tillery, 309 Ark. 401 (1992).

B. Non-Delegable Medical Duties

White County cannot avoid liability by contracting medical care. Intentional medical misconduct remains actionable.

VIl. ARKANSAS CONSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT
This claim is reinforced by:

Article 2, § 2 Right to bodily integrity

Article 2, § 8 Due process protections

Article 2, § 13 Right to a remedy

Arkansas law forbids the State from intentionally invading the body or health of a confined person without lawful justification.

VIIl. FEDERAL AUTHORITY SUPPORTING THE CLAIM
Although this is a state-law tort, federal authority is persuasive and confirms the unlawfulness of the conduct:

Washington v. Harper, 494 U.S. 210 (1990)
(Forced medical treatment implicates liberty interests)

Cruzan v. Director, Mo. Dep't of Health, 497 U.S. 261 (1990)
(Right to refuse unwanted medical treatment)

Estelle v. Gamble, 429 U.S. 97 (1976)
(Intentional medical mistreatment is unlawful)

These cases support the principle that intentional medical interference by state actors is actionable.

IX. WHY THIS CLAIM PROPERLY LIES IN STATE COURT
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A. State-Law Intentional Tort
Medical assault and battery is:

A pure Arkansas common-law tort
Governed by Arkansas civil law

Properly adjudicated in Arkansas circuit court

B. Not an ASCC Claim

The Arkansas State Claims Commission lacks jurisdiction over:
Intentional torts

Medical battery

Claims against individuals

Claims requiring jury determinations

C. Not Exclusive to Federal Court

This claim exists independently of § 1983 and does not require federal jurisdiction.

X. DAMAGES AVAILABLE

Mr. Lynch seeks all damages allowed under Arkansas law, including:
Compensatory damages

Pain and suffering

Emotional distress

Permanent injury

Medical expenses

Loss of bodily autonomy

Punitive damages where warranted
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XI. CONCLUSION

Medical care provided or withheld by state actors without lawful consent and with intentional disregard for bodily integrity
constitutes Assault and Battery under Arkansas law.

Jason Matthew Lynch was not merely neglected his bodily autonomy was intentionally violated while he was powerless to
protect himself.

For these reasons, Part XI states a valid and compelling claim that must be heard by this Court and submitted to a jury.



SUBJECT: RE: White County Supporting Brief Part 12 - Conspiracy
DATE: 01/04/2026 05:21:03 PM

Below is Part 12 of Jason Matthew Lynch's Supporting Brief on State Law Violations and State Tort Claims, written to integrate
seamlessly with the prior parts already developed and filed. This section is drafted in a formal, court-ready style, with

Arkansas and federal authority cited, and it is structured to clearly distinguish Arkansas civil conspiracy from 42 U.S.C. § 1985,
while showing why the claim is proper, supplemental, and necessary.

*PART 12

CIVIL CONSPIRACY (ARKANSAS STATE LAW)**

I. Introduction

Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch (Reg. No. 07405-510) asserts a claim for Civil Conspiracy under Arkansas state law against
Defendants White County, Arkansas; the White County Jail; the White County Sheriff; jail administrators; medical contractors;
medical staff; correctional officers; and John and Jane Does, in their individual and official capacities.

This claim arises from coordinated, intentional, and unlawful conduct by Defendants acting in concert to deprive Mr. Lynch of his
legal rights, medical care, religious exercise, access to courts, and bodily integrity during his confinement at the White County
Jail between approximately June 9, 2024 and September 9, 2024. The conspiracy resulted in severe physical injury, lasting
medical harm, psychological trauma, and constitutional deprivations, all of which were foreseeable, preventable, and
deliberately carried out or knowingly tolerated.

Civil conspiracy is asserted here as a state-law tort, independent of and supplemental to Mr. Lynch's federal conspiracy claim
under 42 U.S.C. § 1985, and seeks relief beyond the scope and limitations of federal civil rights statutes.

II. Arkansas Law Governing Civil Conspiracy
Under Arkansas law, civil conspiracy is defined as:
> "A combination of two or more persons to accomplish a purpose that is unlawful, or oppressive, or to accomplish a lawful

purpose by unlawful, oppressive, or immoral means, to the injury of another."
Faulkner v. Ark. Children's Hosp., 347 Ark. 941, 958, 69 S.W.3d 393 (2002)

Key principles of Arkansas civil conspiracy law include:

1. An agreement or understanding, express or tacit, between two or more persons;

2. A common objective to engage in unlawful conduct or lawful conduct by unlawful means;
3. Overt acts taken in furtherance of the conspiracy; and

4. Resulting damages to the plaintiff.
Mason v. Funderburk, 247 Ark. 521, 446 S.W.2d 543 (1969)
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Importantly, Arkansas courts recognize that:

A conspiracy may be proven by circumstantial evidence;

Direct proof of an express agreement is not required,;

Participation may be inferred from knowledge, acquiescence, coordination, and silence where there is a duty to act.

Dodson v. Allstate Ins. Co., 345 Ark. 430, 47 S.W.3d 866 (2001)

Civil conspiracy is not an independent tort, but rather a mechanism for imposing joint and several liability on all participants for
the underlying wrongful acts.
Faulkner, 347 Ark. at 958.

Il. Application to Lynch's Case

A. Existence of a Combination or Agreement

In Mr. Lynch's case, Defendants acted collectively and in coordination to:

Deny and delay critical HIV antiretroviral medication (Biktarvy) for approximately 100 days;

Ignore, override, or falsify medical requests and grievances;

Enforce or tolerate policies that blocked outside medical providers, delayed referrals, and obstructed care;
Interfere with legal mail and access to courts;

Deny Catholic religious practices, materials, and clergy access;

Retaliate against Mr. Lynch for filing grievances and legal actions;

Conceal misconduct through mutual silence, false documentation, and refusal to intervene.

The repeated nature of these acts, their consistency across shifts and departments, and the involvement of custody staff,

medical staff, supervisors, and policymakers establishes a tacit agreement and shared objective sufficient to plead and prove
conspiracy under Arkansas law.

B. Unlawful Purpose or Unlawful Means

The conspiracy had multiple unlawful objectives, including:

Violation of Arkansas medical negligence statutes (Ark. Code Ann. § 16-114-201 et seq.);
Assault and battery medical through nonconsensual deprivétion of prescribed care;
Ordinary and gross negligence (Ark. Code Ann. § 16-56-105);

Intentional infliction of emotional distress / outrage;
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Religious discrimination under Arkansas civil law;
Obstruction of legal process and access to courts;
Retaliation for protected conduct.

Even where Defendants claim lawful objectives (e.g., jail administration or security), they pursued those objectives through
unlawful, reckless, and oppressive means, satisfying Arkansas conspiracy standards.

C. Overt Acts in Furtherance of the Conspiracy

Overt acts include, but are not limited to:

Repeated refusal to dispense prescribed ART medication;

Ignoring outside physician orders and continuity-of-care requirements;
Fabricating or altering medical and grievance records;

Coordinated denials by multiple staff members across time;

Failure by supervisors and policymakers to intervene despite notice;
Retaliatory discipline and intimidation;

Collective enforcement of unconstitutional and unlawful policies.

Each Defendant need not have committed every act; participation at any stage of the conspiracy subjects them to liability.
Mason, 247 Ark. at 527.

D. Resulting Harm to Lynch

As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' conspiracy, Mr. Lynch suffered:

Physical deterioration and immune compromise;

Increased viral risk and long-term medical consequences;

Severe pain, anxiety, and emotional distress;

Loss of religious exercise;

Interference with litigation and legal rights;

Permanent injury and future medical needs.

Arkansas law permits recovery for all damages naturally flowing from the conspiracy, including compensatory and punitive

damages where malice or reckless indifference is shown.
Dodson, 345 Ark. at 444.
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IV. Proper Defendants

Mr. Lynch asserts this claim against:

White County, Arkansas;

White County Sheriff, in official and individual capacities;

White County Jail administrators;

Medical contractors and providers;

Correctional officers;

John and Jane Does, whose identities will be determined through discovery.

Arkansas law permits conspiracy claims against government actors and private contractors acting jointly.
See Faulkner, supra.

V. Jurisdiction and Why This Court Should Hear the Claim

This Court has jurisdiction over this claim pursuant to:

28 U.S.C. § 1367(a) (supplemental jurisdiction);

The claim forms part of the same case or controversy as Mr. Lynch's federal civil rights claims;

Judicial economy, fairness, and consistency favor resolution in a single forum.

No exception under § 1367(c) applies. The state-law conspiracy claim does not predominate, raises no novel issues, and is
tightly interwoven with the federal claims.

VI. Distinction from 42 U.S.C. § 1985
Arkansas civil conspiracy is not duplicative of 42 U.S.C. § 1985 for several reasons:

1. § 1985 requires class-based discriminatory animus, whereas Arkansas civil conspiracy does not;

2. State conspiracy reaches broader categories of misconduct, including medical negligence, retaliation, and tortious conduct
not actionable under § 1985;

3. Arkansas law allows recovery for purely tort-based damages, including pain, suffering, and punitive damages under state
standards;

4. Liability attaches even where constitutional thresholds are not met, but state-law duties are breached.



Thus, this claim is supplemental, complementary, and essential to providing full relief.

Federal courts routinely recognize parallel state conspiracy claims alongside federal civil rights claims.
See Hooks v. Hooks, 771 F.2d 935 (6th Cir. 1985) (state conspiracy claims supplement federal remedies).

VII. Conclusion

Mr. Lynch has plausibly and compellingly alleged that Defendants combined, agreed, and acted in concert to commit unlawful
acts and lawful acts by unlawful means, resulting in grave injury and lasting harm. Arkansas law squarely supports his civil
conspiracy claim, and this Court has both the authority and the obligation to hear it.

For these reasons, Defendants are not entitled to dismissal, and Mr. Lynch respectfully requests that his claim for Civil
Conspiracy under Arkansas law proceed to discovery and trial.



SUBJECT: RE: White Co Supporting Brief Pt 13 - Supervisor lib.
DATE: 01/04/2026 05:21:03 PM

Below is PART 13 of Jason Matthew Lynch's Supporting Brief on State Law Claims Against White County, drafted to match the
tone, depth, and structure of Parts 6 12 and to integrate cleanly into the existing brief. This section is state-law focused, clearly

supplemental to the federal case, and grounded in Arkansas tort law, with extensive authority and application to Mr. Lynch's
facts.

*PART 13

NEGLIGENT HIRING, RETENTION, SUPERVISION, AND TRAINING
(ARKANSAS STATE LAW)**

I. Introduction

Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch (Reg. No. 07405-510) asserts claims under Arkansas state law for Negligent Hiring, Retention,
Supervision, and Training against White County, Arkansas; the White County Sheriff; White County Jail administration;
policymakers; and supervisory officials, as well as against private medical contractors acting under county authority.

These claims arise from Defendants' systemic failure to properly hire competent personnel, to train staff on basic constitutional
and medical obligations, to supervise known problem employees, and to intervene despite repeated notice of ongoing harm,
resulting in foreseeable, preventable, and severe injuries to Mr. Lynch during his incarceration at the White County Jail between
June 9, 2024 and September 9, 2024.

Unlike federal civil rights claims, this count addresses independent state-law duties of care owed by employers and

governmental entities under Arkansas tort law and seeks recovery for direct negligence by White County and its supervisors,
not merely vicarious liability.

Il. Arkansas Law Governing Negligent Hiring, Supervision, and Training

Arkansas recognizes causes of action for negligent hiring, negligent retention, negligent supervision, and negligent training
where an employer or principal:

1. Knew or should have known that an employee posed a risk of harm;

2. Failed to exercise ordinary care in hiring, training, supervising, or retaining that employee; and

3. Such failure proximately caused injury to a third party.

St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. v. Knight, 297 Ark. 555, 764 S.W.2d 601 (1989);
Porter v. Harshfield, 329 Ark. 130, 948 S.W.2d 83 (1997).

Arkansas courts emphasize that:
These claims are based on the employer's own negligence, not merely respondeat superior;

Liability attaches where harm is reasonably foreseeable;
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Public entities and supervisory officials may be liable when they ignore red flags, complaints, patterns of misconduct, or obvious
training deficiencies.

Regions Bank & Trust v. Stone County Skilled Nursing Facility, 345 Ark. 555, 49 S.W.3d 107 (2001).

Ill. Why Lynch Can Assert This Claim

Mr. Lynch may assert this claim because Defendants owed him non-delegable duties of care to ensure that jail staff and
medical providers were:

Properly vetted and qualified;

Adequately trained in inmate medical care, constitutional rights, and emergency response;
Properly supervised and disciplined;

Prevented from engaging in conduct posing an unreasonable risk of ha.rm.

As a pretrial detainee, Mr. Lynch was entirely dependent on Defendants for his safety, medical care, and access to basic human
needs, heightening the duty of care owed under Arkansas law.

IV. Application to Lynch's Case

A. Negligent Hiring and Retention

White County and its agents hired and retained custody staff and medical personnel who:

Lacked adequate training or qualifications to manage serious chronic medical conditions such as HIV;
Demonstrated indifference or hostility toward inmate medical needs;

Were unqualified or unwilling to follow outside physician orders;

Engaged in retaliatory, dismissive, or punitive conduct toward Mr. Lynch.

Defendants knew or should have known of these deficiencies through prior incidents, complaints, grievances, and the obvious
nature of the risks posed by untrained personnel handling life-sustaining medication.

B. Negligent Training

Defendants failed to train staff on:

Continuity of care requirements for chronic illnesses;

The medical necessity of uninterrupted antiretroviral therapy (ART);

Proper handling of prescribed medications;
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Constitutional and state-law obligations regarding medical care;

Religious accommodation requirements;

Proper grievance handling and non-retaliation policies.

Arkansas law imposes liability where failure to train creates a foreseeable risk of harm, which materialized here in the form of

prolonged denial of medication, medical deterioration, and lasting injury.
See Porter, 329 Ark. at 139.

C. Negligent Supervision

Supervisors and policymakers failed to:

Monitor staff compliance with medical protocols;

Respond meaningfully to repeated grievances and requests;

Intervene despite escalating harm and prolonged denial of care;

Correct known unconstitutional or unlawful practices;

Discipline or retrain staff responsible for violations.

Arkansas courts recognize negligent supervision where an employer fails to act upon knowledge actual or constructive of

employee misconduct.
St. Paul Fire & Marine, 297 Ark. at.559.

V. Defendants Against Whom This Claim Is Asserted
This claim is asserted against:

White County, Arkansas (direct negligence);

White County Sheriff (supervisory and policymaking role);
Jail administrators and command staff;

Medical supervisors and contractors;

John and Jane Doe supervisors, to be identified in discovery.

Each Defendant had authority, responsibility, and the ability to prevent the harm, yet failed to act.

VI. Resulting Harm to Lynch
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As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' negligent hiring, training, and supervision, Mr. Lynch suffered:
Prolonged denial of life-sustaining HIV medication;

Physical deterioration and immune compromise;

Increased risk of viral resistance and future complications;

Severe pain, distress, and anxiety;

Loss of trust in medical systems;

Permanent injury and ongoing medical needs;

Emotional trauma from prolonged helplessness and neglect.

Arkansas law permits recovery for all foreseeable physical, emotional, and economic damages resulting from negligent

supervision.
Regions Bank, 345 Ark. at 564.

VII. Distinction From Federal Claims and ASCC Claims

This claim is distinct from and supplemental to Mr. Lynch's federal claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and § 1985, as well as his
claims under the Arkansas Civil Rights Act (ACRA).

Key distinctions include:

Federal claims focus on constitutional violations; this claim focuses on state-law duties of reasonable care;
No requirement to prove deliberate indifference or discriminatory animus;

Liability arises from negligence, not intent;

Allows recovery even where conduct falls below constitutional thresholds but still violates Arkansas tort law.

Thus, this claim fills critical gaps and ensures full accountability and complete relief.

VIIl. Why Arkansas State Court (or Supplemental Jurisdiction) Is Proper

This claim is properly heard because:

It arises entirely under Arkansas common law;

It is part of the same nucleus of operative facts as Mr. Lynch's other claims;

State courts have a strong interest in regulating county jail operations and public safety standards;

Alternatively, federal courts may exercise supplemental jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1367, with no basis for discretionary
dismissal.
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-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Judicial economy, fairess, and consistency all support adjudication of this claim.

IX. Conclusion

Defendants' systemic failures in hiring, training, supervision, and retention created the precise conditions that allowed Mr.
Lynch's injuries to occur. Arkansas law squarely recognizes liability for such failures, and Mr. Lynch has alleged far more than
sufficient facts to support this claim.

For these reasons, Part 13 Negligent Hiring, Retention, Supervision, and Training states a valid and compelling claim, and
Defendants are not entitled to dismissal.
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SUBJECT: RE: White County Supporting Brief Pt 14 - ACRA
DATE: 01/04/2026 05:36:04 PM

Below is PART 14 of Jason Matthew Lynch's Supporting Brief against White County, drafted to be state-court focused, fully
integrated with Parts 6 13, and written to clearly justify why an Arkansas Civil Rights Act (ACRA) claim is proper, necessary, and
distinct from his federal causes of action.

**PART 14

VIOLATION OF THE ARKANSAS CIVIL RIGHTS ACT (ACRA)
Ark. Code Ann. § 16-123-101 et seq.**

|. Introduction

Plaintiff Jason Matthew Lynch (Reg. No. 07405-510) brings this claim under the Arkansas Civil Rights Act of 1993 ("ACRA"),
Ark. Code Ann. § 16-123-101 et seq., against White County, Arkansas; the White County Sheriff; White County Jail
administrators; supervisory officials; correctional officers; medical contractors; and John and Jane Does, in their individual and
official capacities.

This claim arises from systematic, intentional, and reckless violations of Mr. Lynch's rights secured by the Arkansas
Constitution, including but not limited to his rights to life, liberty, personal security, bodily integrity, religious freedom, access to
courts, and equal protection, all occurring during his confinement at the White County Jail from approximately June 9, 2024
through September 9, 2024.

The ACRA provides independent state-law remedies for civil rights violations and is not merely duplicative of federal law. Mr.

Lynch asserts this claim to ensure full redress under Arkansas law for harms inflicted by state and local actors operating within
Arkansas.

II. The Arkansas Civil Rights Act: Purpose and Scope
The ACRA was enacted to:

> "Provide a state remedy for the protection of civil rights and liberties guaranteed by the Arkansas Constitution.”
Ark. Code Ann. § 16-123-102

Under Ark. Code Ann. § 16-123-105(a):
> "Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage of this state or any political subdivision

thereof, subjects any person to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or imnmunities secured by the Arkansas Constitution
shall be liable to the party injured."

Key features of ACRA:
Applies to state and local officials, counties, and municipalities;

Allows suits against persons acting under color of state law;
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Provides remedies for constitutional violations under Arkansas law;

Allows courts to look to federal § 1983 jurisprudence for guidance, but does not require identical analysis.
Island v. Buena Vista Resort, 352 Ark. 548, 103 S.W.3d 671 (2003)

IIl. Why Lynch Can Assert an ACRA Claim
Mr. Lynch may assert an ACRA claim because:

1. He is a person within the State of Arkansas;

2. Defendants are state or local actors or private actors acting under color of state law;

3. Defendants deprived him of rights secured by the Arkansas Constitution;

4. Those deprivations caused actual injury.

Unlike federal claims, ACRA is rooted in Arkansas constitutional guarantees, and Arkansas courts have a compelling interest in
enforcing those rights.

IV. Arkansas Constitutional Rights Violated
Defendants' conduct violated multiple provisions of the Arkansas Constitution, including but not limited to:
A. Article 2, § 2 Inherent and Inalienable Rights

Protects life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Prolonged denial of necessary medical care and exposure to known medical
risks directly violated this guarantee.

B. Article 2, § 8 Due Process

Protects against deprivation of life, liberty, or property without due process of law. As a pretrial detainee, Mr. Lynch was entitled
to reasonable medical care and humane conditions.

C. Article 2, § 9 Cruel or Unusual Punishment

Arkansas courts interpret this provision to prohibit inhumane treatment and deliberate neglect, including denial of medical care.
D. Article 2, § 24 Freedom of Religion

Defendants denied Mr. Lynch access to Catholic religious practices, materials, and accommodations without justification.

E. Article 2, § 13 Remedy for Injuries

Guarantees a remedy for injuries to person or property underscoring the importance of ACRA as a vehicle for relief.
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V. Application to Lynch's Case

Defendants, acting under color of Arkansas law:

Denied Mr. Lynch life-sustaining HIV medication for approximately 100 days;
Ignored outside physician orders and continuity-of-care standards;

Enforced or tolerated unconstitutional policies that delayed or blocked treatment;
Denied religious accommodations specific to his Catholic faith;

Interfered with legal mail and access to courts;

Retaliated against him for filing grievances and seeking legal relief;

Maintained conditions and practices that posed a substantial risk of serious harm.

Arkansas courts recognize ACRA claims for deliberate or reckless indifference to inmate medical needs.
See Shepherd v. Washington County, 331 Ark. 480, 962 S.W.2d 779 (1998).

VI. Defendants Against Whom ACRA |s Asserted

Mr. Lynch asserts this claim against:

White County, Arkansas (policy, custom, and practice);

White County Sheriff (final policymaker);

Jail administrators and supervisors;

Correctional officers;

Medical providers and contractors acting under county authority;

John and Jane Does.

Counties and municipalities are "persons" under ACRA and may be held liable for unconstitutional policies or customs.

City of Farmington v. Smith, 366 Ark. 473, 237 S.W.3d 1 (2006).

VII. Distinction From Federal § 1983 and § 1985 Claims

Although Arkansas courts may look to § 1983 for guidance, ACRA claims are not identical:
ACRA enforces Arkansas constitutional rights, not federal ones;

Certain immunities and defenses differ under state law;

ACRA permits state-specific interpretations of due process, punishment, and liberty;



TRULINCS 07405510 - LYNCH, JASON M - Unit: ERE-D-A

§ 1985 requires proof of conspiracy and class-based animus; ACRA does not.

Thus, the ACRA claim is supplemental, parallel, and necessary to provide full relief.

VIII. Distinction From Arkansas State Civil Claims (ASCC)

The ACRA claim is distinct from Mr. Lynch's state tort claims (negligence, malpractice, conspiracy, negligent supervision):
Tort claims address breach of duty and injury;

ACRA addresses constitutional deprivations under Arkansas law;

ACRA permits civil rights damages independent of tort elements.

Together, these claims present a complete legal picture of Defendants' misconduct.

IX. Why Arkansas Courts Should Hear This Claim

Arkansas courts should hear this claim because:

It arises under Arkansas statutory and constitutional law;

Arkansas has a sovereign interest in regulating county jails;

State courts are the primary interpreters of Arkansas constitutional rights;

Alternatively, federal courts may exercise supplemental jurisdiction, but dismissal would undermine Arkansas's policy interests.

X. Damages and Relief

Under ACRA, Mr. Lynch seeks:

Compensatory damages for physical and emotional injury;
Punitive damages where permitted;

Declaratory relief;

Injunctive relief to prevent future violations;

Attorney's fees and costs under Ark. Code Ann. § 16-123-105(b).
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Xl. Conclusion

Defendants' conduct represents a clear and sustained violation of the Arkansas Constitution, actionable under the Arkansas

Civil Rights Act. Mr. Lynch has properly pled this claim, it is legally distinct from his federal and tort claims, and it is essential to
ensuring full accountability under Arkansas law.

Accordingly, Part 14 Violation of the Arkansas Civil Rights Act should proceed, and Defendants' conduct should be adjudicated
under the standards and protections afforded by Arkansas law.



