
Pat Prince v. King’s County 
 

COMMON FACTS 
 

Pat Prince owns and operates a sports bar in King’s County known as Prince’s 
Palace. On October 17, 2008, Pat was stopped for suspected driving while intoxicated 
(DUI) while on the way home after closing the bar.  The arresting officer gave Pat a field 
sobriety test and determined that Pat was extremely inebriated.  Pat was described on his 
DUI report as disorderly, insulting, cocky and profane.  Pat refused to cooperate with him 
and refused a Breathalyzer or portable breath test.  He transported Pat to the King’s 
County Jail and radioed ahead to advise them that he was bringing a difficult prisoner. 
 Correctional Officer Smythe met the squad car in the carport.  It was Smythe’s 
job to conduct the pat-down searches and other measures necessary to accept Pat into the 
jail.  Prince was not at all cooperative with that procedure.  For example, Pat did not keep 
his/her hands on the wall as instructed (per video at 2:20 a.m.).  Pat refused to walk 
through the metal detector when instructed to do so (2:25 a.m.) and had to be pushed 
through the metal detector by correctional officers. Pat was placed in a transfer cell 
between the carport and the jail booking area.  Pat continued to yell at the officers and 
repeatedly yelled that Pat was “going to have their jobs.”  While in the transfer cell, Pat 
continued to yell at the officers and bang on the door for the next several hours.  At about 
05:00, Pat stood on the bunk and began banging on the door again.  Correctional officers 
went to move Pat to another cell because Pat was disrupting the jail.  When they opened 
the door, Pat charged at Officer Able.  Officers took hold of Pat and escorted Pat to cell 
A-3-4 in A-block.  While on the way to that cell, Pat struggled and tried to twist away 
from the officers.  They took Pat to the ground to maintain control.  Pat was then stood up 
and escorted into A-3-4.  Pat was warned that he/she would be sprayed with pepper spray 
or Tased (stunned with an electrical device) if s/he continued to bang on the door and 
disrupt the jail. 
 While in A-3-4, all of Pat Prince’s activities were constantly monitored by a video 
camera in the cell. The video appears to show the following: Pat continued to yell and 
pound on the door.  S/he pressed the intercom buzzer for central command over and over 
and over.  Other inmates complained about Pat because they were trying to sleep.  At 
05:23, Deputy Baker and Deputy Able entered Prince’s cell.  When the door opened, it 
appeared that Pat attempted to take a step toward the officers and out of the cell.  Deputy 
Able pushed Pat back against the far wall of the cell.  Deputy Baker then came in and 
grabbed Pat by the right arm.  Deputy Baker stated that he attempted to do an arm bar 
takedown to put Pat’s face down on the bunk in the cell.  He lost his footing and ended up 
swinging Pat around and striking his/her head on the wall.  The officers again instructed 
Pat to stop banging on the door and disrupting the jail.  They left and Pat got up almost 
immediately.  At 05:26, Prince was against the door hitting the buzzer and banging on the 
door.  It appears that s/he was also trying to open the door.  At 05:27, s/he can be seen 
throwing her left shoulder into the door and banging on it. 
 At 05:28, Deputy Able returned to Prince’s cell due to Pat prince’s continued 
disruption.  He pointed at Prince and yelled instructions at him/her.  He poked him/her in 
the nose (he states that he was attempting to use a pressure point control tactic).  He then 
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threw a punch with his right hand, striking Pat in the head and knocking Pat down.  He 
walked out and Pat got up and followed him.   
 Deputy Able returned and pushed him/her into the cell and to the ground.  Deputy 
Baker came in and pointed his Taser at Pat.  After some additional discussion, the 
officers left.  Pat shortly returned to banging on the door and hitting the buzzer. 
 The officers spoke to their supervisor, Sgt. Jones, who instructed them to spray 
Pat with pepper spray.  They returned to the cell at 05:35.  Pat was again standing at the 
door.  They opened the door and sprayed Prince in the face with pepper spray.  S/he 
finally began to quiet down after that time. 
 Officers on the next shift became aware of the incident.  At 07:49, Pat was seen in 
the cell by the jail nurse and another correctional officer.  Pat was examined by the nurse 
and offered both Tylenol and an ice pack.  S/he refused both.  Pat was finally calm 
enough to be booked at around noon and was released from the jail shortly before 2:00 
p.m.  S/he spent just under twelve hours at the jail. At the time Pat was picked up by a 
friend, s/he had some swelling around her eye and was “sore all over.” These symptoms 
appeared to resolve within a few days. 
 Because Pat had three prior convictions for driving while intoxicated, s/he was 
fearful that s/he would be losing his/her license and possibly even serving some jail time 
for this most recent arrest. In order to prevent this from happening, Pat retained an 
attorney to vigorously contest the DUI arrest. The attorney, knowing that the King’s 
County jail maintained constant video surveillance, issued a subpoena for the jail 
videotapes in the hopes that they would show that his client did not appear to be 
intoxicated while in the jail. Twelve hours of tapes were produced pursuant to subpoena 
(but not reviewed by anyone at the Sheriff’s Department prior to production) and when 
the lawyer began to review the tapes, it was obvious that his client was extremely 
intoxicated, but he was shocked to see some of the abusive treatment s/he had received. 
He brought Pat into his office and questioned Pat about these instances of abuse. 
Interestingly, s/he had absolutely no recollection of any of these events and was as 
shocked as the attorney to see them on the video. The attorney then immediately filed an 
action for “excessive force” against King’s County, Sheriff Kent, and Deputies Able and 
Baker. 
 When Sheriff Kent became aware of the lawsuit, he reviewed the videotape and 
immediately fired deputies Able and Baker and when interviewed on the local news 
programs stated that the deputies’ conduct was “indefensible” and “would not be 
tolerated.” Three weeks later, following a three-day hearing, a review board reinstated 
Able and Baker with full back pay. At about this time, excerpts of the video were posted 
on YouTube and instantly went “viral.” As a result, a number of “news” stations featured 
the event and this became the most talked about event in the history of King’s County.  In 
addition to having to defend Pat Prince’s lawsuit, Sheriff Kent is vigorously appealing the 
review board’s finding and is attempting to permanently dismiss the deputies. 
 
Claimed Damages 
 
Medical bills: $3,858.00 (Minimal physical therapy and MRI of right shoulder) 
Possible future medical: $5,400.00 (arthroscopic repair of right shoulder if needed) 
Pain and suffering 
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Emotional distress (and possible post traumatic stress syndrome) 
Punitive damages (Punishment) 
 
Status 
 
 The DUI is currently pending, the Sheriff is still attempting to have the deputies 
dismissed from the department, and the lawsuit and attendant publicity have drawn the 
utmost attention of the County Board, whose members instructed their attorney to attempt 
to quickly mediate the lawsuit to avoid further damaging publicity. The plaintiff’s 
attorney has demanded 1.2 million dollars. The County Board has refused to make any 
offer in light of what they perceive to be a “ridiculously high and unreasonable” demand. 
The mediation is scheduled and Sheriff Kent and the plaintiff are to appear with their 
attorneys. The defense attorney represents all four defendants and he and the plaintiff’s 
attorney have agreed that deputies Able and Baker will not attend since their presence 
will only serve to aggravate both the plaintiff and their boss (Sheriff Kent). Since any 
damages awarded against any of the four defendants (other than punitive damages) will 
be paid by the county, the deputies will not be involved in any settlement decisions.   
 
Jurisdiction 
 
The case against King’s County is being tried in King’s County, Midlands, USA. If not 
settled, it will be heard by a jury of twelve residents of that county. Cameras will not be 
allowed in the courtroom, but the room will undoubtedly be filled with reporters and the 
trial will be followed closely in the press. All parties’ identities will be published. If 
either side is dissatisfied with the verdict, they can file an appeal, which could take 18 
months to two years to resolve. If the verdict is overturned, the case may then be sent 
back for a new trial. 
 
While Sheriff Kent is continuing to press for a review panel to overturn the reinstatement 
of the two deputies, he does not have the ability to fire them again unless the Review 
Board’s decision is overturned. That process will likely not be completed until long after 
this trial. 
 
It should also be noted that King’s County has a drug court which often hears referrals 
from the county court in DUI cases.  The drug court has available to it an array of 
treatment options for defendants who are found to have alcohol or drug addictions. 
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Additional Facts – Defendants 

 
1) Despite the fact that it is detrimental to the defense of this lawsuit, Sheriff Kent is 
adamant in his belief that the conduct of his two deputies was inexcusable and clearly 
violated any applicable law enforcement standards.  This puts the defendants in a very 
awkward position. Under ordinary circumstances, the defendants would admit liability 
(fault) but cannot do so here because the plaintiff is making a claim for punitive damages, 
which the defendants must resist. The defense attorney knows s/he’s in a difficult 
position and s/he and his/her clients are highly motivated to settle. 
 
2) Ever since the video was provided (by an anonymous source) to YouTube, there have 
been thousands of adverse comments posted. There have been no comments posted in 
support of the deputies. The defendants clearly expect a jury to react the same way. 
 
3) The plaintiff will be asking for money damages that will be paid by tax dollars on 
behalf of the Sheriff and the County. All jurors will be county residents and the County’s 
finances are already precarious enough that the citizens constantly worry about a tax 
increase. If the plaintiff should get a “runaway” jury which awards millions of dollars (an 
outside possibility), then there could be a special tax assessment on all county residents 
and the political ramifications would be great. At the least, the Sheriff and County Board 
members could be voted out of office when their current terms are up. 
 
4) Plaintiff’s claimed damages must be the focus of the defense. The fact that plaintiff 
had minimal medical treatment – all of which occurred AFTER s/he saw the video, make 
the damages for Pat’s bruises and black eye fairly low (possibly $30,000 to $50,000) in a 
normal case. However, the defendants all realize that the aggravated nature of the case, 
based upon the video, will put a premium on any verdict. 
 
5) Plaintiff has absolutely no recollection whatsoever of the incidents complained of. 
This should significantly impact a claim for emotional distress since the distress could 
not even begin until after the video was discovered. Although at mediation plaintiff’s 
counsel will argue that the emotional distress and humiliation caused by the publicity 
were significant, they will not be compensable--only emotional distress directly resulting 
from the injury is compensable in this lawsuit. Although no one will admit to leaking the 
video to YouTube, defendants suspect that it was leaked by the counsel for plaintiff to 
poison the future jury pool. 
 
6) While Sheriff Kent is a very likable and honest defendant, Deputies Able and Baker 
will be destructive to the defense when they testify. They continue to vehemently 
maintain that they did nothing wrong. While this argument may have swayed the review 
board and resulted in their reinstatement, a jury will only be aggravated by their defiance. 
Even though the County cannot pay any money awarded to plaintiff against Able and 
Baker for punitive damages, the evidence (from the videotape alone) will carry over and 
inflate all of the compensatory damages (medical bills, possible future medical bills, pain 
and suffering, and emotional distress). 
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7) While no firm “deal” could be made regarding the DUI charge against the plaintiff, 
“recommendations” regarding the handling of the criminal charges could possibly be 
discussed.   While defendants realize that it is unethical to bargain for reduced criminal 
charges to resolve a civil case, the Sheriff and the County Board President could make 
“strong recommendations” to the State Attorney’s office that the charges be reduced or 
that the sentencing upon conviction be lenient, and could let the plaintiff know that they 
would promise to do so if the case should happen to settle. Since the Sheriff’s office filed 
the DUI charges, its recommendations to the State’s Attorney (prosecutor) would likely 
be followed. The defense lawyer must stress to plaintiff, however, that the final decision 
rests with the prosecutor and cannot be a binding part of any settlement agreement in this 
case. 
 
8) The greatest potential claim is plaintiff’s punitive (punishment) damage claim against 
each of the defendants. There is little doubt that the aggravated nature of the deputies’ 
conduct would warrant significant punitive damages – possibly a million dollars or more. 
On the other hand, the conduct of the Sheriff would probably not result in a punitive 
award since the Sheriff was straightforward in the way he handled this matter. While the 
County would be responsible for any compensatory damages awarded against the Sheriff 
or the deputies, as a matter of law, the County would not be responsible for paying 
punitive damages on behalf of the individual deputies. If plaintiff gets a large punitive 
award against ONLY the deputies (highly likely) s/he probably won’t be able to collect 
them since the deputies are “judgment proof” (don’t have assets).  Only if the jury 
awarded punitive damages against the Sheriff himself would the County actually have to 
pay them.  In light of the Sheriff’s conduct here, that is highly unlikely but still a remote 
enough possibility that the County Board must be aware of this potential threat. 
 
9) Defense counsel expects that the cost to take the case to verdict from this point on will 
be between $45.000.00 and $65.000.00, since in addition to attorney fees for a three week 
trial, experts on police conduct must be retained, doctors will be called to testify, and 
court reporter charges have to be considered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 6 

 
 

Additional Facts – Pat Prince 
 
Despite the bombastic nature of the video, counsel for plaintiff is concerned: 
 1) That the mere fact that his client was in jail, was a repeat offender, was 
tremendously intoxicated, and behaved badly while in custody may well prejudice a jury 
against his client. 
 2) Although there is no audio accompanying the video, the plaintiff is clearly 
being disruptive, banging on the door repeatedly, pushing the intercom button, and 
continuing with her misconduct after repeated warnings to stop. 
 3) The plaintiff will be asking for money damages that will be paid by tax dollars 
on behalf of the Sheriff and the County. All jurors will be county residents and the 
County’s finances are already precarious enough that the citizens constantly worry about 
a tax increase. 
 4) Most of Pat’s claimed physical injuries could easily have occurred as a result of 
Pat’s repeatedly ramming into the cell door and throwing him/herself against the wall. 
 5) Most importantly, plaintiff did not seek any medical treatment for more than 
three weeks after the incident, and then only after Pat’s attorney discovered the video.  
 
Plaintiff has absolutely no recollection whatsoever of the incidents complained of. 
This should significantly impact a claim for emotional distress since the distress could 
not even begin until after the video was discovered. Although at mediation plaintiff’s 
counsel will argue that the emotional distress and humiliation caused by the publicity 
were significant, they will not be compensable- only emotional distress directly resulting 
from the injury is compensable in this lawsuit. Plaintiff’s counsel will argue that the 
Sheriff’s Department leaked the video to YouTube and that that action further added to 
plaintiff’s humiliation.  While that may be something to talk about during the mediation, 
it is not part of the damages recoverable in this lawsuit.  
 6) Sheriff Kent is a very likable and honorable defendant. He immediately fired 
the offending deputies and essentially admitted liability in the press. While a jury will 
undoubtedly hate the deputies, they may be reluctant to punish Sheriff Kent and the 
County. 
 7) Before the video was discovered, plaintiff was terribly stressed out about the 
prospect of losing her driver’s license and probably going to jail. This is still her 
greatest concern . Although her attorney has advised her that it is unethical to 
discuss dropping criminal charges in return for dropping or compromising a civil suit, he 
is hopeful that the subject of reducing the criminal charge to a lesser offense might be 
“explored” under the confidentially of the mediation process since the Sheriff is the one 
who brought the criminal charges and the County employs both the Sheriff and the 
prosecutors who will pursue the criminal charges. While no firm “deal” could be made in 
this regard, “recommendations” regarding the handling of the criminal charges could 
possibly be discussed.  
 8) Plaintiff’s attorney realizes that he has a potential problem with his damage 
claim.  The greatest monetary value claim is his punitive (punishment) damage claim 
against each of the defendants. There is little doubt that the aggravated nature of the 
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deputies’ conduct would warrant significant punitive damages – possibly a million 
dollars or more. On the other hand, the conduct of the Sheriff would probably not result 
in a punitive award since the Sheriff was straightforward in the way he handled this 
matter. While the County would be responsible for any compensatory damages awarded 
against the Sheriff or the deputies, as a matter of law, the County would not be 
responsible for paying punitive damages on behalf of the individual deputies. Since the 
physical injury was minor, and the claim for emotional distress highly questionable (in 
light of the fact that his client was so intoxicated that she has no recollection of the 
events), it is entirely possible that the compensatory damages awarded would not be 
terribly high and a punitive award against the deputies would likely be uncollectible since 
the deputies have little in the way of assets. However, the aggravating nature of the claim 
will probably give the compensatory damages a higher value than had this been a routine 
automobile or fall down accident in front of a sympathetic jury.  
 9) While the compensatory damages (not including punitive) for the physical 
injuries in this case could result in a jury award of $40,000-$60,000, the aggravating 
circumstances and the video, which will greatly disturb the jury, raise the settlement 
value significantly, as does the threat (even if remote) of a huge punitive award. 
 10) Finally, while plaintiff’s attorney was hoping to get a highly publicized “big 
verdict” in a high visibility trial, the plaintiff is terrified at the prospect of having all of 
her dirty laundry aired in public. Not only would this be personally embarrassing, but it 
could have a negative impact on her business. She has already lost some business at her 
bar as a result of the publicity and would like this matter to go away quietly. Plaintiff’s 
attorney is well aware of this fact. 
 11) Plaintiff’s counsel will take 1/3 of the recovery as his/her fee. Occasionally a 
lawyer will agree with the client to compromise his/her fee somewhat (usually late in the 
mediation) if it will increase the likelihood of settlement.  The mediator would never 
recommend this, but it might help get the case settled. In addition, from this point 
forward, it will cost $30-$40,000 to take the case through trial (witness fees, expert 
witnesses on police standards and medical issues, court reporter fees, video and other 
exhibit costs). That amount will come right off the top of any verdict. If settled today, 
those costs will not be incurred. 
 
 
 
 


