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THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
LISA WILLIAMSON,     )  
        ) 

Plaintiff     ) Case No. 09 CV 562 
v.       ) 

        )  
MARK C. CURRAN, JR., SHERIFF OF LAKE COUNTY) Judge Darrah 
DETECTIVE TED SITTIG; DEPUTY ANTHONY  ) Magistrate Judge Keys 
FANELLA; MARTA SCHROEDER; CHRISTINE   ) 
CAPUSON; GRETCHEN NEDDENRIEP; DIVER   ) 
GRACH, QUADE & MASINI, LLP, an Illinois limited  ) 
liability partnership      ) 
  Defendants     ) 

 
PLAINTIFF’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION  

TO DISMISS OF MARK C. CURRAN, JR., SHERIFF OF LAKE COUNTY, 
DETECTIVE TED SITTIG, and DEPUTY ANTHONY FANELLA 

 
NOW COMES Plaintiff LISA WILLIAMSON (“PLAINTIFF” or “Lisa”), by and 

through her attorney, and in and for her MEMORANDUM in Opposition to the Motion to 

Dismiss of Defendants MARK C. CURRAN, JR., SHERIFF OF LAKE COUNTY; 

DETECTIVE TED SITTIG; and DEPUTY ANTHONY FANELLA brought pursuant to Rule 

12(b)(6), F.R.Civ Pr., states as follows: 

I. Overview. 

The motion to dismiss of Defendants Lake County Sheriff Mark Curran, Lake County 

Sheriff’s Deputy Theodore Sittig, and Lake County Sheriff’s Deputy Anthony Fanella (hereafter 

collectively referred to as “Sheriff” or “Lake County Defendants”)1 should be denied since it is 

both procedurally and substantively defective.  

The Motion is procedurally defective since the Sheriff relies upon matters outside the 

pleadings, requiring this Court to convert the motion to one for summary judgment. Rule 12(d). 

                                                 
1 In Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint and this Memorandum, Defendants Sittig and Fanella are collectively referred to 
as the “Defendant Officers.” 
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In fact, the Sheriff’s reliance upon Mustafa v. City of Chicago and Lopez v. City of Chicago deals 

a fatal blow to the motion, Neither case arose under the context of Rule 12(b)(6). Mustafa 

affirmed a grant of summary judgment, not dismissal under 12(b)(6). In Lopez, the Seventh 

Circuit reversed a grant of directed verdict, ruling that the determination of whether the arrest 

was reasonable or unreasonable was one for the jury. (“The district judge should not have taken 

these claims from the jury and resolved the factual conflict himself: they are remanded for 

retrial.”).  Lopez, 464 F.3d at 714. The Seventh Circuit’s operative standard is that an arresting 

officer is not entitled to qualified immunity from liability where he knew that the arrest was not 

supported by probable cause even if he had a facially valid arrest warrant.  See Juriss v. 

McGowann, 957 F.2d 345 (7th Cir. 1992).   

The Sheriff’s Motion relies upon complete confusion of the facts as they relate to this 

Plaintiff, Lisa Williamson.  As of the date that they authored their reports (July 2, 2007), and the 

date of the arrest warrant (July 14, 2007), Detective Sittig and Officer Fanella knew that Lisa 

Williamson had nothing to do with the Horse that gave rise to the charge of theft.  Possession of 

the horse was acquired by Lisa Williamson’s husband, Lance Williamson, the owner of The 

Lance Williamson Stables, LLC (hereinafter “Stables”).  At all times, including on July 2 and 14, 

2007, there was not one shred of evidence connecting Lisa Williamson to the horse. By the 

Sheriff’s own standard, an analysis of the “facts and circumstances within the arresting officer’s 

knowledge” cannot support dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) when, based upon the allegations in 

the Complaint, there were no facts and circumstances connecting Lisa Williamson to the horse.  

Finally, the Sheriff has failed to address a central element of the Plaintiff’s Complaint: 

the fact that the Illinois Stable keeper’s Lien Act barred the Sheriff from looking behind the face 

of the lien to charge Lisa Williamson (or anyone else) with the crime of the theft of the horse. 

Case: 1:09-cv-00562 Document #: 54 Filed: 06/09/09 Page 2 of 15 PageID #:355

www.ratemyhorsepro.com



 3

770 ILCS 40/49. Section 45/6 specifically states that once served with a copy of the lien, the 

Sheriff has no authority to remove the horse from the premises of the stable owner. The Sheriff’s 

statutory obligation is to maintain the stable keeper’s right to possess the horse until foreclosure 

of the lien and/or sale of the chattel. The Sheriff admits it was served with the lien on July 2, 

2007—well prior to the charges having been filed. Thus, no probable cause existed to charge 

Lisa Williamson with anything, simply on the basis of her marital relationship to Lance 

Williamson. Accordingly, the Sheriff’s Motion to Dismiss should be denied.   

II.  By relying upon matters outside the complaint, Rule 12(d) mandates that the motion 
be converted to one for summary judgment. 

 
A Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss is to test the legal sufficiency of a complaint. Gibson 

v. City of Chicago, 910 F.2d 1510, 1520 (7th Cir.1990).  Under Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2), a 

complaint need only include “a short and plain statement of the claim showing that the pleader is 

entitled to relief,” and must include sufficient detail to give the defendant fair notice of the claim 

is and the grounds upon which it rests. E.E.O.C. v. Concentra Health Servs., 496 F.3d 773, 776 

(7th Cir. 2007). The court accepts all well-pleaded facts as true, and draws all reasonable 

inferences in favor of the plaintiff. Bontkowski v. First Nat'l Bank of Cicero, 998 F.2d 459, 461 

(7th Cir. 1993); Perkins v. Silverstein, 939 F.2d 463, 466 (7th Cir. 1991). A 12(b)(6) motion to 

dismiss will be granted only if it appears “beyond doubt that the plaintiff can prove no set of 

facts that would entitle him to relief.” Venture Associates Corp. v. Zenith Data Systems Corp., 

987 F.2d 429, 432 (7th Cir. 1993); Smith v Cash Store Management, 195 F.3d 325, 327 (7th Cir. 

1999).   

If, on a motion under Rule 12(b)(6), matters outside the pleadings are presented to and 

not excluded by the court, the motion must be treated as one for summary judgment under Rule 

56. The conversion to a Rule 56 motion for summary judgment is mandatory once the court 
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“actually considers” the evidence outside the complaint. Bell Atlantic Corporation v. Twombly, 

550 U.S. 544, 555 (2007); Berthold Types Ltd. v. Adobe Systems Inc., 242 F.3d 772, 775 (7th 

Cir. 2001) (“…once the district court actually considers additional documents, the motion must 

be treated as one for summary judgment, with multiple procedural consequences-both the 

opportunity for discovery ... and the closing of the window for dismissal under Rule 

41(a)(1)(i).”); Kohlman v. Village of Midlothian, 2009 U.S. Dist Lexis 41317 (May 15, 

2009)(Hon. Judge Manning). Travel all over the World, Inc v. Saudi Arabia, 73 F.3d 1423,  (7th 

Cir 1996)(Hon J. Flaum)(It is reversible error to dismiss in reliance upon on extraneous materials 

since the plaintiff has not received reasonable inferences in its favor (reliance upon joint status 

report in prior action reversible error on a 12(b)(6) motion). 

The Sheriff’s reliance on General Electric Capital Corporation v. Lease Resolution 

Corporation for an exception to this rule is misplaced. 128 F.3d 1074 (7th Cir 1997). Indeed, that 

case mandates that this Court convert the Sheriff’s motion to one for summary judgment. The 

general rule of Rule 12(d) is subject to a limited narrow exception, which the Seventh Circuit 

actually refused to apply in General Electric Capital, under which the trial court may consider 

matters of public record that are (i) generally known, (ii) capable of accurate and ready 

determination by the trial court, (iii) comply with the evidentiary requirements of Rule 201(b) of 

the Federal Rules of Evidence and (iv) establishes that the plaintiff cannot satisfy the 12(b)(6) 

standard. Id.. In General Electric Capital the Seventh Circuit refused to apply the exception to a 

prior court’s approval of a class action settlement, since the defendant presented the settlement 

for the notion that the approval suggested that the underlying transfers in the settlement were for 

“reasonable value.” Id at 1082.   
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 As in General Electric Capital, the Sheriff ask this Court to take judicial notice of the 

purported issuance of an arrest warrant, prosecutor’s information and other “related court 

documents”  in order to suggest that a reasonable person would conclude that the Defendant 

Officers had probable cause to charge Lisa Williamson “based upon the fact and circumstances 

within their knowledge.” (See Sheriff Mem./Law p. 4). The facts and circumstances underlying 

the issuance of the arrest warrant, prosecutor’s information and other “related court documents” 

are not set forth on the face of those documents and therefore those facts are in dispute—i.e., 

whether the Defendant Officers had probable cause for the arrest of this Plaintiff, Lisa 

Williamson (as opposed to her husband, Lance Williamson). 

In essence, the Sheriff is asking this Court to make the factual determinations as to the 

reasonableness of the arrest and the facts underlying that arrest of Lisa Williamson which cannot 

be found on the face of those documents, which merely refers to both Lance and Lisa 

Williamson. Those facts can only be presented by affidavit, testimony or other admissible 

evidence suggesting the precise facts that formed the basis of the arrest and charges lodged 

against this Plaintiff, Lisa Williamson. The Plaintiff alleges that the charges arose as part of a 

scheme to use the criminal process to extract a benefit in a civil dispute. (Pl. Am Cmpl. ¶¶120-

126). The Sheriff cannot ask this Court to assume what those facts were, and to render a 

determination of whether there was probable cause for the charges, based solely upon the mere 

existence of the arrest warrant itself.  That determination can only be made in a motion for 

summary judgment or at trial. 

III. The Court’s ancillary jurisdiction over state claims. 
 
Plaintiff has asserted 6 counts against the Lake County Defendants, 2 arising under 42 

USC §1983 and 4 pendant state claims: False arrest (Federal claim-Count I); False arrest (state 
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claim-Count II); Equal Protection (Federal Claim-Count III); malicious prosecution (state claim-

Count IV); lack of oversight by the Office of Lake County Sheriff under state law (Count V) and 

the supplemental Respondeat superior claim against the Lake County Sheriff (Count VI). This 

court has ancillary jurisdiction of the state law claims if and only if it has jurisdiction over the 

federal claims (Counts I and III). If this Court grants the motion to dismiss the federal claims, the 

court can decline to keep jurisdiction over the state law claims (Counts II, IV, V and VI), which 

should be dismissed without prejudice to a refiling in state court. 28 USC §1367(c)(3). 

IV. Summary of Allegations in the Complaint. 

The Sheriff’s summary of the facts supports the Federal and State action claims against 

the Lake County Defendants: namely, that the Sheriff had no evidence that this Plaintiff, Lisa 

Williamson had possession of the horse, that she had concealed the whereabouts of the horse, or 

that she was involved in any way of the signing, or recording of the Stable Keeper’s Lien (Pl. 

Am. Comp. ¶¶ 80-82).  The warrant was issued upon the investigative reports of the Defendant 

Officers (¶83).  Those reports recited no facts that Lisa Williamson had done anything, and 

therefore, there was neither probable cause to charge Lisa Williamson with theft of the horse nor 

sufficient evidence to prosecute her for that crime. (¶¶ 86-88, 93-94).  At the criminal trial, the 

Defendant Officers admitted that, at the time of the arrest, they had no evidence that Lisa 

Williamson engaged in any criminal act; specifically, they had no evidence that she had 

possession of the horse or concealed its whereabouts, or that she was involved in the preparation 

in the preparation, signing, filing, or recording of the Stable Keeper’s Lien.  (¶¶ 103-110).  The 

Officers further testify that they knew of the existence of the Stable Keeper’s Lien prior to the 

charges being filed or the warrant being issued.  (¶¶ 111-114).   
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Lisa alleges that the Defendant Officers engaged in this conduct as an accommodation to 

another Lake County officer, Mr. Ed Ligenza, who was then engaged in a relationship with 

another defendant, Gretchen Neddenriep, who was the attorney of the horse owner, Marta 

Schroeder.  (¶¶ 120-126).  Lisa further alleges that the charges against her were the result of the 

attempt of the Defendant Officers to use the criminal proceedings to obtain an advantage for 

Neddenriep and her client, who were then engaged in a civil dispute with Lisa’s husband, Lance.  

(¶¶ 120-126, 170, 172). Based upon her allegations of the improper purpose of initiating and 

continuing the criminal charges, Lisa alleges lack of oversight and training of the Defendant 

Officers by the Lake County Sheriff (¶¶ 127-133), and that by initiating and continuing with the 

charges, her equal protection rights  were violated.  (¶¶ 136-150).   

V. Argument. 

A.  The issuance of an arrest warrant does not bar the Plaintiff’s § 1983 False Arrest 
Claim because there was no evidence to connect her to the alleged theft of the Horse. 
 

Lake County Defendants assert that Plaintiff Lisa Williamson fails to state an actionable 

§ 1983 False Arrest Claim because the issuance of an arrest warrant bars the claim. It does not. 

The Seventh Circuit’s operative standard is that an arresting officer is not entitled to qualified 

immunity from liability where he or she knew that the arrest was not supported by any evidence, 

even if there was a facially valid arrest warrant.  See Juriss v. McGowann, 957 F.2d 345 (7th Cir. 

1992).  The standard is “whether a reasonable officer would have known that the particular 

action at issue (executing a facially valid arrest warrant with the knowledge that there was no 

probable cause to arrest) was unlawful.”  Id. at 351.  Juriss further states that where the judicial 

finding of probable cause is based solely on information the officer “knew to be false or would 
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have known was false had he not recklessly disregarded the truth,” the arrest violates the fourth 

amendment, and the officer is not entitled to good faith immunity.  Id.   

Equally misplaced is the Sheriff’s reliance upon Lopez v City of Chicago, 464 F.3d 711, 

718 (7th Cir. 2006), which does not support dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6). In Lopez, the Seventh 

Circuit reversed a grant of directed verdict, ruling that the determination of whether the arrest 

was reasonable or unreasonable was one for the jury. (“The district judge should not have taken 

these claims from the jury and resolved the factual conflict himself: they are remanded for 

retrial.”). Id at 714.Lopez requires the trier of fact to assess “the facts and circumstances within 

the (arresting officer’s) knowledge and of which they have reasonably trustworthy information 

are sufficient to warrant a prudent person in believing that the suspect has committed” an 

offense. Id at 718.    

Moreover, Defendants’ argument regarding the filing of Plaintiff’s lien belies the 

Sheriff’s misunderstanding of the Stable Keeper’s Lien Act. Once a lien arises under the Stable 

Keeper’s Lien Act, the lien holder’s right to possession of the horse is superior to that of the 

actual owner of the horse or anyone else. By acknowledging delivery of the lien prior to the 

filing of any charges, the Lake County Defendants tacitly admit the complete absence of 

probable cause, certainly as to Lisa Williamson. Under 770 ILCS 40/49 a stable keeper is 

entitled to a lien for storage and other costs associated with the stabling of a horse. As with all 

lien actions, the Innkeeper’s lien is a creature of statute. The above statute in its present form has 

been in place without amendment since 1874. See Legislative History, ch. 82, Ill. Rev Stat. 1991 

¶58. Tumalty v. Parker, 100 Ill. App. 382 (1902)  

Further, Section 45/6 of the Lien Act specifically states that upon issuance of the lien, the 

Sheriff has no authority to remove the horse from the premises of the stable owner. The Sheriff’s 
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statutory obligation is to maintain the stable keeper’s right to possess the horse until foreclosure 

of the lien and/or sale of the chattel (the horse). Thus, no probable cause existed to charge Lisa 

Williamson with anything, simply on the basis of her marital relationship to Lance Williamson.   

The Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint alleged that the owner of the horse voluntarily gave 

possession of the horse to Lance Williamson. (Pl. Am Cmpl. ¶¶15-16). Thus, the mere fact that 

Schroeder allowed the Williamson Barn to have possession of the horse—for whatever reason—

from April 26, 2007 deals a fatal blow to any claim by the Lake County Defendants that the 

Stable Keeper’s Lien was “invalid” sufficient to support probable cause for the arrest of the wife 

of Lance Williamson.  

 More to the point, “[The Stable Keeper’s Lien] evidently attaches a lien in favor of 

stable keepers to the horses, carriages and harness fed and cared for by them as the feed and care 

are bestowed.”   Swanson v. Smith, 185 Ill. App. 440, 1914 WL 2191, *3 (1st Dist. 1914) 

(emphasis added). As Defendants note, Detective Fanella was out to see the Williamsons as early 

as July 1, 2007.  (Def. Mot. p. 5).  Defendants were therefore long aware of the existence of the 

lien, and were even provided with a copy of it long before the arrest warrant was issued on 

August 14, 2007.     

Once the boarding costs were incurred, the stable keeper’s lien comes into effect, and the 

lien holder’s right to possession of the horse was superior to that of the actual owner of the horse. 

Indeed, in Tumulty, it did not even matter that the horse owner (Parker) denied the existence of 

an agreement to pay for the boarding of the horse. The mere fact that the stable keeper had been 

given possession of the horse and had incurred boarding costs was sufficient to create the lien. 

Tumalty v. Parker, 100 Ill. App. 382 (1902). 
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As the Lake County Defendants admit, citing Mustafa v. City of Chicago, 442 F.3d 544, 

547 (7th Cir. 2006), “the existence of probable cause must be evaluated based on the information 

that is available at the time,” (Def. Mot. Dismiss p. 4). To support dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6), 

probable cause cannot properly be based on an utter lack of evidence that the Plaintiff was 

actually involved in the alleged theft of the horse. Further, Weinmann case does not support the 

conclusion that the presence of an arrest warrant, by itself and without more, defeats the 

Plaintiff’s 1983 claim. Weinmann v. County of Kane, 502 N.E.2d 373, 376, 150 Ill. App. 3d 962 

(2nd Dist. 2006). In Weinmann, the Court noted that “[a] prisoner arrested pursuant to a warrant 

issued by a magistrate on a showing of probable cause clearly has no constitutional right to 

periodic hearings to determine whether there remains probable cause to detain him awaiting 

trial.” Weinmann, 502 N.E.2d 373 at 374.  The Court continues to state that if the Plaintiff “was 

in fact deprived of his liberty by persons who knew him to be innocent of the charges, he may 

well have a cognizable section 1983 claim.” Id. at 375.  The allegations in the Plaintiff’s 

Amended Complaint set forth just such a claim.  

Therefore, the § 1983 False Arrest Claim should not be dismissed. 

B.  Plaintiff’s State Law False Arrest Claim is not Time-Barred. 

Plaintiff was arrested July 14, 2007, and filed this action within two years, on January 28, 

2009.  It is well settled that a claim for false arrest under 42 U.S.C. §1983 depends upon state 

law as to statutes of limitations and tolling doctrines. In Illinois, a claim for false arrest is subject 

to Illinois’ two-year statute of limitations for personal injury, 735 ILCS 5/13-202.  Indeed, the 

Sheriff admits as much by citing to the Wallace case, which clearly adopts the two-year statute 

of limitations.  Wallace v. City of Chicago, 440 F.3d 421, 425 (7th Cir. 2006).   
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To avoid the 2-year limitations period, the Sheriff suggests that in reality the 1-year 

limitation period the Illinois Tort Liability Act applies, 745 ILCS 10/8-101(a).  No case law 

reconciling these two statutory periods is cited by the Sheriff. Therefore, the Sheriff argues, 

incorrectly, that Lisa Williamson’s cause of action accrued from the date of her arrest, under 

10/8-101(a) (“…commenced from within one year from the date that the injury was received or 

the cause of action accrued”).   

Under Wallace, Lisa Williamson’s did not accrue until the date of her acquittal on June 2, 

2008.  Wallace sets forth the general rule that a claim for false arrest accrues at the date of the 

arrest, with one exception—an exception that applies in this case: where the fact of the Fourth 

Amendment violation is an element of both the civil claim and the charge.  Where that is the 

case, Wallace states that “... there is an independent reason to insist that a plaintiff wait to sue 

until the criminal conviction has been set aside; if she does not, the possibility of inconsistent 

rulings on the invalidity of the arrest is too great.”  Wallace, 440 F.3d at 428.  The bulk of the 

cases relied upon to support the “accrual at time of arrest” viewpoint deal with circumstances of 

warrantless arrest or an arrest based upon illegally obtained evidence—matters known at or 

shortly after the arrest. The present case involves neither.  It is based upon the Plaintiff’s claim of 

a complete absence of evidence and the charges being issued solely because of her marital 

relationship.   

Lisa Williamson’s claim could not have accrued until the conclusion of the criminal trial 

(or setting aside of the criminal conviction) since it was not until that point that she knew of the 

complete lack of evidence and the fact that the charges were lodged against her because of the 

relationship between one of the individual Defendants (Neddenriep) and a member of the Lake 
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County Sheriff’s Department (Pl. Am. Comp. ¶¶ 123-126).  That information was disclosed for 

the first time during the criminal trial and could not have been known as of the date of her arrest.   

Accordingly, the statute of limitations began to run when such facts exist which authorize 

the bringing of a cause of action. In this case, those facts would be the termination of the 

criminal case against the Plaintiff Lisa Williamson, since a conviction would indicate a lawful 

arrest, while an acquittal would indicate to the contrary.  

C. Plaintiff’s “Class of One” Equal Protection Claim. 

Lisa Williamson has fully negated “any reasonably conceivable state of facts that could 

provide a rational basis” for treating her differently than other wives who were not arrested along 

with their husbands. She alleges that there was not one scintilla of evidence to charge Lisa 

Williamson with a crime and that she was intentionally treated differently as a result of the 

personal relationship between Gretchen Neddenriep, counsel for Schroeder, and Edward 

Ligenza, and the Schroeder’s civil dispute with Lance Williamson and the Lance Williamson 

Stables. The Sherriff asserts that the “Plaintiff played some role in the wrongful holding of the 

horse,” (Def. Mot. Dismiss p. 10), a fact which is de hors the record and contradicted by the 

unambiguous allegations of the Plaintiff that the Defendant Officers had no evidence that she 

was involved in any way with the Horse. (Pl. Am. Cmpl. ¶¶80-87). In fact, Lisa alleges that at 

trial the Defendant Officers admitted they “had no evidence that Lisa Williamson had obtained 

possession of the Horse or concealed the whereabouts of the Horse.” (¶¶ 103, 108, p. 20).  

There was no basis for charging her with a crime simply because there was probable 

cause to charge her husband. Under the Flying J. Inc. case, Lisa Williamson has properly stated 

an equal protection of claim as a class of one plaintiff.  549 F.3d 538, 5467-48 (7th Cir. 2008). As 

Judge Flaum noted, a “class-of-one” plaintiff may rely upon ill will (animus) where there was 

Case: 1:09-cv-00562 Document #: 54 Filed: 06/09/09 Page 12 of 15 PageID #:365

www.ratemyhorsepro.com



 13

“no rational reason or motive imaginable for the action taken by the Defendant against the 

Plaintiff, and therefore the action is inexplicable unless the animus motivated it.”  549 F.3d at 

546. There can be no “presumption of rationality” for charging the wife of a criminal suspect 

simply because she is married to the man being charged.  Lisa Williamson alleges that there was 

no evidence that she was involved in acquiring possession of, or concealing the horse, and that 

the Defendant Officers were motivated by their desire to allow charges to be filed against Lisa 

Williamson in order to be used as leverage in a civil proceeding.  Consequently, there are no 

facts that the plaintiff is required to “negate” at this preliminary stage. Plaintiff was arrested 

without probable cause, and therefore treated differently from any number of wives who were 

not arrested, sufficiently stating an equal protection claim for a “Class of One.” 

D. Plaintiff’s Malicious Prosecution Claim. 

According to Gonzalez v. Chicago Steel Rule Die & Fabricators Co., 106 Ill.App.3d 848, 

849, 436 N.E.2d 603, 604, (1st Dist. 1982), 

To sustain an action for malicious prosecution, plaintiff has the burden of proving (1) 
commencement or continuance of an original criminal or civil judicial proceeding by 
defendant; (2) termination of proceeding in favor of plaintiff; (3) absence of probable 
cause for such proceeding; (4) presence of malice; and (5) damages resulting to plaintiff. 
 

Gonzalez, 106 Ill.App.3d 848, 849, 436 N.E.2d 603, 604, (1st Dist. 1982). 

The Lake County Defendants claim that Plaintiff “merely alleges that she was arrested 

without probable cause. (Def. Mem., p.13).  This ignores the operative allegations against the 

Lake County Defendants. (Pl. Am Cmpl., ¶¶169-176). Lisa Williamson alleges that there was no 

evidence that she had possession of the horse, that she had concealed the whereabouts of the 

horse, or that she was involved in any way of the signing, or recording of the Stable Keeper’s 

Lien (Pl. Am. Comp. ¶¶ 80-82). At her criminal trial, the Defendant Officers admitted that the 

had, at the time of the arrest, they had no evidence that Lisa Williamson engaged in any criminal 
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act; specifically, they had no evidence that she had any involvement with the Lance Williamson 

Stables, that she had possession of the horse or concealed its whereabouts, or that she was 

involved in the preparation in the preparation, signing, filing, or recording of the Stable Keeper’s 

Lien.  (¶¶ 103-110).  Lisa alleges that the Defendant Officers engaged in this conduct as an 

accommodation to another Lake County officer, Mr. Ed Ligenza, who was then engaged in a 

relationship with another defendant, Gretchen Neddenriep, who was the attorney of the horse 

owner, Marta Schroeder.  (¶¶ 120-126).  

Plaintiff alleges all five elements for cause of action for malicious prosecution. Plaintiff 

alleges commencement or continuation of an original criminal or civil proceeding. (Pl. Am 

Cmpl. 170). It is alleged the Defendant officer did so with malice, without a view to doing 

justice, and for the improper purpose of “achieving a strategic advantage for Neddenreip and 

Schroeder in Schroeder’s civil disputes with Lance Williamson and the Lance Williamson 

Stables, and to accommodate and provide a benefit to Gretchen Neddenriep, due to her personal 

relationship with Ed Ligenza.” (Pl. Am Cmpl. ¶¶171, 172). Plaintiff further alleges the 

Defendant Officers “had no evidence that Lisa Williamson had obtained possession of the Horse 

or concealed the whereabouts of the Horse.” (Pl. Am. Cmpl., ¶¶ 103, 108).  Similarly, Plaintiff 

alleges malice since the charges against Plaintiff were raised for the purpose of leverage in a civil 

dispute, that the criminal charges were resolved in favor of the Plaintiff. resulting in damages to 

her.   (Pl. Am. Cmpl., ¶¶ 173).  

E. Plaintiff’s Statutory Indemnification and Respondeat Superior Claims. 

The Statutory Indemnification and Respondeat Superior claims (Counts V and VI) should not 

be dismissed.  As the Sheriff admits, both claims are dependant upon the success of the other 

claims against the Lake County Defendants. In the event this Court finds the Defendant Officers 
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liable, Plaintiff seeks damages against the office of the Sheriff of Lake County in her Counts V 

and VI.  These claims are based upon Lisa Williamson’s allegation that she was damaged the 

Lake County Sheriff deprived her of her Fourth and Fourteenth Amendment Constitutional 

rights, arising from the Sheriff’s failure to provide adequate oversight of its officers, alleging a 

widespread custom of allowing criminal charges to be lodged against innocent persons in order 

to provide leverage in a civil pursuit.  (Pl. Am Cmpl. 181-185, and 187). These allegations  meet 

all of the requirements for holding the Lake County Sheriffs liable set forth in  Carpenter v. 

Office of the Lake County Sheriff, ___ F. Supp. 2d ___ , 2007 WL 1296998, *8 (N.D. Ill. 2007). 

To establish liability against the Lake County Sheriff’s Office, Plaintiff must show that “(1) a 

deprivation of a federal right, (2) as a result of either an express municipal policy, widespread 

custom, or deliberate act of a decision-maker with final policy-making authority, that (3) 

proximately caused her constitutional injury.” Id. Accordingly, this Court should decline to 

dismiss Counts V and VI of the Amended Complaint. 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff LISA WILLIAMSON by and through her attorney respectfully 

request that this Honorable Court DENY the Motion to Dismiss of Defendants MARK C. 

CURRAN, JR., SHERIFF OF LAKE COUNTY; DETECTIVE TED SITTIG; and DEPUTY 

ANTHONY FANELLA; and provide such further and other relief just in the premises. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
LISA WILLIAMSON, Plaintiff 

      s/ Herman J. Marino__________ 
      by: One of her attorneys 
Herman J. Marino 
Herman J. Marino, Ltd., P.C.  
Attorney for Lisa Williamson 
53 West Jackson Boulevard, Suite 1442 
Chicago, Ill. 60604 
312-347-9990 // FAX: 312-347-9992 
hjmarino@marinotaxlaw.com 
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