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UNPUBLISHED 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT 

No. 17-2118 

TESSA CHILDRESS, alk/a Tessa Rani Raybourne Gibson Carlisle Childress, 
filed as Tessa Rani Raybourne Gibson Carlisle Childress, 

Plaintiff - Appellant, 

V. 

CITY OF CHARLESTON POLICE DEPARTMENT; LIEUTENANT CHITO T. 
WALKER; OFFICER SANDERS; OFFICER KOEGLER; SERGEANT 
RATLIFF; D-O FNU WILSON; D-O FNU DALLAS; D-O FNU GANT, 

Defendants - Appellees. 

Appeal from the United States District Court for the District of South Carolina, at 
Charleston. David C. Norton, District Judge. (2:13-cv-01225-DCN) 

Submitted: December 19, 2017 Decided: December 21, 2017 

Before SHEDD, AGEE, and DIAZ, Circuit Judges. 

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion. 

Tessa Childress, Appellant Pro Se. Christopher Thomas Dorsel, Sandra J. Senn, SENIN 
LEGAL, LLC, Charleston, South Carolina, for Appellees. 

Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. 
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PER CURIAM: 

Tessa Childress appeals the district court's order dismissing her 42 U.S.C. § 1983 

(2012) civil rights action pursuant to the terms of a settlement agreement. Childress 

argues on appeal that the district court's judgment should be reversed in light of 

ineffective assistance from her court-appointed counsel. The Sixth Amendment's 

guarantee of effective assistance of counsel, however, does not apply to civil actions. 

Turner v. Rogers, 564 U.S. 431, 441 (2011). Childress' remedy for any inadequate 

representation by counsel lies in a malpractice action against counsel, not a reversal of 

the district court's judgment. Taylor v. Dickel, 293 F.3d 427, 431 (8th Cir. 2002); 

Stanciel v. Gramley, 267 F.3d 575, 581 (7th Cir. 2001); Sanchez v. U.S. Postal Serv., 

785 F.2d 1236, 1237 (5th Cir. 1986) (per curiam). Additionally, insofar as Childress 

contends she was coerced or compelled by the district court and a Defendant into 

accepting the settlement agreement, she points to nothing in the record supporting this 

contention, and we find nothing in the record to support it. Childress fails to establish 

reversible error by the district court, and we therefore affirm its dismissal order. 

Childress v. City of Charleston Police Dep't, No. 2:13-cv-01225-DCN (D.S.C. Sept. 22, 

2017). We deny Childress' self-styled "Motion for Rule 11 Making False Statements" 

and dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately 

presented in the materials before this court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

TESSA RANI RAYBOURNE GIBSON 
CARLISLE CHILDRESS, 

PLAINTIFF, 

V. - 

CITY OF CHARLESTON POLICE 
DEPARTMENT, ET AL., 

DEFENDANTS. 

Civil Action No.: 2:I3-cv-0 1225-DCN 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 
WITH PREJUDICE 

This matter came before the Court for a Settlement Conference on September 19, 2017. 

Present at the hearing were Plaintiff, counsel for Plaintiff, Christopher Jaros and Jennifer Thiem, 

and counsel for Defendants, Christopher Dorsel. The parties presented the proposed terms of a 

settlement to the Court. The terms of settlement are as follows: (1) Defendant will make to Plaintiff 

a payment of a sum certain of settlement money, which payment will be paid by the City of 

Charleston, only; (2) the Plaintiff will dismiss her claims with prejudice against the City of 

Charleston and all named defendants; and (3) Plaintiff will be solely responsible for all medical 

bills or liens arising from any injuries she alleges to have received as a result of the incident 

described in the Complaint, and that settlement funds will be held by Plaintiff's counsel in trust 

until the applicable liens are resolved. 

The Court addressed Ms. Childress directly to confirm that she agreed with the terms of 

the settlement. Ms. Childress responded that she was in agreement with her counsel's advice and 

accepted the settlement proposed in this case. 

Based on the representations of counsel and the express consent to these terms given by 

Plaintiff in open court, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED pursuant to Rule 41(a)(2), FRCP, that this case 

is dismissed with prejudice pursuant to the terms referenced above. 

AND IT IS HEREBY ORDERED. 
44)~ 

The Honorable David Norton 
United States Judge 

September 22, 2017 
Charleston, South Carolina 
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3/17/2018 Search - Supreme Court of the United States 

Search documents in this case:J Search 

No. 17A992 

Title: Tessa Childress, Applicant 
V. 
City of Charleston, South Carolina Police Department, et al. 

Docketed: March 15, 2018 

Lower Ct: United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit 

Case Numbers: (17-2118) 

DATE PROCEEDINGS AND ORDERS 

Mar 13 2018 Application (17A992) to extend the time to file a petition for a writ of 
certiorari from March 21, 2018 to April 20, 2018, submitted to The Chief 
Justice. 

Main Document Lower Court Orders/Opinions 

Mar 152018 Application (17A992) granted by The Chief Justice extending the time to file 
until April 20, 2018. 

NAME ADDRESS PHONE 

Attorneys for Petitioner 

Tessa Childress 4323 Great Oak Drive 843-593-1436 
North Charleston, SC 29418 

Party name: Tessa Childress 

https://www.supremecourt.gov/search.aspx?filename=/docket/docketfiles/html/public/17a992.html# 1/1 


