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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE 

NORTHEASTERN DIVISION 
 

 
JEWELL BILBREY, CRAIG CAPPS, 
DANIEL HAGGARD, CHRIS ISOM 
GREG MATTHEWS and SHANNON JENKINS 
 
 Plaintiffs,      Case No.:2:19-cv-00058 
 
v. 
 
WHITE COUNTY, TENNESSEE 
and STEVE PAGE, SHERIFF in his individual  
and official capacities 
 

Defendants. 
 

 
ANSWER 

 

Come the Defendants White County, Tennessee and Steve Page, Sheriff 

(“Defendants”), by and through undersigned counsel, respectfully answers the Plaintiffs’ 

First Amended Complaint filed against it as follows: 

 
1. Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted that Plaintiff has sought to bring several federal and state 

law causes of action against Defendants.  Defendants deny any liability to the 

Plaintiffs.  Defendants deny that Plaintiff is entitled to any relief in this cause.  

Federal jurisdiction and venue are not disputed.  It is admitted that in appropriate 

circumstances the court has discretion whether or not to exercise supplemental 

jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ state law claims in accordance with 28 U.S.C. §1367.  

Defendants do not dispute personal jurisdiction.  All references to personal 

jurisdiction over the Plaintiffs are outside the scope and knowledge of these 

Defendants and therefore no answer is warranted and none is given.  The 
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remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied 

2. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the 

allegations contained in Paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint with 

the exception that Plaintiff was formerly employed by Defendant White County, 

Tennessee. 

3. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the 

allegations contained in Paragraph 3 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint with 

the exception that Plaintiff was formerly employed by Defendant White County, 

Tennessee. 

4. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the 

allegations contained in Paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint with 

the exception that Plaintiff was formerly employed by Defendant White County, 

Tennessee. 

5. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the 

allegations contained in Paragraph 5 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint with 

the exception that Plaintiff was formerly employed by Defendant White County, 

Tennessee. 

6. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the 

allegations contained in Paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint with 

the exception that Plaintiff was formerly employed by Defendant White County, 

Tennessee. 

7. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the 

allegations contained in Paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint with 

the exception that Plaintiff was formerly employed by Defendant White County, 
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Tennessee. 

8. Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 8, Defendants admit only that 

Plaintiffs are all former employees of White County, Tennessee.  It is admitted 

that Steve Page is the current Sheriff for White County, Tennessee and that Oddie 

Shoupe is the former Sheriff of White County, Tennessee.  The remaining 

allegations contained in Paragraph 8 are outside the scope and knowledge of 

these Defendants and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

9. The allegations contained in Paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are admitted. 

10.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, the first sentence is admitted.  It is further admitted that Sheriff Page 

is sued in his official and individual capacities.  Sheriff Page denies any liability to 

the Plaintiffs.  

11.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted that Oddie Shoupe and Steve Page were Sheriffs of White 

County, Tennessee during Plaintiffs’ employment.  It is admitted that White 

County, Tennessee is an employer within the meaning of FSLA, 29 U.S.C. 

§203(d).  The remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 11 of Plaintiffs’ First 

Amended First Amended Complaint are outside the scope and knowledge of these 

Defendants and therefore the allegations are denied. 

12.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

13.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 13 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, the allegations are a reflection of Plaintiffs’ intent rather than a 

statement of fact capable of being admitted or denied and accordingly, no answer 
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is warranted and none is given.  To the extent warranted, the allegations are 

denied. 

14.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 14 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, the allegations are a reflection of Plaintiffs’ intent rather than a 

statement of fact capable of being admitted or denied and accordingly, no answer 

is warranted and none is given.  To the extent warranted, the allegations are 

denied. 

15.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted Plaintiffs were employed by Defendant White County, 

Tennessee.  It is admitted that Plaintiffs performed all work which is the subject of 

this action within the territory of the United States.  The remaining allegations 

contained in Paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint are denied. If the 

office of Sheriff is deemed to be the employee of Plaintiffs for FLSA purposes the 

action against the office should be dismissed as redundant. 

16.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 16 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted that Plaintiffs were paid hourly.  Defendants admit that 

the second sentence can be but is not necessarily the truth as it relates to law 

enforcement officers and firefighters under 29 U.S.C. § 207(k).  Accordingly, all 

allegations inconsistent with the foregoing are denied.  

17.  The allegations contained Paragraph 17 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are admitted. 

18.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are admitted upon information and belief.  Yet, it is denied that this Plaintiff was 

employed with the White County Sheriff’s Department as the same is not a 

governmental entity.  This individual was employed by White County, Tennessee 
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and worked within its Sheriff’s Department.  

19.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted upon information and belief only that this Plaintiff was 

employed by White County, Tennessee from February 4, 2008 through April 18. 

2018.  The remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs’ First 

Amended Complaint are denied. It is denied that this Plaintiff was employed with 

the White County Sheriff’s Department as the same is not a governmental entity.  

This individual was employed by White County, Tennessee and worked within its 

Sheriff’s Department. 

20.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted upon information and belief only that this Plaintiff was 

employed by White County, Tennessee from January 20, 2015 through February 

28, 2019. Yet, it is denied that this Plaintiff was employed with the White County 

Sheriff’s Department as the same is not a governmental entity.  This individual 

was employed by White County, Tennessee and worked within its Sheriff’s 

Department. 

21.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 21 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended First 

Amended Complaint are admitted upon information and belief only. Yet, it is denied 

that this Plaintiff was employed with the White County Sheriff’s Department as the 

same is not a governmental entity.  This individual was employed by White 

County, Tennessee and worked within its Sheriff’s Department. 

22.   The allegations contained in Paragraph 22 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended First 

Amended Complaint are admitted upon information and belief only. Yet, it is denied 

that this Plaintiff was employed with the White County Sheriff’s Department as the 

same is not a governmental entity.  This individual was employed by White 
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County, Tennessee and worked within its Sheriff’s Department. 

23.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 23 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended First 

Amended Complaint are admitted upon information and belief only. Yet, it is denied 

that this Plaintiff was employed with the White County Sheriff’s Department as the 

same is not a governmental entity.  This individual was employed by White 

County, Tennessee and worked within its Sheriff’s Department. 

24.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 24 of Plaintiffs’ Complaint, 

Defendant White County, Tennessee admits the allegations contained in 

Paragraph 24 of the First Amended Complaint.  Defendant Page denies the same.   

25. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the 

allegations contained in Paragraph 25 of Plaintiffs’ Complaint and accordingly the 

allegations are placed at issue.  

26.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 26 of the First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted that Plaintiffs were not employed in an executive or 

administrative positions or subject to a collective bargaining agreement during the 

administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or 

information to admit or deny whether Plaintiffs were employed in executive or 

administrative positions or subject to a collective bargaining agreement under the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and accordingly the allegations are placed at 

issue.  

27.  Answering the allegations in Paragraph 27 of the First Amended Complaint, it is 

admitted that Plaintiffs were not salaried employees during the administration of 

Steve Page.  Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit 

or deny whether Plaintiffs were salaried employees during the previous 

administration of Oddie Shoup, and accordingly the allegations are placed at issue.  
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28.  Answering the allegations in Paragraph 28 of the First Amended Complaint, it is 

admitted that Plaintiffs were paid on an hourly basis for work performed during the 

administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or 

information to admit or deny whether Plaintiffs were salaried employees during the 

previous administration of Oddie Shoupe and accordingly the allegations are 

placed at issue. 

29.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 29 of the First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted that during the administration of Steve Page the Sheriff’s 

Department had an established seven day work week.  Defendants are without 

sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 29 of 

Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint with respect to the administration of Oddie 

Shoupe, and the allegations are placed at issue. 

30.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 30 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied.  

31.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 31 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted that the Fair Labor Standards Act governs wages paid to 

certain employees of White County, Tennessee assigned to the Sheriff’s 

Department.  Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit 

or deny the remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 31 of the First Amended 

Complaint and accordingly the allegations are placed at issue. 

32.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 32 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

33.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 33 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint, the allegations are denied with respect to Plaintiffs’ employment during 

the administration of Steve Page. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or 
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information to admit or deny the allegations contained in Paragraph 33 of the First 

Amended Complaint with respect to the administration of Oddie Shoupe and place 

the same at issue. 

34.   The allegations contained in Paragraph 34 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

35.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 35 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

36.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 36 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 36 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

37.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 37 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 37 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

38.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 38 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 38 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

39.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 39 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 
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contained in Paragraph 39 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

40. The allegations contained in Paragraph 40 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 40 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

41.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 41 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 41 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

42. The allegations contained in Paragraph 42 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 42 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

43. The allegations contained in Paragraph 43 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 43 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

44.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied.  

45.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 45 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 
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are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 45 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue. 

46.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 46 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with respect to the administration of Steve Page.  Defendants are 

without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 46 of the First Amended Complaint during the 

administration of Oddie Shoupe and therefore the allegations are placed at issue.  

47.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 47 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

does not require an answer from these Defendants and therefore no answer is 

warranted and none is given.  If warranted, these Defendants admit only that an 

Exhibit was attached with the First Amended Complaint.  All allegations 

inconsistent with the foregoing are denied. 

48.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 48 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

49.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 49 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

50.  The responses of these Defendants are incorporated by reference as if fully 

stated herein.   

51. The allegations contained in Paragraph 51 of the Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint do not require an answer from these Defendants and therefore no 

answer is warranted and none is given.  To the extent warranted, the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 51 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint are denied. 

52.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 52 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 
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are denied. 

53.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 53 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

54.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 54 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied.  

55. The allegations contained in Paragraph 55 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

56.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 56 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

57.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 57 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied.  

58.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

with the exception that as Sheriff of White County, Sheriff Page, had the authority 

to make employment decisions concerning subordinate employees. 

59. The allegations contained in Paragraph 58 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

60. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny the 

allegations contained in Paragraph 60 of the First Amended Complaint and 

accordingly the allegations contained in Paragraph 60 of the First Amended 

Complaint are placed at issue with the exception of the last sentence of Paragraph 

60 of the First Amended Complaint which is denied as plead. 

61.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 61 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

62.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 62 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 
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63.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 63 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

64.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 64 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

65.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 65 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

66.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 66 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied with the exception that as Sheriff of White County, Sheriff Page, has 

the authority to make employment decisions concerning subordinate employees. 

67.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 67 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

68.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 68 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

69.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 69 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

70.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 70 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

71.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 71 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

72.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 72 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

73.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 73 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

74.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 74 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 
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75.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 75 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

76.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 76 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

77.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 77 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

78.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 78 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

79.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 79 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

80.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 80 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

81.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 81 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

82.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 82 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

83.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 83 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

84.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 84 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

85.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 85 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

86.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 86 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

87.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 87 of the First Amended Complaint are 
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denied. 

88.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 88 of the First Amended Complaint are 

denied. 

89.  The foregoing responses of the Defendants are incorporated by reference as if 

fully stated herein. 

90.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 90 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are vague, ambiguous and impossible to answer and accordingly the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 90 of the First Amended Complaint are placed at issue.  

91.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 91 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are vague, ambiguous and impossible to answer and accordingly the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 91 of the First Amended Complaint are placed at issue. It 

is admitted, however, that at times Plaintiff Matthews was responsible for the day 

to day operation and maintenance of the jail, inmate safety, and security. 

92.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 92 of the First Amended 

Complaint, it is admitted only that Sheriff Page informed all members of the 

department of Ms. Howard’s status and placed her in a supervisory position over 

Plaintiff Matthews.  All allegations inconsistent with the foregoing are placed at 

issue. 

93.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 93 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

94.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 94 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

95.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 95 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

96.  The allegations contained in Paragraph 96 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 
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are denied. 

97.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 97 of the Plaintiffs’ First 

Amended Complaint, Defendants admit only that Ms. Howard previously worked 

at a pawn shop.  All other allegations contained in Paragraph 97 of the First 

Amended Complaint are denied. 

98.  Answering the allegations contained in Paragraph 98 of Plaintiff’s First Amended 

Complaint, Defendants admit only that Ms. Howard was not a POST certified 

officer at the applicable time.  The remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 

98 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint are denied. 

99. The allegations contained in Paragraph 99 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

are denied. 

100. The allegations contained in Paragraph 100 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

101. The allegations contained in Paragraph 101 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied.  

102. The allegations contained in Paragraph 102 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

103. The allegations contained in Paragraph 103 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied.  

104. Defendants are without sufficient knowledge or information to admit or deny 

the allegations contained in Paragraph 104 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint 

and accordingly the allegations are placed at issue. 

105. The allegations contained in Paragraph 105 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

106. The allegations contained in Paragraph 106 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 
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Complaint are denied. 

107. The allegations contained in Paragraph 107 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

108. The allegations contained in Paragraph 108 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

109. The allegations contained in Paragraph 109 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

110. The allegations contained in Paragraph 110 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

111. The allegations contained in Paragraph 111 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

112. The allegations contained in Paragraph 112 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

113. The allegations contained in Paragraph 113 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

114. The allegations contained in Paragraph 114 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint do not require an answer of these Defendants.  T.C.A. §41-4-140(a)(1) 

speaks for itself.  All allegations inconsistent with the foregoing are denied. 

115. The allegations contained in Paragraph 114 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint do not require an answer of these Defendants. Tennessee Correction 

Institute Policy 1400-01-06(4) speaks for itself.  All allegations inconsistent with 

the foregoing are denied. 

116. The allegations contained in Paragraph 114 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint do not require an answer of these Defendants. Tennessee Correction 

Institute Policy 1400-01-06(13) speaks for itself.  All allegations inconsistent with 
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the foregoing are denied. 

117. The allegations contained in Paragraph 117 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

118. The allegations contained in Paragraph 119 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

119. The responses to Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint are incorporated by 

reference as if fully stated herein. 

120. The Public Employee Protection Freedom Act of 1980 speaks for itself and 

does not require an Answer from these Defendants.  

121. The Public Employee Protection Freedom Act of 1980 speaks for itself and 

does not require an Answer from these Defendants. 

122. The Public Employee Protection Freedom Act of 1980 speaks for itself and 

does not require an Answer from these Defendants. 

123. The allegations contained in Paragraph 123 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

124. The allegations contained in Paragraph 124 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

125. The allegations contained in Paragraph 125 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

126. The Public Employee Protection Freedom Act of 1980 speaks for itself and 

does not require an Answer from these Defendants. 

127. The allegations contained in Paragraph 127 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended 

Complaint are denied. 

128. Anything not heretofore expressly admitted or denied is denied as if fully 

and completely set forth herein. 
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129. Defendants deny any liability to Plaintiffs. 

130. Defendants deny that Plaintiffs are entitled to any relief in this cause 

including all relief specified in their ad damnum as set forth in sub-parts (a) through 

(v) and on pages 21, 22, and 23 of Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint. 

131. Defendants deny that Plaintiffs are entitled to unpaid wages, overtime 

compensation, liquidated damages, attorney’s fees, expenses or costs.   

132. Sheriff Page is entitled to qualified immunity under state and federal law. 

133. Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint fails, in whole or in part, to state a claim 

upon which relief may be granted under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). 

134. Plaintiffs have failed to set forth facts sufficient to establish a prima facie 

case for violation of the FLSA.   

135. Defendants deny any liability under or within the meaning of the FLSA in 

regards to overtime compensation.  However, to the extent that this Court may 

determine that Defendants’ acts or omissions cast either or both in liability under 

such statute, Plaintiffs’ claims are, nonetheless, barred by the provisions of the 

Portal-to-Portal Act, 29 U.S.C. § 260, because the acts or omissions complained 

of were done in good faith and with reasonable grounds for believing that the acts 

or omissions were not in violation of the FLSA.   

136. To the extent any claim arises outside of the statute of limitations, it is barred 

by the limitations period set forth in the Portal-to-Portal Act, 29 U.S.C. § 255.   

137. Defendants asset that they are not subject to liability under the FLSA and 

that this action should be barred because any “omission of overtime payments 

complained of was in good faith in conformity with and in reliance on … 

administrative practice or enforcement policy of a [United States] agency with 

respect to the class of employers to which [Defendants] belong[s],” in accordance 
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with the Portal-to-Portal Act, 29 U.S.C. § 258.   

138. Defendants assert that Plaintiffs’ claims are barred by payment in that 

Plaintiffs have received all compensation to which they are entitled under the 

FLSA. 

139. Defendants assert that any insubstantial or insignificant periods of recorded 

working time beyond the scheduled working hours of Plaintiffs, which as a practical 

administrative matter cannot be recorded precisely for payroll purposes, are de 

minimis and may be properly disregarded for payroll purposes, in accordance with 

29 C.F.R. § 785.47.   

140. Defendants assert that any claim for overtime compensation by Plaintiffs 

must be offset by any premium compensation, overpayments, bonuses, advances, 

commission or other job-related benefits paid or provided to Plaintiffs, including a 

reduction for any compensation already paid to the Plaintiffs for periods not 

compensable under the FLSA.   

141. Defendants assert that Plaintiffs are not similarly situated to any other 

person or persons for purposes of the FLSA. 

142. Collective or Class Action relief is not appropriate as the Plaintiffs are not 

similarly situated to putative collection individuals whom the Plaintiffs purport to 

represent.   

143. Plaintiffs have failed to meet the requirements of Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure to certify a class.   

144. The regular rate cannot be computed based upon, and overtime 

compensation cannot be recovered by Plaintiffs for, periods of time during which 

Plaintiffs performed no work, including vacation and/or sick/medical leave, or for 

periods of time during which Plaintiffs were otherwise absent from the workplace 
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during that week including during holidays and other functions voluntarily attended.   

145. Plaintiffs’ claim for punitive damages fails to state a claim upon which relief 

can be granted.   

146. Plaintiffs’ claim for punitive damages fails because Defendants did not act 

with malice or reckless indifference to Plaintiffs’ federally protected rights, or 

engage in willful, deliberate, malicious or outrageous conduct.   

147. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred, in whole or in part, by the doctrines of estoppel, 

offset, waiver, unclean hands, and laches.   

148. Plaintiffs’ claims are barred, in whole or in part, by the doctrine of accord 

and satisfaction.   

149. Defendants demand a jury to try all issues so triable. 

150. Defendants reserve the right upon motion to plead more thoroughly as 

information is learned in the discovery process.   

Wherefore Defendants, White County, Tennessee and Sheriff Steve Page respectfully 

request that Plaintiffs’ action be dismissed, and they be awarded their costs and attorney 

fees in accordance with state and federal law. 

RESPECTFULLY submitted this 30th day of August, 2019 

     TAYLOR & KNIGHT, GP 
 

   /s/Arthur F. Knight, III                                               
 ARTHUR F. KNIGHT, III, BPR#016178 

JONATHAN SWANN TAYLOR, BPR#025094 
 800 SOUTH GAY STREET, SUITE 600 
 KNOXVILLE, TN 37929 
 865-971-1701 
 FAX: 865-971-1705 
 amber@taylorknightlaw.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I hereby certify that on August 30, 2019, a copy of the foregoing document was 

filed electronically.  Notice of this filing will be sent by operation of the Court’s electronic 

filing system to all parties indicated on the electronic filing receipt.  All other parties will 

be served via regular U.S. Mail.  Parties may access this filing through the Court’s 

electronic filing system. 

                                                          

 /s/Arthur F. Knight, III                                                

Arthur F. Knight, III 
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