UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Bright v. Hoebich

Bright - No. 24-9625 (RK) (TJB) - Decided November 24, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey granted defendants’ motions to dismiss
Frank Bright’s amended complaint alleging First and Fourteenth Amendment retaliation under 42
U.S.C. § 1983. The court dismissed the claims against the City of New Brunswick and the official-
capacity claims with prejudice for failure to plead municipal liability under Monell, and dismissed the
individual-capacity retaliation claim against the housing inspector without prejudice for failure to
allege the inspector’s awareness of Bright’s protected activity or a causal link. The court also denied

Bright’s motion for leave to file a sur-reply.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 alleging First and

Fourteenth Amendment retaliation against municipal officials and the
City of New Brunswick. After the Court dismissed the original
complaint and allowed amendment as to certain claims, Defendants
moved to dismiss the amended complaint under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the complaint must contain sufficient
factual matter to state a claim that is plausible on its face. The Court
accepts well-pleaded allegations as true and gives the plaintiff the
benefit of reasonable favorable inferences, but disregards legal
conclusions and conclusory allegations. Pro se pleadings are liberally

construed but must still allege sufficient facts to support a claim.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished nonprecedential district-court memorandum opinion



PARTIES Frank Bright v. James Hoebich, Charly Gayden, Kimberly Milligan,

Tom Boylan, Brenda Gayden, Maria Cody, City of New Brunswick

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether Bright adequately pleaded municipal liability under Monell based on an official policy or

custom.

. Whether Bright adequately pleaded municipal liability under a failure-to-train or failure-to-supervise

theory.

. Whether Bright adequately pleaded a First Amendment retaliation claim against the Inspector in his

individual capacity.

. Whether the official-capacity and municipal claims should be dismissed with prejudice and whether the

individual-capacity claim against the Inspector should be dismissed without prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1.

Bright failed to state a Monell claim because the amended complaint alleged only conclusory assertions
of a municipal policy or custom and did not identify an official policy, proclamation, edict, or

sufficiently permanent and settled course of conduct causing the alleged constitutional violation.

. Bright failed to state a failure-to-train Monell claim because he pleaded no facts identifying a specific

training deficiency, a causal nexus between that deficiency and his injuries, or deliberate indifference by
the City.

. Bright failed to state a First Amendment retaliation claim against the Inspector because the amended

complaint did not plausibly allege that the Inspector knew of Bright's protected political activity, speech,

or appeal of the contempt ruling, and therefore did not establish the required causal link.

. Dismissal of the official-capacity claims and the claims against the City was with prejudice because

further amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under Monell, a municipality can only be liable under Section 1983 in two situations: (i) where an official
policy or custom is the impetus for a constitutional violation or (ii) when a plaintiff's injuries were caused by
a municipality’s failure or inadequacy—such as a failure to train, supervise, or discipline (“failure theory™).”
(Discussion § I11.A)



“To plead a First Amendment retaliation claim, Plaintiff must allege that (1) he “engaged in conduct
protected by a right in the Constitution,” (2) Defendants “engaged in retaliatory action sufficient to deter a
person of ordinary firmness from exercising [his] constitutional rights,” and (3) a “causal link existed

between the protected activity and the retaliatory action.”” (Discussion § I111.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Frank Bright, a pro se New Brunswick resident and politically active local figure, alleged that municipal officials
retaliated against him because of his political activity, speech critical of the City, and appeal of a contempt
ruling. He alleged that a City housing inspector issued numerous property-maintenance summonses, including
72 summonses relating to one property during 2023 and the first half of 2024, and that enforcement was
arbitrary, procedurally irregular, and not applied to similarly situated residents. Bright asserted official-capacity
and municipal-liability claims against the officials and the City, as well as an individual-capacity First

Amendment retaliation claim against the Inspector.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Court previously dismissed official-capacity claims against the individual defendants without prejudice for
failure to plead municipal liability under Monell, dismissed several individual-capacity claims with prejudice on
immunity grounds, and dismissed the individual-capacity retaliation claim against the Inspector without
prejudice. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint adding the City and Maria Cody and reasserting official-capacity
claims and an individual-capacity retaliation claim against the Inspector. The Court granted Defendants' motions
to dismiss, dismissing all official-capacity claims and claims against the City with prejudice and dismissing the

Inspector's individual-capacity claim without prejudice.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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