UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT

Orane M. Cornish Jr. v. Cheyanne Tripp et al.

Cornish v. Tripp - No. 3:24-CV-2019 (SVN) - Decided January 26, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Connecticut ruled on motions to dismiss, a motion

for leave to amend, and a motion for sanctions in an action brought under the Trafficking Victims

Protection Act and Fair Housing Act. The court allowed the plaintiff’s TVPA claims against both

defendants to proceed, allowed the FHA claim against defendant Cheyanne Tripp to proceed,

dismissed the FHA claim against defendant Jaykuan Paris without leave to amend, and denied the

motions for a more definite statement, leave to amend, and sanctions.
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Plaintiff proceeding pro se brought claims under the Trafficking
Victims Protection Act and Fair Housing Act. Defendants moved to
dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) or,
alternatively, for a more definite statement under Rule 12(e). Plaintiff
moved for leave to amend to add a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1985(2)

and moved for sanctions.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and determines whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim
for relief. Conclusory allegations and legal conclusions are not
accepted as factual allegations. Leave to amend may be denied as
futile when the proposed claim could not withstand a Rule 12(b)(6)
motion. A Rule 12(e) motion is appropriate only when a pleading is so
vague or ambiguous that the responding party cannot reasonably

prepare a response.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether the second amended complaint plausibly stated claims under 18 U.S.C. §§ 1589, 1590, and
1591 of the Trafficking Victims Protection Act against both Defendants.

. Whether the second amended complaint plausibly stated a Fair Housing Act hostile-housing-

environment claim against Tripp.

. Whether the second amended complaint plausibly stated a Fair Housing Act claim against Paris, who
was not alleged to be Plaintiff's landlord or to have a landlord-tenant relationship with Plaintiff.

. Whether Defendants were entitled to a more definite statement under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(e).

. Whether Plaintiff should be permitted to amend to add a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1985(2).

. Whether sanctions should be imposed against Defendants.

OLDINGS

The second amended complaint plausibly alleged that Defendants knowingly obtained Plaintiff's labor
through threats of serious harm, including eviction, homelessness, false criminal accusations, and related

coercion.

. The second amended complaint plausibly alleged that Defendants knowingly harbored Plaintiff for labor

or services obtained in violation of the forced-labor statutes.

. The second amended complaint plausibly alleged that Tripp and Paris used force, threats of force, fraud,

or coercion to cause Plaintiff to engage in commercial sex acts.

. The second amended complaint plausibly stated a hostile-housing-environment claim against Tripp
under 42 U.S.C. § 3604(b).

. The FHA claim against Paris was dismissed because the complaint did not sufficiently connect his
alleged threats to Plaintiff's housing arrangement and did not allege that Paris was Plaintiff's landlord or

had another sufficient housing-related relationship.

. The Rule 12(e) motions were denied because Defendants identified no particular defects and the second

amended complaint satisfied Rule 8's basic pleading requirements.



7. Leave to amend was denied because the proposed § 1985(2) claim was futile and was not plausibly

pleaded.

8. The court declined to impose sanctions at that time, notwithstanding Defendants' failures to comply with
certain procedural requirements, because of their pro se status and the court's discretionary authority
under Rule 16(f).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons described below, the Court denies Defendants’ motions to dismiss as to Plaintiff’s TVPA
claim; and grants Defendant Paris’s motion to dismiss as to Plaintiff’s FHA claim; and denies Defendant

Tripp’s motion to dismiss as to Plaintiff’s FHA claim.” (at 2)
“Thus, the Court denies Defendants’ motions to dismiss on this portion of Plaintiff’s TVPA claim.” (at 10)
“Accordingly, Plaintiff’s FHA claim against Defendant Paris must be dismissed.” (at 15)

“Sanctions could therefore be appropriate under Rule 16(f), for failure to obey a scheduling or other pretrial
order.” (at 21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In December 2023, Cheyanne Tripp invited Plaintiff to live at a Bristol, Connecticut property that Plaintiff
alleges was represented as habitable but was later deemed uninhabitable. Plaintiff alleges that, while residing
there, Defendants coerced him into performing more than $9,000 in unpaid automobile repairs through threats of
eviction, homelessness, false criminal accusations, and physical harm. He also alleges that Tripp conditioned
continued housing on submission to unwanted sexual advances and that Paris threatened physical harm and
sought to discourage Plaintiff from pursuing legal claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After an initial review of the complaint allowed some claims to proceed and recommended dismissal of others,
Plaintiff filed a second amended complaint. The court resolved Defendants' motions to dismiss, the alternative
Rule 12(e) motions, Plaintiff's motion for leave to amend, and Plaintiff's sanctions motion. The court allowed the
TVPA claims against both Defendants and the FHA claim against Tripp to proceed, dismissed the FHA claim
against Paris without leave to amend, denied leave to add the § 1985(2) claim, denied sanctions, and directed

Defendants to answer.
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