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SUMMARY

The document is a magistrate judge's ruling granting Shawn Carrier leave to proceed in forma pauperis
and recommending dismissal without prejudice of his complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e). The court
concluded that the complaint did not plausibly allege misconduct by the named defendants, lacked
sufficient jurisdictional and factual support, and sought monetary relief from defendants who were
immune in their official capacities. The recommendation allowed Carrier to file an amended complaint
and advised him of the deadline and consequences for objecting.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved to proceed in forma pauperis. On referral from the
district judge, the magistrate judge granted the IFP motion and issued a
recommended ruling that the complaint be dismissed without prejudice
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the court must dismiss an IFP
complaint that is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim on which
relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an immune
defendant. A complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a
facially plausible claim, with pro se allegations construed liberally.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Carrier established eligibility to proceed in forma pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a).

2. Whether the complaint stated a plausible claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 or any other cognizable theory
against the named defendants.

3. Whether a potential theft or conversion claim was within the federal court's subject-matter jurisdiction.

4. Whether the complaint sought monetary relief from defendants protected by official-capacity or judicial
immunity.

HOLDINGS

1. Carrier established that paying the filing fee would constitute a serious hardship and was therefore
entitled to proceed in forma pauperis.

2. The complaint failed to state a plausible claim for relief against the named defendants and should be
dismissed without prejudice.

3. A government official cannot be held liable under § 1983 solely because the official employed an
individual who allegedly committed misconduct; liability requires personal involvement in the
constitutional violation.

4. The court would lack subject-matter jurisdiction over a potential state-law theft or conversion claim
between Connecticut citizens absent an applicable federal jurisdictional basis.

5. The complaint's official-capacity claims for monetary relief were subject to dismissal under § 1915(e)(2)
(B)(iii), and the probate judge would additionally be protected by judicial immunity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To “state a claim on which relief may be granted,” the plaintiff’s complaint must include enough factual
allegations to add up to a legally meritorious claim, assuming that he could prove them.” (Section II)

“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the
reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” (Section II)

“Absent vicarious liability, each Government official, his or her title notwithstanding, is only liable for his or
her own misconduct.” (Section II)

“I recommend that Judge Bolden dismiss Mr. Carrier’s complaint. But I recommend that the dismissal be
“without prejudice” to repleading.” (Section III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Carrier alleged that he was involved in a dispute concerning property associated with his late grandfather's estate
and that Stonington police officers threatened him. He sought an order barring alleged harassment, return of
property in Stonington, and $300,000 in damages. The complaint named Police Chief Jay DelGrosso, Probate



Judge Elizabeth Leamon, and Connecticut State Marshal Brian Mezick, but its factual allegations primarily
concerned nonparty officers and other individuals.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Shawn Carrier filed a pro se complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against a police chief, a probate judge, and a
state marshal, together with an application to proceed in forma pauperis. The district judge referred the IFP and
initial-review inquiries to Magistrate Judge Thomas O. Farrish. The magistrate judge found that Carrier could
not afford the filing fee but recommended dismissal of the complaint without prejudice because it failed to state
a plausible claim, did not establish federal subject-matter jurisdiction for a potential property-conversion claim,
and sought monetary relief from officials sued in their official capacities.
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