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SUMMARY

The memorandum addresses defendants’ motion for summary judgment in Julia Garcia’s action
against Officer Ashley Rzeszewski and the Pocono Mountain Regional Police Commission. The court
concludes that disputed facts concerning probable cause preclude summary judgment on Garcia’s
malicious prosecution and false arrest claims against Rzeszewski. It grants summary judgment on the
abuse of process, failure to train, and intentional infliction of emotional distress claims and dismisses
Pocono Mountain from the action.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved for summary judgment on all five claims. The court
denied summary judgment on the § 1983 malicious prosecution and
false arrest claims against Officer Rzeszewski, denied summary
judgment without prejudice on qualified immunity, and granted
summary judgment on abuse of process, failure to train, and
intentional infliction of emotional distress.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the record shows no genuine
dispute of material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. The evidence and reasonable inferences must be viewed
in the light most favorable to the nonmovant. On qualified immunity, a
genuine dispute of material fact precludes summary judgment when
the dispute is relevant to whether a constitutional violation occurred or
whether the right was clearly established.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether disputed facts concerning the existence of probable cause precluded summary judgment on
Garcia's § 1983 false arrest claim.

2. Whether disputed facts concerning probable cause and Rzeszewski's intent precluded summary
judgment on Garcia's § 1983 malicious prosecution claim.

3. Whether Rzeszewski was entitled to qualified immunity at the summary-judgment stage.

4. Whether Garcia presented evidence sufficient to support an abuse of process claim based on initiation or
reinitiation of criminal charges and a CYS investigation.

5. Whether Garcia presented evidence sufficient to support a Monell failure-to-train claim against Pocono
Mountain.

6. Whether Garcia presented evidence of severe emotional distress and resulting physical harm sufficient to
support an intentional infliction of emotional distress claim under Pennsylvania law.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was inappropriate on the § 1983 false arrest claim because material factual disputes
concerning the circumstances of the child's medical episode, supervision, Garcia's conduct and
intoxication, and the contents of the probable-cause affidavit could allow a reasonable juror to find that
probable cause was absent.

2. Summary judgment was inappropriate on the § 1983 malicious prosecution claim because factual
disputes concerning probable cause and Rzeszewski's intent remained unresolved.

3. Summary judgment on qualified immunity was denied without prejudice because unresolved factual
disputes concerning probable cause prevented the court from determining whether Garcia sufficiently
established a constitutional violation.

4. Summary judgment was granted on the abuse of process claim because the alleged conduct concerned
initiation or reinitiation of criminal charges, not a perversion of legal process after initiation.

5. Summary judgment was granted on the failure-to-train claim because Garcia did not present evidence
that Pocono Mountain was deliberately indifferent to a specific training need or that a particular training



deficiency caused her alleged constitutional injury.

6. Summary judgment was granted on the Pennsylvania intentional infliction of emotional distress claim
because Garcia lacked evidence of severe emotional distress and resulting physical harm.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“because “[t]his totality-of-the-circumstances inquiry is ‘necessarily fact-intensive’.. . ‘it will usually be
appropriate for a jury to determine whether probable cause existed.’” (at 19)

“the right to be free from an arrest and prosecution based on an affidavit of probable cause that omitted
material facts and included false and misleading representations, when a complete and accurate affidavit
would have militated against a finding of probable cause.” (at 31-32)

“Absent that requisite evidence, summary judgment on the Count V intentional infliction of emotional distress
claim is granted.” (at 44)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

At a Pennsylvania waterpark, Garcia's four-year-old child experienced a medical episode in a hot tub while
Garcia was not within the child's immediate vicinity or line of sight. The parties disputed whether the child was
unsupervised, whether he passed out or merely fell asleep, the severity of his condition, Garcia's interactions
with emergency medical personnel, and whether she appeared intoxicated. Officer Rzeszewski prepared an
affidavit of probable cause containing allegedly false or omitted facts, including statements concerning
supervision, the child's condition, Garcia's conduct, and intoxication. Garcia was twice charged with
endangering the welfare of a child and recklessly endangering another person, and both prosecutions ended in
dismissal after preliminary hearings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Garcia was twice criminally charged in Pennsylvania based on an affidavit of probable cause prepared by Officer
Rzeszewski. Both prosecutions were dismissed after preliminary hearings when the magisterial district courts
found that probable cause had not been established. Garcia then filed this civil rights and tort action. After
discovery, defendants moved for summary judgment, and the court ruled on the fully briefed motion following
oral argument.
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