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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Connecticut held that absolute immunity does not bar a vexatious litigation

claim based on statements made in a quasi-judicial proceeding. It held, however, that absolute

immunity does bar an intentional interference with contractual or beneficial relations claim based on

the same statements, reversing in part and affirming in part the trial court's judgment.
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The plaintiff appealed from the trial court's judgment granting the
defendants' motion to dismiss on the ground of absolute immunity. The
appeal was transferred from the Appellate Court to the Supreme Court

of Connecticut.

De novo review applies to the trial court's ruling on a motion to
dismiss and its ultimate legal conclusion. On a motion to dismiss, the
court accepts the facts alleged in the complaint and construes them in

the manner most favorable to the pleader.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether absolute immunity for statements made during a quasi-judicial proceeding bars a claim for

vexatious litigation.

2. Whether the same absolute immunity bars a claim for intentional interference with contractual or

beneficial relations based on those statements.

3. Whether the trial court properly dismissed both claims under the applicable immunity doctrine.

HOLDINGS

1. Absolute immunity does not attach to statements that provide the ground for a tort of vexatious

litigation, even when the statements were made in the course of a judicial or quasi-judicial proceeding.

2. Absolute immunity bars a claim for intentional interference with contractual or beneficial relations when

the alleged interference consists of statements made in the course of a judicial or quasi-judicial

proceeding.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude, that, in the context of a quasi-judicial proceeding, absolute immunity does not attach to
statements that provide the ground for the tort of vexatious litigation, but does bar a suit alleging that those
same statements constituted an intentional interference with contractual or beneficial relations.” (283 Conn.

at 338-39)

“We therefore conclude that the requisite elements of the tort of vexatious litigation effectively strike the
balance between the public interest of encouraging complaining witnesses to come forward and protecting the

private individual from false and malicious claims.” (283 Conn. at 350)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wayne Rioux, a Connecticut state police lieutenant, instituted stricter management and personnel reforms after
becoming commanding officer of Troop B. Several defendants allegedly conspired to remove him, and Detective
Karoline Keith made sexual-harassment allegations against him in response to an anonymous troop survey. An
internal affairs investigation resulted in Rioux's thirty-day suspension, but an appeal board found the allegations

unsupported by credible evidence, dismissed the charges, and rescinded the suspension.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rioux sued the defendants for vexatious litigation and intentional interference with contractual or beneficial
relations based on statements and conduct associated with an internal affairs investigation. The trial court
dismissed the action, concluding that absolute immunity barred both claims. The Supreme Court reversed as to

the vexatious litigation claim and affirmed as to the intentional-interference claim.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded for further proceedings according to law on the vexatious litigation claim. The judgment

dismissing the intentional-interference claim remained affirmed.
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