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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Connecticut grants the Stratford Defendants’
motion for summary judgment in James Young’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court concludes that the
officers had probable cause to arrest Young based on an active arrest warrant, that the alleged
supervisor was not personally involved, and that Young lacked a reasonable expectation of privacy in
the property where he was arrested.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The plaintiff brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against Stratford
police officers and the Town of Stratford for alleged violations of the
Fourth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments. The Stratford
Defendants moved for summary judgment, and the plaintiff opposed
the motion and filed a cross-motion for summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court construes facts in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, resolves ambiguities and draws reasonable
inferences against the movant, and requires the nonmovant to identify
specific evidence showing a genuine dispute rather than rely on
conclusory allegations or speculation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Stratford officers violated the Fourth Amendment by arresting and searching Young without
physically possessing or producing an arrest warrant.

2. Whether the officers violated the Fourth Amendment by entering the backyard or curtilage of the
residence where Young was present.

3. Whether the officers violated the Eighth Amendment through cruel and unusual punishment, excessive
bail, or unlawful imprisonment before Young's criminal case was resolved.

4. Whether the officers violated Young's procedural or substantive due process rights under the Fourteenth
Amendment.

5. Whether the Town of Stratford or the alleged supervisor could be liable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 absent
an underlying constitutional violation or personal involvement.

HOLDINGS

1. The officers did not violate the Fourth Amendment by arresting Young without physically possessing or
showing him a copy of the arrest warrant. Information from the law-enforcement database confirming an
active arrest warrant established probable cause to arrest.

2. Because the officers had probable cause to arrest Young, the seizure and subsequent weapons search
were reasonable under the Fourth Amendment.

3. Young could not establish a Fourth Amendment violation based on the officers' entry onto the property
because he lacked a reasonable expectation of privacy in the residence or its curtilage. He was a visitor
at a residence owned by his ex-wife's family and was not shown to be an overnight guest.

4. The Stratford Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Young's cruel-and-unusual-punishment
claim because he had not been convicted and sentenced. His bail-related claim also failed because he
offered no evidence that the Stratford Defendants participated in setting bail or release conditions.

5. The Fourteenth Amendment claims failed because conduct governed by a more specific constitutional
provision must be analyzed under that provision, the arrest was supported by probable cause, and Young
offered no evidence that the Stratford officers were involved in bail or pretrial-detention decisions.

6. Iannucci was entitled to summary judgment because § 1983 does not impose vicarious liability on
supervisors and the record showed no personal involvement in Young's arrest, detention, or transport.

7. The Town of Stratford was entitled to summary judgment on Young's policy, custom, training, and
supervision claims because Young failed to establish an underlying constitutional violation.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Supervisors cannot be vicariously liable for the actions of their subordinates under Section 1983.”

“Because a constitutional violation is a prerequisite to any finding of municipal liability, the municipality is
entitled to summary judgment where that prerequisite is absent.”

“There is no constitutional obligation on the part of law enforcement to show an arrestee a copy of the
warrant at the time of arrest.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stratford officers Kenneth Kubel and Uriel Jarrett responded to a report that Young was threatening his son at a
residence owned by the family of Young's ex-wife. During the investigation, the officers obtained Young's
identifying information and were informed through law-enforcement databases and dispatch that Fairfield police
had an active arrest warrant for Young for violating a protective order, with a $75,000 bond. The officers arrested
and searched Young and transported him to the Stratford Police Department, where he remained for
approximately one hour before Fairfield police took custody of him. Young was a visitor at the residence and did
not own or reside there.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Young filed this § 1983 action against officers Kenneth Kubel, Uriel Jarrett, and James Iannucci in their
individual and official capacities, and against the Town of Stratford. The court denied Young's motions to
substitute Kubel and denied his motion to amend the complaint. Following discovery, the Stratford Defendants
moved for summary judgment. The court granted their motion, denied Young's motion for summary judgment,
and directed the clerk to terminate the Stratford Defendants.
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