UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT

Barry Arpin v. Commissioner Scott Semple, et al.

Arpin - No. 3:24-cv-1918 (SRU) - Decided March 19, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Connecticut granted defendants’ motion to dismiss

Barry Arpin’s claims. The court held that Arpin’s First and Fourteenth Amendment intimate-

association claim was barred by the statute of limitations and was not tolled by his pursuit of state

court remedies. The court declined supplemental jurisdiction over his intentional-infliction-of-

emotional-distress claim and dismissed it without prejudice.
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dismissed

Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the remaining claims in the plaintiff's section 1983 action. The
court granted the motion, dismissed the federal intimate-association
claim as time-barred, declined supplemental jurisdiction over the state-
law claim, dismissed that claim without prejudice, and closed the case.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts material factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and determines whether the complaint plausibly states a claim for
relief. The court may dismiss on timeliness grounds when the

complaint's allegations establish that the claim is time-barred.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Arpin's First and Fourteenth Amendment intimate-association claim was barred by

Connecticut's three-year statute of limitations.

2. Whether the continuing-course-of-conduct doctrine or Arpin's pursuit of state-court remedies tolled the

limitations period for his section 1983 claim.

3. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Arpin's Connecticut intentional-

infliction-of-emotional-distress claim after dismissing the federal claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Arpin's First and Fourteenth Amendment intimate-association claim was time-barred because the alleged
continuing course of conduct ended no later than May 10, 2018, and the complaint was not filed until
December 2, 2024.

2. Arpin's pursuit of state-court remedies did not toll the statute of limitations for his section 1983 claim.

3. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Arpin's intentional-infliction-of-emotional-
distress claim after dismissing all federal claims and dismissed the state-law claim without prejudice.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“freedom of association is among the rights least compatible with incarceration” (at 5)
“Some curtailment of that freedom must be expected in the prison context.” (at 5)
“Therefore, the continuing course of conduct by the Defendants ended no later than May 10, 2018.” (at 10)

“Because there are no federal law claims remaining, I decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over

Arpin’s claims arising under state law.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Arpin, a sentenced Connecticut inmate, was housed at Cheshire Correctional Institution from February 17, 2017,
until May 10, 2018. He alleged that correctional personnel subjected him to searches, disciplinary proceedings,
and other conduct after a photocopied drawing from his daughter tested presumptively positive for Suboxone,
and that his wife was removed from his prison visitor list for seven years. Arpin alleged that his wife was
restored to the visitor list on May 30, 2024, but he did not allege facts connecting the named defendants to
continued deprivation of his association with his wife after his transfer from Cheshire.
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