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pberior Court Of Guam et al

DISTRICT COURT OF GUAM

TERRITORYOF GUAM

JAY DIAZ SANTOS, CIVIL CASE NO. 14-00019

Plaintiff,
ORDER
VS.

SUPERIOR COURT OF GUAM and
PEOPLE OF GUAM,

Defendants.

Before the court are the Motions to Diss(“Motions”) filed by Defendants Superior
Court of Guam and People of Guasee ECF Nos. 5, 7. After reviewing the parties’
submissions and relevant casekawd authority, the court here@BRANT S the Motions and
DISMISSES the Complaint for the reasons stated hefein.

A. BACKGROUND

On February 5, 2013, Plaintiff Jay Diaz Santos (“Plaintiff”) wasdtedi in Superior
Court of Guam Criminal Case No. CF0047-1BRossession with Intent to Distribute a
Schedule | Controlled Substanaeyiolation of title9, sections 67.401(a)(and (b)(1) of the

Guam Code. On March 5, 2013, Plaintiff filed atioo to suppress, which the Superior Court

! Although the parties have informed the court of their alviliia for a hearing, the court finds that oral argumen
not necessary.
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Guam denied in a decision and order issoreduly 9, 2013. Compl. Exs. 4, 7, ECF No. 1.
On July 17, 2013, Plaintiff filed a motion fora@nsideration of the July 9, 2013 decisi
arguing that the Superior Court @liam had completely overlookbs argument that the sear
warrant was issued without probable causen@loEx. 8. On November 29, 2013, the Superi
Court of Guam denied the motion for reconsadie®n, finding that thevarrant “was properly
considered” and that Plaintiff's proble cause argument “was defeasddnitio.” I1d. Ex. 9, at 3.

Thereatfter, Plaintiff filed a petition for perssion to appeal the November 29, 2013 decision

which was denied by the Supreme Court of Guam on January 17,|@0&4. 10. The Supreme

Court of Guam also denied Plaintiff's sugaent petition for writ of mandamus on July 16,
2014.1d. Ex. 11.

On November 20, 2014, Plaintiff filed the Conmipteherein, requestintipe court to entef
a judgment compelling the Superior Court of Guardecide before trial whether the search
warrant was issued with oritlvout probable cause and awagliall other relief to which
Plaintiff may be entitled. Compl. at 9. @ecember 12, 2014, Defendants Superior Court of
Guam and People of Guam filed their respedtieions to Dismiss, guing the District Court
of Guam'’s lack of jurisdiction and Plaifiits failure to state a claim for relieee ECF Nos. 5, 7

B. DISCUSSION
1. ApplicableLegal Standard

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b) providieat, in response to a claim for relief, a
party may assert a defense of lackudject-matter jurisdiction by way of motione®: R. Civ.
P. 12(b)(1). Where, as here, there is a “fdabhllenge accepting the truth of the plaintiff's
allegations but asserting thaethare insufficient on their fatde invoke federal jurisdiction, the
court applies the legal standard govermmgtions to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6gite v. Crane

Co., 749 F.3d 1117, 1121 (9th Cir. 2014) (citiagde v. Correa, 719 F.3d 1130, 1133 (9th Cir

-2.-
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2013)). Accordingly, “[a]ccepting the plaintiff'dlagations as true and drawing all reasonablg
inferences in the plaintiff's favor, the court determines whether the allegations are sufficie
legal matter to invoke ehcourt’s jurisdiction.’1d.
2. Rooker-Feldman Doctrine

The Rooker-Feldman doctrine derives from two 8. Supreme Court casé&oker v.
Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U.S. 413 (1923) ardistrict of Columbia Court of Appealsv. Feldman,
460 U.S. 462 (1983). The Ninth Circuit has desdtithee routine applicain of the doctrine as
follows:

A party disappointed by a decisioha state court may seekvegsal of that decision by

appealing to a higher state court. A partyagipointed by a decision of the highest sta

court in which a decision may be had may sesfersal of that desion by appealing to

the United States Supreme Coulmtneither case may the disappointed party appeal to a

federal district court, even if a federal question is present or if there is diversity of

citizenship between the parties.
Noel v. Hall, 341 F.3d 1148, 1155 (9th Cir. 2003) (empbasided). The doctrine not only
applies to a direct appeal, but atedts “de facto equivalent,’a., “when the plaintiff in federal
district court complains of a legal wrong allegedly committed by the state court, and seekg
from the judgment of that courtltl. at 1163 see also Cooper v. Ramos, 704 F.3d 772, 777-78
(9th Cir. 2012). The Ninth Circuit has further held thatRoeker-Feldman doctrine applies to
interlocutory state court decisiori3oe & Assoc. Law Offices v. Napolitano, 252 F.3d 1026,
1030 (9th Cir. 2001).

Here, Plaintiff complains that the Superian €t of Guam failed taconsider one of the
three arguments proffered in his motion to suppi@End refused to decide said issue in denyi
the motion for reconsideration. Compl. 11 26,2&er the Supreme Court of Guam refused tq

provide Plaintiff the relief heaaight, Plaintiff now asks this cduo compel the Superior Court

of Guam to decide the issue before tiidl.at 9. This case falls squérevithin the ambit of
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Rooker-Feldman as Plaintiff complains of a legal wrong allegedly committed by the Superig
Court of Guam and seeks relief from its des@afl Plaintiff's motion tasuppress and motion for
reconsideration. Accordingly, theourt is precluded from exasing jurisdiction over this case
pursuant to th&®ooker-Feldman doctrine.
C. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, as Pldinis essentially seeking appekareview of the Superig
Court of Guam’s decision, the Motions to Dismiss@RANTED and the courDI SMISSES
the Complaint for lack of jurisdiction.

SO ORDERED.
/s Frances M. Tydingco-Gatewood

Chief Judge
Dated: Feb 09, 2015
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