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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
WESTERN DIVISION
Julie Goffsteinget al,

Plaintiffs, : Case No. 1:16-cv-341

V. : Judge Susan J. Dlott
Honorable Jon H. Sieve, Judge of the Order Granting Motion to Dismiss

Court of Common Pleas, Domestic
Relations Division, Hamilton County,
Ohio,

Defendant.

This matter is before the Court on DefendaMotion to Dismiss (Doc. 6). Plaintiff
Julie Goffstein alleges in thaiit that Defendant Jon H. Siewejudge of the Hamilton County,
Ohio Court of Common Pleas, Domestic Relai@ivision, violated hedue process and First
Amendment religious rights and the rights of & children when he issued child custody
decisions in favor of her former husband. JuB8ge has moved to dismiss Julie Goffstein’s
claims pursuant to Rule 12 of the Federal RaofeSivil Procedure fotack of subject matter
jurisdiction and failure to stageclaim upon which relief can lgganted. For the reasons that
follow, the Court wilGRANT the Motion to Dismiss.
l. BACKGROUND
A. Marital History

The relevant facts are derived from the well-pleaded allegations in the Complaint (Doc.
2). Julie Goffstein and non-party Peter Goffstaia the parents of sminor children: J.G.,
J.G.(2), AG., E.G, LG, and A.G.(2)ld(at PagelD 32.) They practiced Orthodox Judaism
and belonged to a religious sect wmas Chabad or Lubavitchld() They adhered to strict
Jewish laws and traditions redang dietary considerations,othing, hairstyle, and religious

1

Dockets.Justia.com


https://dockets.justia.com/docket/ohio/ohsdce/1:2016cv00341/191790/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/ohio/ohsdce/1:2016cv00341/191790/10/
https://dockets.justia.com/

practices. Id. at PagelD 32—-33.) Their four younger dndin attended religious day schools and
their two high school age children attendeligious high schoolsalled Yeshivas.qd.) They
supplemented that education with online secular coursgsat PagelD 32.)

B. State Court Divor ce Proceedings

Julie Goffstein filed for divorce from Peter Goffstein on July 2, 2010 in the Domestic
Relations Division of the HamiltondZinty, Ohio Court of Common Pleadd.(at PagelD 33.)
The divorce case was assigned to Judge Siédg. Feter Goffstein filed for custody of the
four youngest children.ld.) Peter Goffstein had stoppedpticing Orthodox Judaism by this
time. He wanted the children removed frtim religious day schools and Yeshivasl.)(He
forbid the children from following th€habad practices and tradition$d. @t PagelD 33-34.)
On June 21, 2012, Judge Sieve initially awardedazly of the six children to Julie Goffstein.
(Id. at PagelD 34.) Judge Sieve made referemchts ruling to Juk Goffstein’s religious
practices and the extent to which she wasngihie children in her religious traditiond.{

Julie Goffstein did not provide the Couritlva copy of that stte court decision.

Peter Goffstein moved for reallocation of custody on March 11, 20d3. Judge Sieve
issued a decision on May 22, 2013 reversirggearly custody determinationd.j Judge Sieve
granted Peter Goffstein custodytbé four younger children.d.) Judge Sieve permitted the
younger children to continue in religious schabl®ugh eighth grade, but only for so long as
Julie Goffstein could pay the tuitionld() Julie Goffstein could nafford to pay the religious
school tuition. id.) Judge Sieve granted Julie Goffstein custody of the two older children, but
gave Peter Goffstein authority to keatheir educational decisiondd.(at PagelD 34-35.) Julie
Goffstein admits that Judge Sieve “couched ha@gilen . . . in terms of [her] failure to follow

court orders,” but she asserts that Judge Sieactual reason was dissédiction with her choice



to send the children to religious schoolkl. &t PagelD 35-36.) Judge Sieve concluded that it
was in the best interests of the children toilfutieir “secular education requirements|,]” despite
hearing testimony from a rabbi that enrolling thildren in public schd®would be against
Orthodox teaching.Id.; Doc. 2-3 at PagelD 49-50.)

Julie Goffstein thereafter moved the two older children withidnarlarger Orthodox
Jewish community in New York.ld. at PagelD 36.) Peter Goffstein permitted the older
children to continue to &#nd religious schools.ld})

On June 20, 2013, Julie Goffstein appedhedMay 22, 2013 decision to the Ohio First
District Court of Appeals. (Doc. 2 at PagelD 3@he court of appeals dismissed the appeal in
2014 because Judge Sieve had not issued a final appealable wrdar PégelD 37.)

While the initial appealas pending, on April 2, 2014udge Sieve issued another
custody decision further restrictidglie Goffstein’s rights. Juddgieve stated in the order that
Julie Goffstein had engaged in a patternafduct intended to alienatiee children from Peter
Goffstein. (Doc. 2-4 at Pagel®®.) He noted that Julie Gofésh had testified that Peter’'s
Goffstein’s decision to send the younger child@public school violated her religious beliefs
and that she would not act in viotan of her religious beliefs.ld.) He concluded that
“Mother’s firm stance cannot be reconciled wiitie best interests of the childrenld.j

On June 24, 2014, Judge Sieve issued adieaiee of divorce incorporating the most
recent custody and education orders. (Doc.PagelD 37.) Julie Goffstein appealed that
divorce decree.Iq. at PagelD 37-38.) On November 6120Judge Sieve further restricted
Julie Goffstein’s access to her childreid. @t PagelD 38.) On October 30, 2015, the Ohio

appeals court affirmed the diwa decree issued by Judge Sie(eoc. 6-1 at PagelD 130-36.)



Julie Goffstein filed a notice of appeal witle Ohio Supreme Court, but the Ohio Supreme
Court declined to hearé¢happeal on March 9, 2016. d@ 6-1 at PagelD 137-39.)
C. Federal Court Proceedings

Julie Goffstein initiated this lawsuit drebruary 29, 2016 by filing a Complaint (Doc. 1)
against Judge Sieve on behalhefself and her six minor children. The core of her suitis a
claim that Judge Sieve has violated theligious rights undethe Constitution:

Judge Sieve’s decisions aresbd on direct violations @he First and Fourteenth
Amendments to the U.S. Constitution in that they impinge on the children’s right
to freely practice their religion and MiGoffstein’s right topractice her religion
and to educate her children as she sédadluding the righto place them in
religious school. Judge Sieve’s cust@ahyl education rulings specifically tie
Mrs. Goffstein’s practice of her relign, and her passing her religion on to her
children, to the children’s best interestind impose a secular education on the
children. These decisions directly ineg with both the children’s rights to
freely practice their religion and Mrs. Gsfin’s right to pratice her religion and
to educate her children as she seemfituding the right tsend her children to
religious school. Mrs. Goffstein’s religiopsactices led directly to her loss of
custody of the younger four children andhe removal of those children from
religious school, as well as the graniMo Goffstein of the right to remove the
older two boys from religious schoollais sole discretionJudge Sieve has no
right to interfere with Mrs. Goffstein’sght to practice her relign as she sees fit
nor does Judge Sieve have the right terfiere with the childrens’ freedom to
practice their religion. Judd&eve’s overriding goal wae send the children to a
secular school, which was in violationMfs. Goffstein’s and the children’s
rights. He knew that Mrs. Goffstein’s religious beliefs vdbaibt abide an order
sending the children to a séauschool, so he orderdidlat custody be changed to
the father in order to accomplish that goklis Mrs. Goffstein’s practice of her
religion, and the religious practices of ttfeldren, that is athe heart of Judge
Sieve’s rulings.

(Doc. 2 at PagelD 40-41.) She asserts two causagion. Count | is a claim for violation of
due process rights including Julie Goffstein’s &ed children’s right to “familial relationships”
and Julie Goffstein’s right to contrthe education of her childrenld( at PagelD 41.) Count Il

is a claim for a violation atheir right to freely exercisand practice their religion.Id. at



PagelD 41-42.) Julie Goffstein seeks declayatajunctive, and other unspecified equitable
relief plus costs and attorney feedd. &t PagelD 42.)

Judge Sieve has filed the pending Motion teriss. He assertisat the Court lacks
subject matter jurisdiction over the case pursuant tRtdwoker-Feldmawloctrine, that he is
entitled to judicial immunity, &d that Julie Goffstein has failed to state a claim upon which relief
can be granted. Julie Goffstein opposes the Motion to Dismiss.

1. LEGAL STANDARDS FOR DISMISSAL

Rule 12(b)(1) authorizes a dismissal of a complaint where the Court lacks jurisdiction
over the subject matter of the complaieeFed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1). The plaintiff has the
burden of establishing the Courjigisdiction when such a dismissal motion is filed under Rule
12(b)(1). See Rogers v. Stratton Industs., I7@8 F.2d 913, 915 (6th Cir. 1986). The Court can
“look beyond the jurisdictional allegations in tb@mplaint and consider submitted evidence.”
Taylor v. KeyCorp680 F.3d 609, 612 (6th Cir. 2012). Agadinally, the Court can to resolve
factual disputes without convert) a Rule 12(b)(1) motion to a motion for summary judgment.
Rogers 798 F.2d at 915.

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) alkba party to move to dismiss a complaint
for “failure to state a claim upon which relief caa granted.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6). A
district court “must read all well-pleadatlegations of the complaint as truéfeiner v. Klais
and Co., Ing 108 F.3d 86, 88 (6th Cir. 1997). To vetand a dismissal motion, a complaint
must contain “more than labedsd conclusions [or] a formulaiecitation of the elements of a
cause of action.’Bell Atlantic Corp. v. TwombJ\650 U.S. 544, 555 (2007). The Court does not
require “heightened fact pleading of specificg, emly enough facts to state a claim for relief

that is plausible on its faceld. at 570. “A claim has facial plaibility when the plaintiff pleads



factual content that allows the court to draw thasonable inference that the defendant is liable
for the misconduct alleged Ashcroft v. Igbal556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009).

1. ANALYSIS

A. Rooker-Feldman Doctrine

Judge Sieve first argues that Julie Goffsgealaims are barred by application of the
Rooker-Feldmamloctrine. The doctrine derives its name friaooker v. Fidelity Trust Cp263
U.S. 413 (1923) anDistrict of Columbia Court of Appeals v. Feldma&®0 U.S. 462 (1983).
TheRooker-Feldmarmloctrine “bars lower federal couftem conducting applate review of
final state-court judgments.Berry v. Schmiit688 F.3d 290, 298 (6th Cir. 2012). It prevents a
district court “from exercisings jurisdiction over a claim kdging error in a state court
decision.” Hall v. Callahan 727 F.3d 450, 453 (6th Cir. 2013)t&tion omitted). “[O]nly the
United States Supreme Court has jurisdittio correct state court judgmentddarshall v.
Bowles 92 F. App’x 283, 284 (6th Cir. 2004Rooker-Feldmaits confined to “cases brought by
state-court losers complaining of injuries aaiby state-court judgments rendered before the
district court proceedings commenced and invitiggrict court review and rejection of those
judgments.” Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Indus. Coipi4 U.S. 280, 284 (2005).

To determine the applicability of tfooker-Feldmanloctrine, the district court must
determine the source of theapitiff's alleged injury. McCormick v. Bravermam51 F.3d 382,
393 (6th Cir. 2006). “If the source of thgury is the state cotidecision, then thRooker-
Feldmandoctrine would prevent the diit court from asserting jusdiction[, but] [i]f there is

some other source of injury, such as a thady’s actions, then the plaintiff asserts an



independent claim.d.* Moreover, the doctrine bars aias asserting that a state law was
invalidly or unconstitutionally ggied in the plaintiff's speci€ case, but it does not preclude
claims challenging the general constitutionality of a state lewpf v. Fid. Nat. Title Ins. Cp.
289 F.3d 929, 937 (6th Cir. 2002).

At first blush, it appears easy to concludat thulie Goffstein’s claims are precluded by
Rooker-Feldman The sources of her and her childsealleged injuries are Judge Sieve’s
written decisions. Throughout the Complaint, J@@&ffstein alleges that his decisions impinged
upon their constitutional rights. For example, she alleges that “his decision . . . rested upon [his]
dissatisfaction with [her] decision to send the dtah to religious schools(Doc. 2 at PagelD
35.) She further alleged thaiudge Sieve’s decisions . . .pmge on the children’s right to
freely practice their religion and Mrs. Goffsteimight to practice her relign and to educate her
children as she sees fit.1d( at PagelD 40.) As a final example, she alleges that “[i]t is Mrs.
Goffstein’s practice of heeligion, and the religus practices of the childn, that is the heart of
Judge Sieve’s rulings.”ld. at PagelD 41.)

Ohio law generally allows ligious practices to be coigered as a factor in the
determination of the best intste of a child in custody decisigrimut it forbids improper reliance
on religious bias.See Pater v. Pate63 Ohio St. 3d 393, 588 N.E.2d 794, 797-98 (1992).
Claims that a state law was applied unconstitutioriaflg state court in a litigant’s specific case
are barred from review in federal district courtRgoker-Feldman. Trop289 F.3d at 937.
Numerous federal casbave held thaRooker-Feldmaiars a district cotifrom hearing claims

alleging that a state court judge erreddandering domestic relations decisioBee e.q.

! The Sixth Circuit clarified ilMcCormickthat the frequently used stand@f whether a federal claim was
“inextricably intertwined” with an earliestate court judgment should be limited to mean that only claims asserting
injuries whose source is a gatourt judgment are barred Bpoker-Feldman 451 F.3d at 394-95.



Marshall, 92 F. App’x at 284 (barring a case thatamted to “an impermissible appeal of state
court judgments as it raises specific griea@sregarding decisioa$ a Kentucky domestic
relations court”)Evans v. YarbroughiNo. 00-3588, 2000 WL 1871706, at *2 (6th Cir. Dec. 13,
2000) (“Since Evans is merely raising specific gaieces regarding decisions of Ohio's domestic
relations courts, his federal eas essentially an impermibse appeal of the state court
judgment.”);Catudal v. BrowngNo. 2:12-cv-00197, 2012 WL 1476088, at *2 (S.D. Ohio Apr.
24, 2012) (dismissing due process and equal protectaims against stateurt judges arising
from their divorce and custody ruling®owman v. Cortelless@No. CIV.A. 12-47-JMH, 2012
WL 676406, at *2 (E.D. Ky. Feb. 29, 2012) (“TReoker-Feldmamloctrine precludes the
possibility of a federal court aehing an outcome that essengialerturns, or is inconsistent
with, a decision of a state domestic relations cawen if the state court result was inaccurate or
unfair.”); Zindler v. RogersNo. 1:11-CV-770, 2011 WL 4346398 *6 (W.D. Mich. Aug. 23,
2011) (*[T]o the extent that plaintiff is complang about the unfairness tfe process afforded
to him in the state courts in thewsuits leading up to plaintiff'ess of custody rights or to the
criminal judgment or personal protectiorders, those claims are barred by Rooker-Feldman
doctrine.”),report and recommendation adopi@d11 WL 4346390 (W.D. Mich. Sept. 15,
2011),affd, 477 F. App’x 381 (6th Cir. 2012).

The proper recourse for a gatourt plaintiff who believethat a state court judge has
relied upon an unconstitutional factrch as religious bias rendering a decision is the state
court appeals procesSee e.gPater, 588 N.E.2d at 797 (addressingitbat extent a domestic
relations court can consider tredigious practices of the parent in making custody decisions);
Birchv. Birch, 11 Ohio St. 3d 85, 463 N.E.2d 1254, 125884) (addressing the issue of

whether “appellant’s right to tHeee exercise of religion, asaured by the First and Fourteenth



Amendments to the United States Constitution, vialated when her religious practices were
considered in making @stody determination”)froyer v. Troyer188 Ohio App. 3d 543, 936
N.E.2d 102, 109 (2010) (addressing gé#ieons that the il judge improperlyconsidered issues
of religion and morals” whemaking a custody decisiorfjamo v. Klamo56 Ohio App. 3d 15,
564 N.E.2d 1078, 1079-80 (1988) (appealing custedystbns on the grounds that the trial
court erred by allowing testimony concerning ththner’'s beliefs as a Jehovah’s Witness).
Appeal of a final state court decision on cansitonal grounds can be brought only in the United
States Supreme CourgeeFeldman 460 U.S. at 482ylarshall, 92 F. App’x at 284.

In opposition to this persuasive body of case law suggestinthéhelaims here are
barred byRooker-FeldmanJulie Goffstein relies o@atz v. Chalkerl42 F.3d 279 (6th Cir.
1998),opinion amended on denial of reh243 F.3d 234 (6th Cir. 2001), aAdexander v.
Rosen804 F.3d 1203 (6th Cir. 2015)etition for cert. docketedNo. 15-8710 (Mar. 25, 2016).
In Catz the plaintiff asserted that his procedutaé process rights wevelated during the
course of his divorce proceedings. 142 F.3298-94. He asserted that he had not received
timely notice of proceedings in his Arizona divorce actitth.at 282—83. The court stated that
“Catz’s due process allegation dasot implicate the merits tfie divorce decree, only the
procedures leading up to itld. at 294. The court further exphed that “if the court were to
declare the Pima County decisiondras having been secured in violation of due process, that
would not itself prevent Chalkérom resuming or refiling hredivorce action, nor prevent the
Pima County Court from coming to the sars@ausion under constitutional proceduretd”

On this basis, the Sixth Circuit reversed ardistourt decision thahe plaintiff's claim was
barred byRooker-Feldmanld. at 290, 295see als&mith v. PezzettNo. 03-74213, 2005 WL

5421316, at *12—-14 (E.D. Mich. Apr. 4, 2005) (issuindealaratory judgmerthat a state court



custody order was null and void because it waisad without procedural due process being
afforded to the litigants).

This Court finds tha€atzis distinguishable. The plaintiff iGatzalleges he was denied
due process in the procedures leading up tdilagece decree. Here, Julie Goffstein states in
Count | a single allegation touchiong procedural due process rights:

The actions of the defendant constitute a violation of plaintiffs’ constitutional

right, pursuant to the substantive gardcedural due process clauses of the

Fourteenth Amendment, to familial retatiships, which includes the right of Mrs.

Goffstein to the companionship, cacestody and management of her children,

including the right to control their eduaan and the right ofhe children to the

companionship of their mother.
(Doc. 2 at PagelD 41.) This conclusory giéon does not support a claim for violation of
procedural due process rights. She doesllegeathat Judge Sieveilied to give her proper
notice, denied her the right to present evidenceenied her other pcedural protections.
Instead, she objects to the subs&of his decisions. (Doc.a2 PagelD 35, 40—-41) (criticizing
his decisions and rulings). Because her allegatittask the merits of Judge Sieve’s decisions,
and not the procedures léagl up to those decision€atzis distinguishablé.

TheAlexanderdecision can be distinguished on similar groundsAléxandey the
plaintiff alleged “that he was #hvictim of a conspiracy concoctdy a federal judge, a Michigan
family court judge, and several sta@ministrative employees.” 804 F.3d 1204-05.
Specifically, he alleged thatme individuals who had someratection to his child support

proceedings conspired to (1) impose child support obligations he did not owe, (2) provide false

information about those allegations to the IR&d (3) extort him ttough bribery and terror

2 This same analysis supports the conclusion that Julie Goffstein has failed to allege a procedural due process claim
upon which relief can be granted. The procedural due process claim is not plausible in the absegetiaisll

that Judge Sieve denied her due process protections such as notice, the right to b hAamhrdingly, the Court
dismisses the procedural due process claim pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6).
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tactics. Id. at 1205. The plaintiff assertethims in federal court foviolations of the federal
racketeering statute, federal tikghts laws, and state lawsd. at 1205. The plaintiff requested
that his child support payments be abated as part of his prayer for i@lidfhe defendants
invoked theRooker-Feldmamloctrine in moving to dismiss the federal cakk.at 1206. The
Sixth Circuit held thaRooker-Feldmarlid not bar jurisdiction becas the plaintiff's “alleged
injury did not come from the state court judgment[,]” but instead from “the conduct of the
individuals who happened to piaipate in that decision.’ld. at 1206-07. The allegations here
are different. Julie Goffstein does not alléigat Judge Sieve provided or relied upon false
evidence, conspired against hethathird parties, or otherwastook actions against her apart
from his judicial decision. Btead, the alleged injuries shaldrer children suffered resulted
from Judge Sieve’s decisions and his reasoning in support of those decisions. (Doc. 2 at PagelD
35, 40-41.)

Finally, Julie Goffstein cites a recent Nwgtn District of Ohio case adopting and
applyingAlexander The plaintiff inKlayman v. LoepNo. 15 CV 1683, 2016 WL 29228 (N.D.
Ohio Jan. 4, 2016), alleged that the magistrate judrge“biased againstridue to his religious
and political beliefs” and that the magistratéécision “was a false and misleading diatribe
issued . . . to chill his speeahd exercise of his religion.ld. at *1. Klayman alleged
specifically, though in conclusory fashion, that thagistrate “manufactured false facts” and
“attack[ed]” his Christian beliefsld. at *3. The district countefused to dismiss Klayman’s
complaint on the basis &ooker-Feldmatbecause it concluded that the case was analogous to

Alexanderin that Klayman merely challenged thmagistrate’s conduct in making the custody

® TheAlexandercase also discusses the domestic relations exception to subject matter jurisdiction which provides
generally that district courts will not hear cases thablive the issuance of a divorce, alimony, or child custody
decree. 804 F.3d at 1205. TAlexandercourt noted that the Sixth Circuit has not decided if the domestic relations
exception applies in only diversity casesroboth diversity and federal question caskk. In any event, Judge

Sieve does not argue here that the domestic relations excispditwar to subject matter jurisdiction in this case.
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decision. Id. at *2 (case dismissed on other groundsuduig judicial immuity and failure to
state a claim upon which relief candpmanted). This Court will not followlayman Julie
Goffstein does not allege heratlludge Sieve manufactured falaet$. To the extent that the
Klaymancourt otherwise concluded that Klaymaas not challenging éhsubstance of the
magistrate’s custody decision, this Court nrespectfully disagree with that analysis.

In conclusion, the Court finds that Ju®ffstein’s challenge tthe reasoning behind
Judge Sieve’s decisions is indmgjuishable from a challenge tloe decisions themselves. As
such, the Court lacks jurisdictida review the merits of Juddgtieve’s custody decisions. Julie
Goffstein’s claims are lbeed by applicaon of theRooker-Feldmarwmloctrine.
B. Judicial Immunity

As an alternative basis for dismissal, JuBgeve argues that heestitled to judicial
immunity from suit. The Supreme Court haseddahat “generally, a judge is immune from a
suit for money damagesMireles v. Wacp502 U.S. 9, 9 (1991). Judicial immunity provides
immunity from suit, not just from the ultimate assessment of damagest 11. Judicial
immunity is not applicable in twvcircumstances: (1) a judge is not immune for actions not taken
in the judge’s judicial capacitgnd (2) a judge is not immunerfiodicial actions taken in the
complete absence of all jurisdictiotd. at 11-12. There is no disgun this case that Julie
Goffstein is suing Judge Sieve facts taken in his judicial pacity and with jurisdiction.
Namely, Julie Goffstein in suing Judge Sieve for custody rulings he made in a domestic relations
action. Judge Sieve would be entitled to ¢isiimmunity in a suit for money damages.

However, as Julie Goffstein points out, this is not a suit for money damages. Julie
Goffstein is seeking only declaoay, injunctive, and other unspéei equitable relief. (Doc. 2

at PagelD 42.)
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Congress expanded the scope of judiciahimity to bar some claims for injunctive
relief through a 1996 amendment to 42 U.§@983. “[I]n any action brought against a
judicial officer for an act or omission taken in such officer’s judiciabcgy, injunctive relief
shall not be granted unlessleclaratory decree was violateddeclaratory relief was
unavailable.” 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Courts in thetlsCircuit have dismissed claims against state
court judges for injunctive lef on the basis of § 1983%e¢ge.g, Coleman v. Governor of
Mich., 413 F. App’'x 866, 873 (6th Cir. 2011) (statingtt® 1983 extends judal immunity to
suits for equitable or injunctive reliefRembert v. FishbugNo. 3:15-cv-0949, 2015 WL
5842149, at *3 (M.D. Tenn. Oct. 6, 2015) (grantadicial immunity in suit for injunctive
relief); Ciavone v. Slaven2:14-13133, 2014 WL 4414504, at *3 (E.D. Mich. Sept. 8, 2014
(stating that § 1983 extends ju@itimmunity to suits for eqtable or injunctive relief)Kircher
v. City of Ypsilanti458 F. Supp. 2d 439, 446-48 (E.D. Mich. 2006) (dismissing claim where the
plaintiff did not allege “that tb Judicial Defendants violat@ddeclaratory decree or that
declaratory relief was unavdike at any relevant time”§f. Easterling v. RuddugiNo.
1:14cv876, 2015 WL 1567844, at *5 (S.D. Ohio Apr2015) (stating that a claim should be
dismissed on the basis of judicial immunigchuse “[t]hat plaintifEeeks only equitable or
injunctive relief has nbearing on this outcoet) (Litkovitz, M.J.),report and recommendation
adopted by2015 WL 2452437 (S.D. Ohio May 21, 2015).

Julie Goffstein does not address the § 1983skte of judicial immunity to claims for
injunctive relief. Instead, she cit€atz Alexandey andPezzettas cases in which “judges have
successfully been sued for injunctive or declasatelief.” (Doc. 8 at PagelD 152.) However,
in Alexanderthe Sixth Circuit upheld the sinissal of the claims against the state court judges on

the grounds of judicial immunit even though it had rejectdismissal of the action dRooker-
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Feldmangrounds. 804 F.3d at 1208. Pezzettithe district court also dismissed the injunctive
relief claim against the statewrt judge pursuant tie judicial immunitygranted in § 1983.
2005 WL 5421316, at *16. This Court, likewise, g that the claims aipst Judge Sieve fail
to the extent that Julie Goffstein seeks injunctive relief.

On the other hand, federal courts haeatied claims against state court judges for
declaratory relief differently. Section 1983 dows explicitly extend judicial immunity to
claims for declaratory relief. The district courtlezzettissued a declaratory judgment that a
decision issued in violation of a pagyprocedural due process rights was \adnitio. 2005
WL 5421613 at *17. Similarly, the Sixth Circuit @atzpermitted a claim to go forward seeking
a declaratory judgment that thtate court judgment was issuadviolation of a party’s
procedural due process righSatz 142 F.3d at 290, 295.

In light of these authorities, the Coudncludes that the judigi immunity precludes
Julie Goffstein’s claims to the extent that sheksanjunctive relief. Judicial immunity does not
bar her claims insofar as she seeks only declgragtief, but, as explained below, the Court will
decline to exercise its discretion to detemethe claims for declaratory relief.

C. Exercise of Jurisdiction Pursuant to Declaratory Judgment Act

The Court has discretion under the Deaflary Judgment Act wdther to exercise
jurisdiction over a claim seekingedlaratory relief. “In a case attual controversy within its
jurisdiction . . . any court of the United States may declareghe rights and other legal relations
of any interested party seeking such dediandt 28 U.S.C. § 2201 (emphasis added). One
factor a district court should considerdaciding whether to exeise jurisdiction over a

declaratory judgment action is “whether the o$ a declaratory action would increase friction
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between our federal and state courts anaraperly encroach upon state jurisdiction.”
Scottsdale Ins. Co. v. Floweis13 F.3d 546, 554 (6th Cir. 2008) (listing five factors).

Relevant to this case, stateurts have the primary authority to determine domestic
relations issues such as custodigihts. Julie Goffstein’s claimsould require the Court to pass
judgment upon whether Judge Sieve was motivateahbynproper religious bias, or whether he
simply considered religious praatE as part of the matrix for td#emining the best interests of
the children, when he made his custody decisi@ee Pater588 N.E.2d at 797-98 (explaining
the manner in which religion can factor into child custody decisions). &ipadlate courts have
more experience to pass on that questioh.Muhammad v. Paryk53 F. Supp. 2d 893, 900
(E.D. Mich. 2008) (declining jusdiction over declaratory judgmieaction against state court
judge for violation of religious freedom becatilse exercise of jurisdtion would require the
district court to conduct a “daeted examination of how [the s&tourt judge] manages his court
room”). The policy considerationsderlying the apptation of theRooker-Feldmamloctrine
also weigh against the Court egising discretionary authority iesue a declaratory judgment in
these circumstances.

Moreover, the Court would be remiss not tinpout that, in factJudge Sieve’s decision
has been upheld by the Ohio appellate coyioc. 6-1 at Pagel30-36, 139.) There is no
indication in the statappellate decision whether Julie Godis argued that Judge Sieve’s
decisions violated her religioughts, but the Ohio appeatsurt found that Judge Sieve’s
determination regarding the bésterests of the children was supported by the factual record.
(Id. at PagelD 132.) The Ohio Supremeu@ declined to hear the appeadld. @t 139.) Julie
Goffstein’s recourse to challeaghe state court decisions on ditnsonal grounds is a direct

appeal to the United States Supreme CaoBee Feldmam60 U.S. at 482 (stating that only the
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Supreme Court has “authority review final judgments o state court in judicial
proceedings”)Marshall, 92 F. App’x at 284.

For these reasons, the Court will decline tereise its discretion to hear Julie Goffstein’s
claims for declaratory judgment.
V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, DefendaMotion to Dismiss (Doc. 6) ISRANTED.
Plaintiff's Complaint is dsmissed with prejudice.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

S/Susan J. Dlott
Judge Susan J. Dlott
United States District Court
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