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CircuLt Judqes,

IION. ED?YARD R. KORIITAIV,.

Di-gtrLct i ludas.

sDt{y
94  -ev -4514

SPRIZZO

I'NTTED STATES EOURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE SEEOIID CTREUTT

SU}{MARY ORDER
TEIS SU}IMARY ORDER WTLL NOT-BE PI'BLISHED TN TEE FEDERATJ REPORTERAr{D lraY Nor BE crrED As PREeEDE![Tral,-etrinoRrry To THrs oR ANyorHER couRT' BUT MAY BE eAtrJED To rxn artglnrroN oF THrs oR ArvrorHER couRT r[-A sItBsEQuE,or srAGE op--,ris eAsE, rN A RELATEDcAsE' oR rN ANY cAsE ron pUnposEs or ioiue,TERArJ EsroppErJ oR REsdntDrcATA vvr

At a atated t,erm of the. unr.Eed statee court of Appeals forthe second circui-t,  hera at the units"J-it"t",  eouitt-orrr", ForeySquare, in the City of New york, or" i t"- _ fOtn day ofseptemher one thoueand nLne rn:nEEGFa ,.irr"ty-"even.
PRESE!flf: HON. THOIT|AS df. UESKfIJIT,

HON. DENNIS iTACOBS , ffi
$Trrrto reetl

DORIS IJ. SASSOVIER,

-x

9 6  - 7 8  0 5
cItY IrtAIvGAr{o, Hon., preaLdJ.ng dluetice of the Apperrate Dr.vlei.on,second DepartmenE of the suprerne court of *re--stai"-"t New york,THE ASSoCIATE irusTleEs rEERnoF; GARY cAigI,tA and EDWARD suI{BER,Chlef Couneel and ChaLruran,_ - reepectively, of the Grievancecomirrse for rhe Nintsb .rui lc i ; i -ai ; ; I i , .oous 1_20, beinspreeerrt, membera thereof , Ii{N( GAIIFI'NCT,-belng-; ;p;;i"I Rofcrccand G. oLrvER KoppELrJ, At,torney Generar of trr" st"ie ot New york,al l  in their  of f ic ia l  and pereonal  capaci t iee,

Def endante -Appel leee .

t

Honorable Edward R.
Dis t r ic t  Cour t  for  the nastern
des j -gnat ion.

Korman,  of  the Uni ted States
Dist , r ic r ,  o f  New york,  

- " i i i i "o

5>e 
- , \ . )  -? ' '
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APPEARTNG FOR APPELI.TANI :

APPE]ARTNG FOR APPELLEES:

DORIS L. SASSOWER, pro se, White
Pl -a ins,  Ny.

,JAY T. WEINSTEfN, AssistanE
Attorney GeneraL of the State of
New York, New york, Ny.

Appear from ttre uni.ted states Distr ict court for theSouthern Diet r ic t  o f  New york.

This cause came on to be heard on the transcript of recordf rom the uni ted s t 'a tes Dis t r ic t  cour t  for  the southern Dis t r ic to f  New York (Spr izzo,  J .  ) ,  and was i iguea

ON CONSIDERATTON WHEREOF, IT TS HEREBY ORDERED, AD{N,DGED AND
?:"lFF?*13: 

rhe judsmenr of ir'. pisrii"r courr be and ir hereby

pro se p la in t i f f  Dor is  L.  sagsower appears f rom a v lay 24,1995_ judgmenr of  che uni ted sE,ates p is l r ic t  cour t  for  theSouthern Dis t r ic t  o f  New york tspr i - -o ,  U rhat  ( i )  denied hermotions for summary judgment, a irel iminary injunction, andreconsiderat ion of  a  pr ioruecusl l  mot ion;  and-  ( i i i -granted
summary judgment t,o defendants, who are several judgls andof f icers of  t 'he s tate of  New york.  we af f i rm,  

- " ; ; ; i ; " r ia1ry 
forthe reasons stated in the distr icE "o.,rt ." cogent MemorandumOpin ion and Order ,  @, g27 F.  Supp.  113( s . D . N . Y .  l _ 9 9 5 ) .

The comprex faete and procedurar history of Ehis case arese t  f o rEh  i n  de t ,a i r  i n  t he  h i s t r i c t  cou r t , s_op in ion ,  see  i d .  a t115 -18 ,  and  a re  recoun ted  he re  on ry  i n  t r i e f . '  s " r " i r . r  r " "  amember j-n good standing of the New vort< bar in oci"ue, 1990, whenshe was ordered by a sLate.bST regioni i  gr ievance commi.Etee--pursuant Eo a pending disciprinaft proce6di"g "g"i-"" i  her relaEedto fee disputes--to undergo a medici l  examination to determineher  ment ,ar  f i t .ness to  pra- t ice-- iaw.- - - rJ .  a t  J . ls -1G.  sassowerref used ro compry wir.h that- order,, arrl-i1 o"".- 1t;i her rj.censeto practice law in the: s,taLe was suspendea; ir"-",rf ,pi"*"rrt"rdiscipr i lary perir ions were suuseque;i t i  f i red-"g"I i"r  her aswe1l.  rd. at 1r-G. over the course of Lhe next E.r"r"r years,sassower f i red numerous.appeals ,  mot ions,  and indepenaent  act ionschal lenging t .he suspensio i -o f  her  r icerr r " ,  inc lud ing,  in ter  a l ia ,a direct appeal- of Lhe suspension order to the New york state
9 g " f t  o f  A p p e a l s ,  a , p r o c e e a i n g  u n d e r  a r t i c t e  ? 8 ,  

- N . i .  
c . p . L . R .

_s_s .zB01  e t  seq : ,  and  a  pe t i t i on  fo r  a  wr i t  o f  " " r i i o r " r i  t o  t heU n i t e d  S t a t . e s  S u p r e m e  C b u r t ,  p u r s u a n t  t o  2 g  U . S . C .  S  1 2 5 ? ( a ) .A l l  o f  Sassower ,  s  ac t i ons ,  pe l i t i ons ,  and  mo t ions  ( i nc lud ing
mot ions for  reargument . )  have been aeniea or  d ismi" ; ;a .  sassower,9 2 7  F .  S u p p .  a t  1 1 5 - 1 8 .
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4 a ?  ,  4 t 4 - L 6  ( ! e 2 3 1  , E r  '  2 5 ?  U .  s .

rn 'une Lgg4, sassower f i led the present action undervarious f ederar siatures:,I=iFi"n"l?- u. s . c. s igel, _ arregingthat the rerevant luew york.attornei aiscipJ+r?ry regur_aE,r.ons wereunconsr i tur ' iona' ,  borh facial ly i la ; ;  appl ied,  thar,  rhe' defendants had violated-her constitu.ionar_ 
-rights by suspendinq'her l icense_t,o pract ice raw, and thaE the defendants hadinrenr ionar ly i ; f r ica;J u*oi io. ,"r-ai" t re:s upon her ( in v io lat ionof  s taEe law) . -  q  a t  r ie .  she_"" "ghr  decrara tory  re l ie f ,dismissar of-the-Esci-piinary and suspensr-on ordersreinstatemenr of rrer l iceil"l ;;::: i ::::. ' :_:.:_"t:,. and. "o"rr'-"rra attor.r"t;;-H:;.""I!:"satorv and puni.i ine damasres,

The defendant,s moved under Fed. R. Civ. p. lr2(e) for ajudgment ot . l lu.pr""ai tgt ,  arguing t t rat  the distr ict  eourt  rackedsub jec t  mat te r . ju r i sd i "E io . ,  ina  Enat  Sassower ,s  c la ims werebarred by res. j id icara,  
-"usor"t ;  

i i l ;n i ry,  and the EreventhAmendmenr- rd.  ar .  1[5:  sassower ; ; ; ; " -moved for a prer iminaryinjunction and for summary judgrment, and moved forreconsi-derat ion of  the courL,s-pr ior  iu l ing refusing Eo recusei t s e r f  f r o m  t h e  c a s e . .  t a .  " a  t t s ,  i . 1 g .  T h e  a i s t r i c t  c o u r ttreated rhe defendants,;-o.ri"" i", Ji ig*.rrt. on rhe preadings agone for summarv judsmenr (t;;;";;-"i*I i,u exrensive lrt iaavirsf i led bv rhe plr l ieJ) ,  ina grani .a-rn" 'morion, 
-a i" . i " " i r rg

Sassower,s complaint  on the'g.olrrra"- | i l . t :  ( i )  the court  ]ackedsubject  matter jur isdict iotr  under t r re noor<"r-Feldman doctr ine;( i i )  sassower 's consr i rut ionai- ; i " ; ; ;  i . r "  barred by resjud icara ;  ( i i i )  r te r  c ia ims.aga ins t - to rh  r te  jud ic ia i  and non_judi-c ia l  defendants ln t ,helr" i "a- i r i lJ i i_."p"ci t ies * . r .  barred byabsorute immunity;  and t : -vr  t r . r  . r " i *J ' to,  damages aga:_nst thedefendanrs in th i i r  of f ic ia l  . ;p; ; i r i ! "  , . r .  barred by rheELeventh Amendment.  - rd-  at  118- LzL. sassower,s mot i_ons brere1 i -kewise  den ied .  ra .T i  rz f .

we.agree with the distr ict  court  that  i t  lacks subjectmaEter jur isdict ion under nopr. i r -e" iJman, and af f i rm thedismissal of sasgower's "ornpr.Gt-frTt"E-ground; we therefore donot address the- district- courfl s: oEher rurings.

The Rooker_-Feldmanq.doeerine+ ilgeneraLly. strated; is:,thatr
::5::':il"mJ#tr.5r.-:':::l?1::.FTaLtetju4s.dictrlort'oveE:].ji
c e r t i o r a r i p e t i t i o n t o t h e s u p l e m e c " ; ; i : : f f i

,  9 5  F . 3 d  t 9 s ,  r f f i i r .  1 9 9 6 )(emphasis added) .  
- .SEGter 

r .  Fide' l  i  f r . r  .Frrror r i^ ^--

F e l d m a n ,  4 6 0  U . S .  n e  
l e n g e:;";"fl'::r::5':I IHI':?*l'*.?":.. l"::;lt=g" under Roorcer - Fer.dman"may be raised ar tny rime-uy-6irn;il1#;:";',;;: ffic o u r E , . "  M o c c i o ,  9 5  F . 3 d  " 9 ^ i 9 q ,  " " .  i i " ornc . , r-04 F . 3d 141g , '^421 (za cirr6 . ,,we review de novo t,hedisrr icr  cour i ls  deierminat ion-- ih"; ; " ; ;  a maEter of  1aw,
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j u r i sd i c t i on  d id  no t  ex i s t . ' , M o c c i o ,  9 5  F . 3 d  a t  1 9 8 .

The distr ict court recited the axiom that Rooker_Feldman' "bars not only claims which would in.r"r"" direct revlew of ast .a te cour t  dec is ion,  bu.  a lso c la ims which " ; ; - , i i " *a. icab1yinter twi -ned '  wi th  a s tate cour t  dec is ion or  which seek rer ie ft ha t ,  i f  g ranEed ,  wou ld  mod i f y  . - ; a ; ; ;  cou r t  dec i s ion . , ,S a s s o w e r ,  9 2 7  F .  S u p p .  a t  1 1 9 ' ( c i t i n g  p e l d m a n ,  4 6 0  U . S .  a t  4 g 3
1 . 1 5 ;  R o o k e r ,  2 6 3  u . s .  a t  4 L 6 ) .  T h e - c 6 u r t  c o n c l u d e d  t h a tsassower had raised a]I of her pr"".r, i  claims i"-pie1rio.r" stateproceedings,  and that  "  [b ]ec luse ar l  o f  the rer ie ' i - ieguested'  would necessar i ly  involve d i rect ,  o i - " t  a  mi-n imum lndi rect ,rev i -ew of  the propi ie ty  of  those s ia te courL decis ions,S a s s o w e r , s  c l a i m s  m u s t  b e  d i s m i s s e a . ' t -  f a .

on appeal, sassower argueE that her complaint does raisec la ims--such as her  fac iar - -ha l lenge to t r r "  lor r " t - i t f t ionar i ty  o fNew york 's  at t ,orney d isc ip l inary ,6 t , r i " t ions__that  e i ther  werenot  ra ieed in  her  var ious s t ,a t ,e-coui t  act ions,  mot ions,  andappeals ,  oF "9o[ ] -not  requi re rev iew-oi  " r ry  s t ,a te couredecis ions.  "  Appel lant 's  Br ie f  a t .  7 : - .  
-she ' tur t . r rermore 

points  forsuppor t .  fo  our  s tatement  in  Mocgio thag ' ,  [s ] ince-F" ia*" i - r , -gh;supreme court has provided us with r.irrle'i l i l;;.ffi".dererminingwhich claims are ' inexrr icabry inrei ir inedT ; i ;h-;  f ,rr .o, srarecour t ,  j udgmen t  and  wh ich  a re  no t . "  Moec io ,  95  F .3d  a t  19g .

At  the outset ,  we d isagree wi th  sassower,s  contenEions offact :  we th ink that  a l l  o f -her  p i " " . " t ' " ra i * r - rere ia ised in  onefo rm o r  ano the r  ] l . t he  p r i o r  p ro leed ings , ' and .  t ha t  she  now i s"ef  fect ive ly  seek t ing l  rev iew- of  i , ra t* ! " ts  o f  [ rhe]  , ; -_a;"  
-

cou r t s , r r  Moce io ,  95  F .3d  a t -L92 ,  j ud lmen ts  tha t  have  dep r i ved  he rof  her  l icense t ,o  pract ice raw,  dd ; i i i ,  which she is(underst 'andably) displeased.. i l  ""y".,r l"t ,  we concr.ude thatsassower's claims are barred -under i .ogk,er-r,eldman because sheundoubtedly coqrd haye raieed them ff i t  u st,ate_courtproceedings. NotwitfrsCanaing, ctG-,, inconsi:t i l .Vi-ffr"t the Mocciocourt noted among cases addressing Rgoker-r 'eldmln "h"rr"rrg"r, id.at t_98, rhis Court, concluded in u5"ff i- tnat

the supreme court, 'g uge of , inextr icabry intertwined,lmeans,  Er t  a .min imum, that  where a feder l l -p i " i r l i r t  hadan opporruni ty  co l i t igate a c la im in  a , t l i " - - - -proceeding subseguent  l i t igat ion of  the cra imwirr- be barred under rhe 
-BggkeE-p"iarn"r, 

doctrine i f  i twould be barred under tfr" lE?iFGs of [claim or*- 
4e

issuel  prec lus ion.  Accord ingly ,  , "  a . " ia"

-  For exampre, sassowerl  s pet i t ion for  cert iorar i  to thesupreme courr  speci f icar ly.  chal len;ud-ahu const i tut ionar_i ty ofNew york 's arrorney discipr i lary r6gur i i ions bor.h i i " i . " r ry and asa p p l i e d .  s e e  s a s s o w e r ,  s i ?  F .  b r p p i - i i - r r z _ r e .
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;i::*LF|3rTiffi;T+* doetrine applies ro rrhe
i r i ; ; i ; i .".  

tv turning to pt.Li." ion--

M o e e i o ,  9 5  F . 3 d  a t  1 9 9 - 2 0 0 .

. Examining sassower,s complaint under contemporary preelusionprincipr.eg, it ir r""ir"Jr tn.r [., irJ".". craims-_as rhedistr icr courr a"t.r* i""I ]_rur. effelr ively ;r i i " .a lnd denied inlh" sta.e proceedinss, ; ;-a": . . f : :"$;; ; ; i ;_,,are 
inexrr icablyrn ter twined wi rh r re i  par i icu lar  c jse. , ,  

.sassower: - - ; ; ;  
F .  Supp.  at119- ] -20.  In  these . i - ' r " "* " tances,  the d is t r lc t  iour t  was wi thoutsubjecr  marrer  iur isJ ic ; l ; "  ro  hear  

-s .J !or" r , ,  
c ra ims underffi:5=;ffi;-;il:':ij'!;i:ili3i:-i:]ir;;";-;#;1aini-on

\-_-/ r/-t

MeskiL l
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