UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Marlon Turner v. Philadelphia County Domestic Relations, et al.

Turner - No. 2:25-cv-06930 - Decided March 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania granted Marlon Turner leave

to proceed in forma pauperis but dismissed his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning child-support

enforcement and wage garnishment. The court held that the Philadelphia and Cambria County

Domestic Relations divisions are arms of Pennsylvania’s Unified Judicial System, are protected by

Eleventh Amendment immunity, and are not persons subject to § 1983 liability. The court also

concluded that Turner’s requested declaratory relief was improper and denied leave to amend as futile.
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dismissed

Plaintiff brought a pro se civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983
and sought leave to proceed in forma pauperis. The district court
granted in forma pauperis status, screened the complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), and dismissed the complaint without leave to

amend.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), the court must dismiss an in forma
pauperis complaint that is frivolous, fails to state a claim, or seeks
damages from an immune defendant. The failure-to-state-a-claim
inquiry uses the Rule 12(b)(6) standard: the complaint must contain
sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to state a plausible claim for
relief. Pro se allegations are construed liberally, but conclusory

allegations are insufficient.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Turner stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against Philadelphia County Domestic Relations
and Cambria County Domestic Relations.

2. Whether the named Pennsylvania domestic-relations entities are arms of the Commonwealth entitled to

Eleventh Amendment immunity and therefore not persons subject to § 1983 liability.
3. Whether Turner could obtain declaratory relief concerning alleged past constitutional violations.

4. Whether amendment should be permitted.

HOLDINGS

1. Philadelphia County Domestic Relations and Cambria County Domestic Relations, as divisions of
Pennsylvania's unified judicial system and arms of the Commonwealth, are not persons subject to

liability under § 1983 and share in the Commonwealth's Eleventh Amendment immunity.

2. Declaratory relief is unavailable where it would merely adjudicate past conduct or proclaim that one

party is liable to another, without defining legal rights in anticipation of future conduct.

3. Leave to amend was properly denied because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“these divisions of the Pennsylvania courts are arms of the Commonwealth that share in the Commonwealth’s
Eleventh Amendment immunity, and, as such, are not considered “persons” subject to liability under § 1983.”
(Section IIT)

“Declaratory judgment is inappropriate solely to adjudicate past conduct” (Conclusion footnote 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Turner was subject to a child-support order issued by the Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas Family Division.
He alleged that, while a hearing to modify or appeal the order was pending, defendants initiated wage
garnishment without notice or lawful authority, causing him to lose his job and home and suffer financial and
emotional harm. He also alleged that he had not been properly served in 2020 and therefore had previously lost

an opportunity to be heard.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Turner alleged that Pennsylvania domestic-relations courts violated his due-process rights in connection with
child-support proceedings and wage garnishment. The court granted his motion to proceed in forma pauperis and
dismissed the action during statutory screening because the named domestic-relations entities were immune
arms of the Commonwealth and were not persons subject to § 1983 liability. The court also concluded that

amendment would be futile and separately rejected the requested declaratory relief as directed solely at past

conduct.
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