UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO

Wolek v. Northern Ohio Surgery Center, LL.C

Wolek - No. 1:25-cv-00248-PAB - Decided November 26, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio denied Defendants’ motion for
sanctions under 28 U.S.C. § 1927 and the Court’s inherent authority. The Court held that Plaintiff’s
counsel had a good-faith basis to file the action in New Jersey because the relevant New Jersey federal

decisions were nonbinding and persuasive authority suggested that personal jurisdiction over out-of-

state employers might exist. The Court also found no bad faith, vexatious conduct, or improper

purpose warranting inherent-authority sanctions.
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Defendants moved for sanctions under 28 U.S.C. § 1927 and the
court's inherent authority based on Plaintiff's filing of the action in

New Jersey. The court denied the motion.

The court evaluated whether counsel objectively fell short of the
obligations owed to the court and whether the conduct unreasonably
and vexatiously multiplied proceedings under § 1927. For inherent-
authority sanctions, the court applied the bad-faith, vexatiousness,

wantonness, or oppression standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's counsel's filing of the action in New Jersey unreasonably and vexatiously multiplied

the proceedings, warranting sanctions under 28 U.S.C. § 1927.

2. Whether Plaintiff's counsel acted in bad faith, vexatiously, wantonly, oppressively, or for an improper

purpose so as to warrant sanctions under the court's inherent authority.

HOLDINGS

1. Sanctions under 28 U.S.C. § 1927 were not warranted because Plaintiff's counsel did not objectively fall
short of the obligations owed by a member of the bar and had a good-faith basis to file the complaint in

New Jersey state court.

2. Inherent-authority sanctions were not warranted because Plaintiff's counsel did not act in bad faith,
vexatiously, wantonly, oppressively, or for an improper purpose, and the filing was not meritless.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“While Crosson and Higgins are certainly persuasive, the New Jersey Superior Court was not bound to

follow these cases.” (6)

“There is a difference between advancing a losing argument and in prosecuting a frivolous case. Here we

have the former, not the latter.” (7)
“The mere fact that an action is without merit does not amount to bad faith.” (8)

“While opposing Defendants’ arguments before Judge Quraishi was potentially a losing argument, such

argument could have been made in good faith notwithstanding Crosson.” (9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed suit in New Jersey state court against an out-of-state surgery center and individual defendants,
apparently based in part on the employment of a remote worker located in New Jersey. After removal to federal
court, Defendants relied on District of New Jersey decisions questioning personal jurisdiction over employers
whose only New Jersey connection was a remote employee. Plaintiff nevertheless consented to transfer to Ohio,
and Defendants sought sanctions for the original New Jersey filing. The court found that New Jersey state courts
were not bound by the cited federal district court decisions and that persuasive authority supported Plaintiff's
jurisdictional position.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action in New Jersey Superior Court. Defendants removed it to the District of New Jersey,
where Plaintiff consented to transfer under 28 U.S.C. § 1631 after Defendants indicated they would seek
dismissal for lack of personal jurisdiction. The case was transferred to the Northern District of Ohio, and

Defendants then moved for sanctions. The court denied sanctions under both § 1927 and its inherent authority.
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