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Robert Grundstein, J.D. v. Maine Board of Bar Examiners, et al.
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maine grants the defendants’ motion to dismiss
Robert Grundstein’s action concerning the embargo of his July 2021 Maine bar examination score.
The court concludes that the Maine Board of Bar Examiners and its members in their official
capacities are protected by sovereign immunity, and that the complaint fails to state viable personal-
capacity claims. The court also addresses, in the interest of completeness, the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine and claim preclusion, as well as the plaintiff’s request for mandamus relief.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a pro se action seeking declaratory and injunctive
relief concerning the Maine Board of Bar Examiners' embargo of his
July 2021 Maine bar examination score. After transfer from the
District of Vermont, defendants moved to dismiss for lack of
jurisdiction and failure to state a claim, and plaintiff moved for an
order or writ of mandamus.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a motion to dismiss, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's
favor, but disregards conclusory legal allegations and factual
assertions too meager, vague, or conclusory to make relief plausible.
The court also considered judicially noticeable docket materials and
documents central to the complaint whose authenticity was not
challenged.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court order and no precedential-status designation
appears in the opinion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Maine Board of Bar Examiners and its members in their official capacities were protected
by Eleventh Amendment sovereign immunity.

2. Whether the complaint alleged viable claims against the Board members in their personal capacities.

3. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred plaintiff's challenge to the state-court disposition of his fee
claim.

4. Whether Maine claim-preclusion principles barred plaintiff's constitutional claims arising from the
Board's embargo decision.

5. Whether plaintiff was entitled to an order or writ of mandamus compelling release of his bar
examination score.

6. Whether the court could consider transferred docket materials and exhibits attached to defendants'
motion to dismiss.

HOLDINGS

1. On a motion to dismiss, the court may consider judicially noticeable docket materials and documents
central to the complaint when their authenticity is not challenged, but it may not consider new factual
assertions raised for the first time in an opposition brief.

2. The Maine Board of Bar Examiners is an arm of the State of Maine, and plaintiff's claims against the
Board and its members in their official capacities are barred by Eleventh Amendment sovereign
immunity.

3. The complaint failed to state viable personal-capacity claims against the individual defendants.

4. The Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred plaintiff's federal challenge to the Maine Supreme Judicial Court's
rejection of his $150 fee-refund claim.

5. Maine claim preclusion barred plaintiff's constitutional claims arising from the Board's embargo
decision because those claims were or could have been litigated in the prior Maine state-court
proceeding.



6. Plaintiff was not entitled to a writ of mandamus compelling the Board to release his bar examination
score.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Ordinarily . . . any consideration of documents not attached to the complaint, or not expressly incorporated
therein, is forbidden, unless the proceeding is properly converted into one for summary judgment under Rule
56.” (Discussion § III.A)

“The Court concludes that Mr. Grundstein’s claims against the Board and its members in their official
capacities are barred by the Eleventh Amendment.” (Discussion § III.C)

“Under the Full Faith and Credit Clause, U.S. Const. art. VI, as codified in 28 U.S.C. § 1738, a federal court
must apply Maine claim preclusion rules to Maine state court judgments.” (Discussion § III.E)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that he took a remote July 2021 Maine bar examination in Vermont and that the Maine Board of
Bar Examiners embargoed his score after determining that he used scratch paper during the multistate essay
examination portion. The Board notified him that his Uniform Bar Examination score had been permanently
embargoed and declined to release it. Plaintiff challenged the decision in the Maine Supreme Judicial Court,
which denied relief concerning the embargo and a fee refund, and later dismissed his petition for a writ of
mandamus. He then filed this federal action asserting constitutional, contractual, state-law, and conversion
claims and seeking declaratory and injunctive relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff originally filed suit in the District of Vermont on June 21, 2024. The Vermont court dismissed the action
without prejudice to refiling in a proper venue and later transferred the case to the District of Maine. The Maine
court granted defendants' motion to dismiss and denied plaintiff's motion for an order or writ of mandamus.
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