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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan granted six federal judges’
motion to dismiss John W. Miller’s complaint. The court held that the defendants were entitled to
absolute judicial immunity because the challenged conduct involved judicial acts, dismissed the
complaint with prejudice, and denied the remaining motions as moot.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed suit in Wayne County Circuit Court against six federal
judges. One defendant removed the action to federal court under 28
U.S.C. § 1442(a)(1), and all defendants moved to dismiss. The district
court granted the motion under Rule 12(b)(6), dismissed the complaint
with prejudice, and denied the remaining motions as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's
favor, but need not accept legal conclusions. The complaint must
contain sufficient factual matter to state a plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendants' judicial-immunity defense should be analyzed under Rule 12(b)(6) rather than
Rule 12(b)(1).

2. Whether absolute judicial immunity barred Miller's claims against the federal judges.

3. Whether Miller's motions to amend the case caption and the defendants' motion to stay should be denied
as moot after dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. Absolute judicial immunity barred Miller's claims because the challenged acts—denial of motions,
dismissal of cases, and management of dockets—were judicial acts, and the complaint alleged neither
that the acts were nonjudicial nor that they were performed in the absence of jurisdiction.

2. The court treated the judicial-immunity defense as arising under Rule 12(b)(6), rather than Rule 12(b)
(1), because the Sixth Circuit directs courts to consider the availability of absolute judicial immunity in
the Rule 12(b)(6) context.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“[j]udicial immunity extends even to judicial acts performed maliciously, corruptly, in bad faith, or in error.”
(389 F.3d at 617)

“Finally, it is ORDERED that Plaintiff’s Complaint, ECF No. 1 at PageID.10–12, is DISMISSED WITH
PREJUDICE.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Miller sued six federal judges based on their handling of cases involving a patent or copyright allegedly owned
by AppProved Software Corporation. He characterized the defendants' rulings, docket management, and
treatment of motions and filings as judicial sabotage and a federal RICO conspiracy. The complaint did not
allege that any defendant acted outside a judicial role or without jurisdiction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Miller filed a short complaint in state court alleging that six federal judges engaged in judicial sabotage, docket
manipulation, and related misconduct concerning cases involving a patent or copyright. Defendant Edward
Myers removed the action to the Eastern District of Michigan under the federal-officer removal statute. The
defendants jointly moved to dismiss; Miller did not respond but filed motions to amend the caption and remove
personally identifying information. The court granted dismissal based on absolute judicial immunity and closed
the case.
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