UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
OHIO, WESTERN DIVISION

Ashley Curry v. Magistrate Silvia Beck, et al.

Ashley Curry v. Magistrate Silvia Beck, No. 1:25-cv-467 (S.D. Ohio Jan. 20, 2026) - No. 1:25-cv-467 - Decided
January 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio granted Defendants’ unopposed
motion to dismiss Ashley Curry’s claims arising from the removal of her infant son from her custody.
The court held that Curry could not maintain claims based directly on Ohio criminal statutes, that
Magistrate Silvia Beck was entitled to judicial immunity, and that the claims against child-services
employee Carissa Cook were inadequately pleaded or barred by testimonial immunity. The complaint
was dismissed with prejudice, and the Clerk was directed to enter judgment and terminate the case.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to

dismiss Curry's removed action. Curry did not respond despite notice
and warning from the Clerk. The court considered the motion on the

merits and dismissed the complaint with prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded allegations
as true, construes the complaint in the plaintiff's favor, and asks
whether the complaint contains sufficient factual matter to state a
facially plausible claim for relief. The court generally confines its
review to the pleadings, including documents referred to in and central

to the complaint.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district-court opinion



PARTIES Ashley Curry v. Magistrate Silvia Beck, Carissa Cook, et al.

TOPICS

motions to dismiss section 1983 child custody  due process equal protection

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure  civil rights  constitutional law  family law  remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Curry's claims based directly on Ohio criminal statutes or on alleged violations of those statutes

stated a cognizable claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 or an independent civil cause of action.
2. Whether Magistrate Beck was absolutely immune from Curry's claims based on her custody ruling.
3. Whether Cook was immune from liability for statements made as a witness in the custody proceeding.

4. Whether Curry plausibly alleged that Cook violated her equal-protection rights through race-based

conduct.

5. Whether Curry plausibly alleged a procedural or substantive due-process violation concerning her

custody and parental rights.

6. Whether the unopposed motion to dismiss could be granted based on Curry's failure to respond.

HOLDINGS

1. An alleged violation of Ohio criminal statutes cannot itself serve as the basis for a § 1983 claim, and
Curry could not directly assert claims under the cited criminal statutes without a proper civil cause of

action.

2. Magistrate Beck was absolutely immune from Curry's claims because the challenged custody ruling was

an act taken in her official judicial capacity.

3. Cook was absolutely immune from civil liability based on statements she made as a witness during the

judicial custody proceeding.

4. Curry failed to plausibly allege that Cook violated her Fourteenth Amendment equal-protection rights

through race-based conduct.

5. Curry failed to plausibly allege a procedural due-process violation because the state provided procedures
sufficient to address the temporary deprivation of custody.

6. Curry failed to plausibly allege a substantive due-process violation because the alleged conduct did not
rise to the level of conduct that shocks the conscience.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Judicial immunity is a long-recognized common-law doctrine shielding judges from collateral attacks

challenging a judge's actions taken in her official judicial capacity.” (Part B.2)



“all witnesses ... are absolutely immune from civil liability based on their trial testimony in judicial

proceedings.” (Part B.3)

“For the above reasons, the Court GRANTS Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss (Doc. 4) and DISMISSES Curry’s
Complaint (Doc. 2) WITH PREJUDICE.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Curry alleged that shortly after she gave birth to her son, T.R., Hamilton County Job and Family Services
employee Carissa Cook investigated her, required her to cooperate with child-protective services, and arranged
for the child to remain with a relative under a case plan. Magistrate Silvia Beck later conducted an emergency
custody hearing at which Cook testified and ordered that T.R. remain in state custody. Curry alleged that Cook's
courtroom references to her race supported claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for deprivation of constitutional

rights, and she also cited Ohio criminal statutes concerning kidnapping, abduction, and unlawful restraint.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Curry initially filed the action in the Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas, although the complaint was
captioned for the federal district court. Defendants removed the case to the Southern District of Ohio based on
federal-question jurisdiction and jointly moved to dismiss. After Curry failed to oppose the motion, the district

court granted it, dismissed the complaint with prejudice, directed entry of judgment, and terminated the case.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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