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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 

 
 
NOEMI SOTO, 
 Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA and 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
 Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 

No. 3:21-cv-00006 (VAB) 

 
ORDER ON RECOMMENDED RULING  

 
The Court will overrule Ms. Soto’s objection to the Recommended Ruling, ECF No. 11 

(Apr. 5, 2021) (“Obj.”), and will adopt in part and deny in part the Recommended Ruling, ECF 

No. 10 (Mar. 22, 2021).  

The Court overrules Ms. Soto’s objections because her claims are not meritorious. Ms. 

Soto has not presented any evidence or legal arguments to address the well-reasoned 

Recommended Ruling. Nor could she. Even with the generous pleading standards given to pro se 

litigants, Ms. Soto has not presented any viable claims in her Complaint.  

Ms. Soto brings her suit against the United States of America and the State of 

Connecticut. See Compl., ECF No. 1 (Jan. 4, 2021). “[I]nsofar as the plaintiff is purportedly 

attempting to assert claims against the State of Connecticut, those claims are barred under the 

Eleventh Amendment.” Recommended Ruling at 8 (citing Daigneault v. State of Conn. Jud. Branch, 

No. 3:07CV122 (JCH), 2007 WL 869028, at *2 (D. Conn. Mar. 19, 2007), aff'd sub nom. Daigneault 

v. Jud. Branch, Conn., 309 Fed. Appx. 518 (2d Cir. 2009)). 

The Complaint also appears to allege misconduct on the part of the judges involved in her 

underlying state court case and the previously dismissed district court case. See Compl. Yet, as 

Judge Richardson explains, “The law is clear that ‘[j]udges are immune from suit for exercising 
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their judicial authority. The classification of a judge’s actions as judicial or nonjudicial is a question 

of law for the court.’” Recommended Ruling at 6 (quoting Patterson v. Rodgers, 708 F. Supp. 2d 

225, 236 (D. Conn. 2010)); see also id. at 10 n.4 (applying this judicial immunity analysis to the 

claims against Judge Meyer and the federal courts). This Court agrees that “Plaintiff’s [C]omplaint 

does not allege any conduct by a Superior Court judge or Appellate Court judge that would be 

outside of his or her official capacity or not performed in the normal course of a judge’s duties.” Id. 

at 6-7.  

In her objections, Ms. Soto contends that she is not seeking monetary relief, but seeks 

declaratory relief. Obj. at 1. However, “[d]ismissal of the claims against the . . .  judges is also 

appropriate to the extent that [P]laintiff appears to be seeking only declaratory relief under 42 U.S.C. 

§ 1983” because a judge “will only be subject to a civil action under § 1983 for injunctive relief ‘if a 

state-court declaratory decree was violated or state-court declaratory relief is unavailable.’” 

Recommended Ruling at 7 (quoting Deem v. DiMella-Deem, No. 18-CV-6186 (NSR), 2018 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 124672, at *8 n.4 (S.D.N.Y. July 24, 2018)). 

The Court agrees with all of the reasoning set forth in the Recommended Ruling, but 

concludes that Ms. Soto’s claims should be dismissed with prejudice, rather than without 

prejudice. As Judge Richardson has aptly explained in the Recommended Ruling, even under the 

permissive standard provided to pro se litigants, there is no legal basis for Ms. Soto’s claims to 

continue. Further, the very nature of the claims indicates that they cannot be cured by any 

amendment.   

 Accordingly, Ms. Soto’s objections are overruled. The Court adopts the reasoning laid 

out in the Recommended Ruling, and dismisses the claims with prejudice. See Dietz v. Bouldin, 

136 S. Ct. 1885, 1892 (2016) ("[D]istrict courts have the inherent authority to manage their 

dockets and courtrooms with a view toward the efficient and expedient resolution of cases."). 
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 For the reasons stated above, Ms. Soto’s objections are overruled. The Recommended 

Ruling is ADOPTED in part and DENIED in part, with all claims dismissed with prejudice. 

The Clerk of Court is respectfully directed to close this case.   

SO ORDERED at Bridgeport, Connecticut, this 16th day of April, 2021. 

/s/ Victor A. Bolden      
VICTOR A. BOLDEN  
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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