UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Christina Marie Evers v. Yolinda Johnson

Evers - No. 2:25-cv-2093 TLN AC PS - Decided July 30, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States Magistrate Judge grants the pro se plaintiff’s motion to proceed in forma pauperis.
The document recommends denying the motion for a temporary restraining order and dismissing the
complaint because the parties are both alleged to be California citizens and the complaint presents no
federal question. It further recommends denying leave to amend as futile and advises the plaintiff of

the 21-day period for filing objections.
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DOCKET 2:25-cv-2093 TLN AC PS

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se plaintiff filed a complaint, a motion to proceed in forma

pauperis, and a motion for a temporary restraining order. The
magistrate judge granted in forma pauperis status and issued findings
and recommendations recommending denial of the temporary
restraining order and dismissal of the complaint for lack of federal

jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), including whether the
complaint is frivolous, fails to state a claim, or seeks relief from an
immune defendant; the court accepts well-pleaded factual allegations
as true, construes them liberally in favor of a pro se plaintiff, and
disregards conclusory allegations, unreasonable inferences, and

unwarranted factual deductions.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential magistrate judge findings and recommendations; not

a final district court judgment in the source.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the complaint established federal-question jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331.
2. Whether the complaint established diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a).

3. Whether the motion for a temporary restraining order could be considered in the absence of federal

subject matter jurisdiction.

4. Whether leave to amend should be granted.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint did not establish federal-question jurisdiction because it alleged no claim arising under

federal law or the United States Constitution and identified no federal statute conferring jurisdiction.

2. The complaint did not establish diversity jurisdiction because both plaintiff and defendant were alleged

to be citizens of Sacramento, California.

3. Because the court lacked federal subject matter jurisdiction, the motion for a temporary restraining order
should be denied.

4. Leave to amend should be denied because amendment would be futile in light of the jurisdictional
defects identified in the complaint.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction.”” (1)

“To state a claim on which relief may be granted, the plaintiff must allege enough facts “to state a claim to

relief that is plausible on its face.”” (1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a Sacramento, California resident, sued her neighbor, Yolinda Johnson, alleging only that Johnson gets
drunk nightly and makes threats. Plaintiff requested a protective order for herself and her husband's medical
service dog, and attached California and federal court cover sheets without identifying a federal question or
other basis for federal jurisdiction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff commenced the action against her neighbor and requested in forma pauperis status and a temporary
restraining order. The matter was referred to the magistrate judge for pretrial proceedings under Eastern District
of California Local Rule 302(c)(21). The magistrate judge granted the in forma pauperis motion and
recommended dismissal without leave to amend; the recommendation was subject to objections and review by

the assigned district judge.
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