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SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations by a United States magistrate judge in a pro se,
in forma pauperis action concerning an alleged wrongful foreclosure. The court recommends dismissal
of the first amended complaint without leave to amend for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction and
failure to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8, and orders the plaintiff’s separate petition
stricken. The recommendations also explain that any challenge to a prior state-court judgment may be
barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on screening of plaintiff's first
amended complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e), recommending
dismissal without leave to amend; the court also ordered plaintiff's
separate petition stricken.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the court must screen an in forma
pauperis action and dismiss it if it is frivolous or malicious, fails to
state a claim on which relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief
from an immune defendant. The court accepts factual allegations as
true unless clearly baseless or fanciful, construes them in the plaintiff's
favor, and applies the plausibility standard under Twombly and Iqbal.
Pro se pleadings are construed liberally but must still provide fair
notice and state claims plainly and succinctly.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential



PARTIES Janice Lawson-King v. Neighbor to Neighbor Homes, LLC, Wells
Fargo Bank
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the first amended complaint adequately established federal subject-matter jurisdiction.

2. Whether any claims challenging a prior state-court decision were barred by the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine.

3. Whether the first amended complaint complied with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 by giving fair
notice of the claims and the acts allegedly committed by each defendant.

4. Whether further amendment would be futile and dismissal should therefore occur without leave to
amend.

5. Whether plaintiff's separate petition should be treated as an additional amended complaint or stricken.

HOLDINGS

1. The petition was not properly before the court as a second amended complaint because plaintiff had not
sought leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2); the petition was therefore stricken.

2. The complaint failed to establish federal subject-matter jurisdiction because it did not adequately allege
a federal claim or diversity jurisdiction.

3. To the extent plaintiff sought review or invalidation of a prior state-court decision, the federal action was
barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine because a federal district court lacks appellate jurisdiction over
state-court judgments.

4. The first amended complaint failed to comply with Rule 8 because it did not clearly identify the claims,
the factual grounds for those claims, or the acts allegedly committed by each defendant.

5. Further leave to amend was not appropriate because plaintiff had already been given an opportunity to
amend and the amended complaint did not cure the previously identified deficiencies; further
amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Rooker-Feldman doctrine “prohibits a federal district court from exercising subject matter jurisdiction
over a suit that is a de facto appeal from a state court judgment.”” (at 4)

“A federal court action constitutes a forbidden de facto appeal under Rooker-Feldman when the plaintiff
complains of a legal injury caused by a state court judgment, based on an allegedly erroneous legal ruling, in



a case in which the federal plaintiff was one of the litigants.” (at 5)

“To give fair notice of the claims and the grounds on which they rest, a plaintiff must allege with at least some
degree of particularity overt acts by specific defendants which support the claims.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lawson-King alleged that she was wrongfully foreclosed upon despite paying the required amount and sought
equitable redemption of her property and dismissal of allegedly illegal foreclosure actions. She asserted due-
process and other federal-law violations, but did not adequately explain how either Wells Fargo Bank or
Neighbor to Neighbor Homes, LLC violated her rights. She also referred to a prior state-court proceeding in
which she allegedly was not allowed to prove her case because of a prejudicial judge.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an initial complaint and an application to proceed in forma pauperis. The court granted in forma
pauperis status but dismissed the complaint with leave to amend. After plaintiff failed to timely amend, the court
issued findings and recommendations recommending dismissal for failure to prosecute, then vacated those
recommendations after granting plaintiff an extension. Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint and a separate
petition. The magistrate judge construed the first amended complaint as the operative pleading, ordered the
petition stricken, and recommended dismissal of the amended complaint without leave to amend.
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other
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