UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Oliver v. Napa County District Attorney Employee(s), et al.

Oliver - No. 25-cv-02769-WHO - Decided July 18, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted the Judicial
Defendants’ motion to dismiss David Jerome Oliver’s Third Amended Complaint with prejudice. The
court held that it lacked subject-matter jurisdiction under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine or, for ongoing
state proceedings, required abstention under Younger, and it alternatively concluded that the judicial
defendants were protected by judicial immunity. The court denied Oliver’s motions for summary

judgment and to vacate as moot and vacated the County Defendants’ motion to dismiss.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff proceeding pro se brought a civil action under 42 U.S.C. §

1983 and related constitutional theories seeking damages and
injunctive relief based on state-court criminal proceedings. Judicial
Defendants moved to dismiss, while plaintiff moved for summary

judgment and to vacate or set aside state-court judgments.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court accepts the complaint's
jurisdictional allegations as true and draws reasonable inferences for
the plaintiff; on a factual Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court may
consider evidence outside the complaint without converting the motion
to summary judgment. Under Rule 12(b)(6), the court accepts well-
pleaded allegations as true but disregards conclusory allegations,
unwarranted factual deductions, and unreasonable inferences.
Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute of

material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal district court had subject-matter jurisdiction to review or nullify the state-court

proceedings and judgments challenged by Oliver.

2. Whether Younger abstention barred federal injunctive or declaratory relief if the challenged state

proceedings were ongoing.
3. Whether the claims against the Judicial Defendants were barred by judicial immunity.

4. Whether Oliver's motions for summary judgment and to vacate or set aside the state-court judgments

could be granted.

HOLDINGS

1. The federal district court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction to consider Oliver's claims because, to the
extent he sought to nullify a final state-court judgment, the Rooker-Feldman doctrine required him to

pursue relief through the state appellate process.

2. If Oliver was challenging ongoing state judicial proceedings, Younger abstention independently required

the federal court to refrain from granting injunctive or declaratory relief.

3. The Judicial Defendants were entitled to absolute judicial immunity because the challenged conduct was

judicial in nature and was not taken in the clear absence of all jurisdiction.

4. Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) does not provide a basis for federal subject-matter jurisdiction or

authorize a federal district court to vacate a state-court judgment.

KEY QUOTATIONS
“Federal courts are courts of limited jurisdiction™ (at 3)
“Absent extraordinary circumstances, abstention in favor of state judicial proceedings is required if the state

proceedings (1) are ongoing, (2) implicate important state interests, and (3) provide the plaintiff an adequate

opportunity to litigate federal law claims.” (at 4)

“A judge will not be deprived of immunity because the action he took was in error, was done maliciously, or

was in excess of his authority; rather, he will be subject to liability only when he has acted in the ‘clear



absence of all jurisdiction.’” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Oliver alleged that Napa County criminal proceedings and arrests against him were based on a purported
Stanislaus County restraining order and case number that he believed were nonexistent or void. He alleged
arrests in 2014 and 2025, prosecution for violating the order, bail amounts of $10,000 and $15,000, and
supervised probation. He sued Napa County judges, prosecutors, public defenders, and related entities, asserting
equal-protection, excessive-bail, cruel-and-unusual-punishment, and due-process claims and seeking damages

and injunctive relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Oliver filed suit on March 24, 2025, and later filed a Third Amended Complaint. He moved for summary
judgment and for an order vacating or setting aside state-court judgments. The Judicial Defendants moved to
dismiss; the County Defendants later filed a separate motion to dismiss. After a July 16, 2025 hearing, the court
granted the Judicial Defendants' motion, dismissed the Third Amended Complaint with prejudice, denied
plaintiff's motions as moot, vacated the County Defendants' motion to dismiss, and directed entry of judgment

for all defendants.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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