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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends denying James
Sandford’s application to proceed in forma pauperis and dismissing his complaint without leave to
amend. The court concludes that the complaint fails to establish subject-matter jurisdiction, does not
comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8, and asserts claims against judges protected by judicial
immunity. The court also denies as moot the plaintiff’s request for documents and recommends closing
the case.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff proceeding pro se filed a complaint and an application to
proceed in forma pauperis. The magistrate judge screened the
complaint and issued an order and findings and recommendations
recommending denial of in forma pauperis status and dismissal
without leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B); the court accepts well-
pleaded factual allegations as true and construes them in the light most
favorable to the plaintiff, but need not accept conclusory allegations,
unreasonable inferences, or unwarranted factual deductions.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint established federal subject matter jurisdiction.

2. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 by providing a short and plain
statement with sufficient factual detail.

3. Whether the claims against the judges were barred by absolute judicial immunity.

4. Whether the deficiencies in the complaint could be cured by amendment.

5. Whether plaintiff's discovery request was properly directed to the court before discovery could
commence.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to establish federal subject matter jurisdiction because it did not plead a federal-law
claim and did not adequately allege diversity of citizenship.

2. The complaint failed to comply with Rule 8 because its conclusory list of claims did not provide fair
notice of the claims, the defendants' alleged acts, or the grounds on which the claims rested.

3. A court may deny leave to proceed in forma pauperis at the outset and dismiss an action when the face
of the proposed complaint shows that the action is frivolous, lacks merit, fails to state a claim, or is
otherwise subject to dismissal under § 1915(e)(2)(B).

4. The judicial defendants had absolute immunity from claims based on acts performed in their judicial
capacities.

5. Leave to amend should be denied because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal courts are presumed to lack jurisdiction, ‘unless the contrary appears affirmatively from the
record.’” (at 4)

“Subject-matter jurisdiction can never be waived or forfeited,” (at 4)

“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the
reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” (at 2)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that several Sacramento Superior Court judges and an Eastern District of California judge
mishandled prior proceedings, and that Terranova, law firms, and attorneys engaged in negligence, misconduct,
conspiracy, breach of contract, emotional distress, defamation, abuse of process, and related misconduct. The
complaint did not identify a federal-law claim or adequately allege diversity of citizenship, and it did not provide
sufficient factual detail connecting specific defendants to particular claims. Plaintiff also submitted a discovery
request before the parties had conferred or discovery had commenced.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The complaint was initially filed in the Northern District of California and transferred to the Eastern District of
California on March 11, 2025. Plaintiff filed an in forma pauperis application and several additional documents,
including a discovery request. The magistrate judge denied the discovery request as moot and recommended that
the IFP application be denied, the complaint be dismissed without leave to amend, and the case be closed,
subject to the parties' right to object under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).
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