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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California vacates its prior findings and
recommendations and issues new findings and recommendations concerning Alexandra Seifert’s civil
rights complaint against Kern County Superior Court judges, a commissioner, and a court clerk. The
document recommends dismissal without leave to amend based on the Rooker-Feldman doctrine,
Eleventh Amendment immunity, judicial immunity, and quasi-judicial immunity. It also recommends
denial of related motions and closure of the action, subject to a 21-day objection period.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

DECIDED March 7, 2025

DOCKET 1:24-cv-01097-KES-CDB

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations by a magistrate judge following
screening of a pro se complaint filed in forma pauperis; the magistrate
judge also vacated prior findings and recommendations.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the court must dismiss an
in forma pauperis complaint that is frivolous or malicious, fails to state
a claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant. The
court accepts factual allegations as true for screening, construes a pro
se complaint liberally, and does not accept legal conclusions as true.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a civil claim based on the cited federal criminal statutes.

2. Whether the claims seeking relief from or review of state small-claims judgments were barred by the
Rooker-Feldman doctrine.

3. Whether the state court judges, commissioner, and clerk were immune from suit under the Eleventh
Amendment, judicial immunity, or quasi-judicial immunity.

4. Whether amendment would be futile and therefore should be denied.

HOLDINGS

1. The cited federal criminal statutes do not provide Plaintiff with a private civil cause of action in this §
1983 proceeding.

2. The complaint's claims are barred to the extent they challenge, seek to undo, or request federal relief
from the decisions and procedures of the state small-claims courts.

3. The state court judges, commissioner, and clerk are immune from Plaintiff's federal claims based on the
Eleventh Amendment and, independently, judicial or quasi-judicial immunity.

4. Leave to amend should be denied because the defects in Plaintiff's claims cannot be cured by alleging
additional facts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Rooker-Feldman doctrine bars “cases brought by state-court losers complaining of injuries caused by
state-court judgments rendered before district court proceedings commenced and inviting district court review
and rejection of those judgments.”” (at 5)

“These defects cannot be cured through the assertion of additional facts; therefore, amendment would be
futile.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff challenged rulings and proceedings in two small claims actions in the Kern County Superior Court. She
alleged that state court judges and a commissioner mishandled hearings, evidence, and rulings, and that a state
court clerk and supervising judge made false or misleading statements or failed to respond adequately to her
complaints. She sought injunctive, declaratory, monetary, and punitive relief under federal criminal statutes, 42
U.S.C. §§ 1983 and 1985, constitutional provisions, and state-law theories.
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