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SUMMARY

This order reviews and adopts, with modifications, a magistrate judge’s Report and Recommendation
in Jaime Scott’s federal civil-rights action arising from a neighborhood dispute and related Florida
state-court proceedings. The court denies Scott’s motion for clerk’s default, grants motions to dismiss,
dismisses some claims with prejudice based on Rooker-Feldman, and concludes that other claims are
barred by pleading deficiencies, service defects, and quasi-judicial immunity.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff objected to a magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation
concerning her motion for entry of clerk's default and defendants'
motions to dismiss. The district court reviewed the objections, adopted
the Report and Recommendation with modifications, denied the
default motion, dismissed the amended complaint in part with
prejudice and in part without prejudice, terminated several defendants,
and granted plaintiff leave to amend against one defendant.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court reviews timely and specific objections to factual
findings by a magistrate judge de novo and reviews legal conclusions
de novo, even absent an objection. A Rule 12(b)(6) dismissal is
reviewed under the plausibility pleading standard, accepting well-
pleaded factual allegations as true and construing them in the
plaintiff's favor.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Scott properly served the judicial defendants so that entry of clerk's default was warranted.

2. Whether the amended complaint stated plausible claims under Rules 8 and 12(b)(6), or instead
constituted an impermissible shotgun pleading.

3. Whether Scott's claims seeking to invalidate or enjoin enforcement of a state-court injunction were
barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.

4. Whether quasi-judicial immunity barred Scott's claims against the state court clerk officials.

5. Whether Scott's objections justified rejecting or modifying the magistrate judge's Report and
Recommendation.

HOLDINGS

1. Default was properly denied because Scott did not properly serve the judicial defendants. Service by
certified mail was insufficient under either Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(e) or Rule 4(j)(2).

2. The amended complaint failed to state plausible claims and was an impermissible shotgun pleading
because it contained vague, conclusory, and immaterial allegations and failed to specify which
defendants were responsible for which acts.

3. Rooker-Feldman barred Scott's claims seeking to declare the state-court judgment void or effectively
nullify it through injunctive relief, and amendment of those counts would be futile.

4. Quasi-judicial immunity barred Scott's claims against Fahey, Ramberac, and Osborne because the
alleged conduct involved duties integrally related to the judicial process.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The “unifying characteristic of all types of shotgun pleadings,” is that “they fail to . . . give the defendants
adequate notice of the claims against them and the grounds upon which each claim rests.”” (at 14)

“Indeed, they are so conclusory and vague that they constitute a shotgun pleading.” (at 22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Scott alleged that her neighbor, Sharyn O'Melia, engaged in harassment, surveillance, intimidation, defamation,
stalking, and related conduct, including directing surveillance devices toward Scott's home and sharing captured
images. O'Melia obtained an ex parte Florida anti-stalking injunction against Scott, which Scott challenged as
procedurally and constitutionally defective. Scott also alleged misconduct by state judges and clerk officials
involving docket entries, service, access to records, and post-appeal rulings. She brought federal claims seeking
to invalidate the state-court judgment and obtain damages, declaratory relief, and injunctions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Scott filed this federal civil-rights action on May 27, 2025, arising from a Florida state-court anti-stalking
injunction and related proceedings. The court denied her motion for a temporary restraining order and dismissed
the original complaint without prejudice. Scott filed an amended complaint asserting seven counts under 42
U.S.C. §§ 1983, 1985, and 1986, as well as claims for declaratory and injunctive relief. A magistrate judge
recommended denying default and granting dismissal; after Scott objected, the district court adopted the
recommendation with modifications, dismissed Counts VI and VII with prejudice, dismissed the remaining
claims without prejudice, terminated specified defendants, and permitted a further amendment against O'Melia.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Scott may file another amended complaint against O'Melia by February 10, 2026, addressing the
deficiencies identified in the order and the Report and Recommendation. The amendment may not add new
claims or new defendants; failure to timely amend or filing another shotgun complaint will result in dismissal
without further notice.
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