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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma finds that Janice Lynn Jones’s
pro se civil-rights complaint concerning child protective services and state-court custody proceedings
is deficient under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8. The Court also identifies frivolous sovereign-
citizen theories, non-suable defendants and immunity issues, the absence of private causes of action
under cited criminal statutes, improper § 2241 claims, and potential Rooker-Feldman barriers. The
Court permits Plaintiff to file an amended complaint by December 15, 2025, warning that failure to do
so will result in dismissal without prejudice.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court sua sponte reviewed a pro se civil-rights complaint and
found it deficient under multiple procedural and substantive doctrines.
Rather than immediately dismissing the action, the court granted
Plaintiff leave to file an amended complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court conducted sua sponte review under its inherent authority to
manage its docket and evaluated the sufficiency and plausibility of the
complaint under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8 and 10.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district-court order with no reporter citation and metadata
indicating unknown precedential status.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint complied with Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2), 8(d), and 10(b).

2. Whether the complaint stated plausible claims by providing fair notice of each defendant's alleged
conduct and personal participation.

3. Whether sovereign-citizen theories were legally cognizable.

4. Whether governmental entities, the State of Oklahoma, state agencies, official-capacity defendants, and
state-court judges were suable or immune from the asserted claims.

5. Whether federal criminal statutes 18 U.S.C. §§ 241 and 242 supplied private civil causes of action.

6. Whether Plaintiff could combine purported claims under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 with § 1983 claims in this
action and whether the children satisfied the habeas corpus custody requirement.

7. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprived the district court of jurisdiction over claims seeking
review of, or relief for injuries caused by, a state-court custody judgment.

8. Whether Plaintiff should be permitted to amend the complaint before dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. A complaint that is lengthy, disjointed, unclear as to which defendant is being sued for which conduct,
and not organized into clear, separately stated claims fails to satisfy Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8
and 10.

2. A complaint must allege sufficient nonconclusory facts identifying what each defendant did, when the
defendant did it, how the plaintiff was harmed, and what legal right was violated.

3. Sovereign-citizen arguments are frivolous and may be summarily rejected.

4. Governmental subunits that are not separate legal entities generally are not suable under 42 U.S.C. §
1983; the Eleventh Amendment generally bars federal damages actions against a state, its agencies, and
state officers sued in their official capacities; and state-court judges are absolutely immune for acts taken
in their judicial capacity unless they acted outside that capacity or in the complete absence of
jurisdiction.

5. Federal criminal statutes 18 U.S.C. §§ 241 and 242 do not provide private civil causes of action.

6. The asserted § 2241 claims were not cognizable as pleaded because the children were not shown to be in
custody within the meaning of the habeas statutes, Plaintiff's authority to sue on their behalf was unclear,
and the circumstances did not support combining the purported § 2241 and § 1983 claims in one action.

7. The Rooker-Feldman doctrine bars a federal district court from exercising jurisdiction over claims
seeking review of a state-court judgment or claims inextricably intertwined with that judgment when the



state-court judgment caused the injury for which relief is sought.

8. A pro se plaintiff whose complaint is deficient may be given an opportunity to cure the deficiencies
through an amended complaint that complies with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and identifies
the jurisdictional and factual basis for each claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The broad reading of the plaintiff’s complaint does not relieve the plaintiff of the burden of alleging
sufficient facts on which a recognized legal claim could be based.”

“At bottom, the Rooker–Feldman doctrine instructs that “errors in state cases should be reviewed and settled
through the state appellate process.””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged civil-rights violations against more than forty defendants, including state agencies, state
employees, state-court judges, the Oklahoma Supreme Court, municipal police departments, attorneys, and
others. Her allegations appeared to arise from a child protective services investigation and/or state-court child-
custody proceeding. She also invoked sovereign-citizen theories, cited federal criminal statutes, sought relief
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and 28 U.S.C. § 2241, and alleged that her minor children were being unlawfully
detained.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a pro se complaint alleging civil-rights violations arising from a child protective services
investigation and/or state-court child-custody proceeding. The district court determined that the complaint
violated Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8 and 10, asserted frivolous sovereign-citizen theories, named non
suable or immune defendants, relied on criminal statutes without private causes of action, improperly combined
purported habeas and § 1983 claims, and appeared to challenge injuries caused by a state-court judgment. The
court allowed Plaintiff until December 15, 2025, to file an amended complaint and warned that failure to do so
would result in dismissal without prejudice.
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