
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS

Ana M. Otero, also known as Luana v. John P. Hackett and Ronald S.
Motil

Otero · No. 3:26-CV-203-NJR · Decided March 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois denied Ana M. Otero's motion to
proceed without prepaying fees or costs after finding that her financial affidavit showed sufficient
resources to pay the filing fee. The court dismissed her complaint without prejudice, holding that her
claims against state court judges based on their judicial rulings were barred by judicial immunity, and
allowed her until April 27, 2026, to pay the filing fee and file an amended complaint.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se plaintiff filed a federal civil action against two Illinois state
judges and moved to proceed without prepaying fees or costs. The
district court denied in forma pauperis status, screened the complaint,
and dismissed it without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On preliminary screening, the court accepted factual allegations as true
and construed pro se allegations liberally, but required sufficient
factual matter to state a plausible claim for relief. The court also
applied the statutory standard for proceeding without prepaying fees or
costs under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(1).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Otero demonstrated indigency sufficient to proceed without prepaying the filing fee under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(a)(1).

2. Whether the complaint stated a claim against the defendant judges for damages arising from their rulings
in their judicial capacities.

3. Whether the complaint should be dismissed at preliminary screening for failure to state a plausible
claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Otero was not entitled to proceed without prepaying fees or costs because her affidavit showed monthly
take-home wages, liquid assets, property, and disposable income sufficient to pay the $405 filing fee.

2. Judges Hackett and Motil were absolutely immune from damages arising from actions taken in their
judicial capacities.

3. The complaint failed to state a claim because it challenged only judicial rulings by immune defendants
and therefore was dismissed without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“District judges have ample authority to dismiss frivolous or transparently defective suits spontaneously, and
thus save everyone time and legal expense.” (at 2)

“a plaintiff must do better than putting a few words on paper that, in the hands of an imaginative reader,
might suggest that something has happened to her that might be redressed by the law.” (at 3)

“the plaintiff must give enough details about the subject- matter of the case to present a story that holds
together.” (at 3)

“judges are entitled to absolute immunity from damages for their judicial conduct.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Otero filed a small-claims complaint against the Wood River Police Department alleging harassment,
intimidation, property damage, fines, excessive force, and an unjust arrest. Judge Motil dismissed that action for
failure to state a claim. Otero also sought a stalking/no-contact order against her neighbors, alleging trespass,
tree damage, and littering; Judge Hackett denied the petition as insufficient to meet the requirements for an
emergency or other order. Otero sued both judges based on those rulings and sought federal relief.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Otero previously filed a small-claims action against the Wood River Police Department, which Judge Motil
dismissed with prejudice, and a stalking/no-contact petition against her neighbors, which Judge Hackett denied.
Otero then sued both judges in federal court, alleging that they improperly resolved her state-court matters. The
district court denied her motion to proceed without prepaying fees or costs and dismissed the complaint without
prejudice, allowing her until April 27, 2026, to pay the filing fee and file an amended complaint.
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