UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

NEW YORK

Bishme Smith v. Clarence Smith, et al.

Smith v. Smith - No. 5:25-CV-1077 (MAD/DJS) - Decided December 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The court adopted a magistrate judge's report and recommendation concerning a pro se plaintiff's

constitutional, civil rights, and state-law claims. It deemed the amended complaint operative and

referred it for screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e), while denying the plaintiff's motion for

reconsideration of the denial of emergency injunctive relief. The court also warned that further filings

containing fabricated or hallucinated legal authorities could result in sanctions.
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Plaintiff objected to a magistrate judge's report-recommendation
recommending dismissal of certain constitutional claims, dismissal
with leave to amend of other constitutional claims, and declining
supplemental jurisdiction over state-law claims. Plaintiff also filed an
amended complaint as of right and moved for reconsideration of the

denial of emergency injunctive relief.

Specific objections to a magistrate judge's report-recommendation are
reviewed de novo under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1); general or conclusory
objections are reviewed for clear error. Motions for reconsideration are
subject to a strict standard requiring an intervening change in
controlling law, newly available evidence, or the need to correct clear

error or prevent manifest injustice.

Unknown; district court memorandum-decision and order with no
reporter or neutral citation identified.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's objections to the magistrate judge's report-recommendation were sufficiently specific

to warrant de novo review.

2. Whether the magistrate judge clearly erred in recommending dismissal or dismissal with leave to amend

of Plaintiff's federal claims and declining supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims.

3. Whether Plaintiff's amended complaint filed under Rule 15(a)(1)(A) superseded the original complaint
and required screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e).

4. Whether Plaintiff established grounds for reconsideration of the denial of emergency injunctive relief.

5. Whether the Court should warn Plaintiff that future filings containing fabricated or hallucinated legal

authorities may result in sanctions.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff's objections were frivolous and insufficiently specific because the relevant substantive objection
relied on fictitious or materially invalid case law; therefore, the R&R was reviewed for clear error rather

than de novo.
2. The Court found no clear error in the magistrate judge's R&R and adopted it in its entirety.

3. Plaintiff's amended complaint filed as of right superseded and replaced the original complaint and

became the operative pleading, requiring review for pleading sufficiency under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e).

4. The motion for reconsideration was denied because Plaintiff identified no intervening change in
controlling law, newly available evidence, clear error, or manifest injustice, and the Court was required
to abstain from interfering with ongoing state proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The amended complaint supersedes and replaces the original complaint, rendering it of no legal effect.”
(Discussion § I11.B.2)

“This Court finds the latter approach more appropriate and hereby directs Plaintiff to refrain from any

further use of hallucinated or fabricated caselaw in submissions before the Court.” (Discussion § I11.D)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff brought federal constitutional claims, a § 1985 claim, and pendent state-law claims against several
individuals, including attorneys and other participants in state-related proceedings. His objections relied on
several nonexistent or materially mis-cited cases, and he separately sought emergency injunctive relief
concerning ongoing custodial, guardianship, and juvenile-delinquency proceedings. Plaintiff later filed an

amended complaint adding substantial allegations, new defendants, and additional causes of action.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff commenced this § 1983, § 1985, and state-law action on August 12, 2025, and was granted leave to
proceed in forma pauperis. Magistrate Judge Stewart issued an R&R recommending dismissal or dismissal with
leave to amend based on pleading deficiencies, and Plaintiff filed objections and an amended complaint. The
district court reviewed the objections for clear error, adopted the R&R, deemed the amended complaint
operative, referred it to the magistrate judge for screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e), and denied reconsideration

of the prior denial of emergency injunctive relief.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The amended complaint is referred or recommitted to Magistrate Judge Daniel J. Stewart for review of its
pleading sufficiency under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e).
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