UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Antonio Michael Lans v. State of New Jersey, et al.

Lans - No. Civil Action No. 24-6172 (ZNQ) (JTQ) - Decided December 4, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey granted defendants’ motion to dismiss

Antonio Michael Lans’s amended complaint challenging state-court child-support proceedings and

related enforcement actions. The court held that claims against state entities were barred by Eleventh

Amendment immunity, claims against individual defendants were barred by judicial or quasi-judicial

immunity where applicable, and claims seeking review of state-court judgments were barred by the

Rooker-Feldman doctrine. The amended complaint was dismissed without prejudice and without

further leave to amend.
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dismissed

Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) to
dismiss Plaintiff's amended complaint. The court granted the motion,
dismissed the amended complaint without prejudice, and denied

further leave to amend as futile.

On a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court considers the complaint
and documents referenced or attached to it in the light most favorable
to the plaintiff. On a factual Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the plaintiff bears
the burden of establishing jurisdiction, the court may weigh evidence,

and the allegations receive no presumptive truthfulness.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the Eleventh Amendment barred Plaintiff's claims against New Jersey, state agencies, the New

Jersey Attorney General, the New Jersey Superior Court, and other state entities.

. Whether the Eleventh Amendment barred claims for damages against individual defendants in their

official capacities.

. Whether judicial or quasi-judicial immunity barred claims for damages against the individual defendants

in their personal capacities.

. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprived the federal district court of subject-matter jurisdiction

over claims seeking relief from or review of final New Jersey state-court child-support judgments.

. Whether Younger abstention deprived the court of jurisdiction over claims concerning ongoing state-

court proceedings.

HOLDINGS

1.

The Eleventh Amendment barred Plaintiff's claims against the State of New Jersey and the state-entity
defendants because they were immune arms of the State, and no congressional abrogation or statutory

waiver applied.

. The Eleventh Amendment barred Plaintiff's claims for monetary damages against the individual

defendants in their official capacities.

. The personal-capacity damages claims were barred by judicial or quasi-judicial immunity.

. The court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction over claims seeking relief from, or requiring review and

rejection of, final New Jersey state-court child-support judgments.

. To the extent Plaintiff's claims concerned ongoing state-court proceedings, the court lacked jurisdiction

under the Younger abstention doctrine.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“The Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprives federal district courts of jurisdiction over lawsuits that essentially

seek appellate review of state- court judgments.” (§ IV.B)

“Insofar as the Court finds further amendment futile, the Amended Complaint will be DISMISSED without

prejudice and without further leave to amend.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff and his former wife divorced in 1997 and had two children. Plaintiff alleged that he was enrolled in
New Jersey's child-support system, ordered to pay $1,200 per month with cost-of-living increases, and required
to pay support after the children's eighteenth birthdays. He filed motions in New Jersey Superior Court in 2013
and 2019 seeking financial relief; one motion resulted in emancipation of the children, but both requests for
financial relief were denied. In federal court, he challenged the state-court proceedings and sought cancellation
of support obligations and arrears, restoration of his passport, and removal of child-support information from

credit reports.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed this federal action on May 14, 2024, challenging New Jersey state-court child-support proceedings
and seeking relief including cancellation of child-support arrears and reinstatement of his passport. The court
previously dismissed the original complaint for failure to comply with Rule 8 and because claims seeking relief
from final state-court judgments were barred by Rooker-Feldman. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint asserting
twenty-eight causes of action, after which Defendants moved to dismiss. The court granted the motion and
dismissed the amended complaint without further leave to amend.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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