UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

Shaun Buck v. Judge Andrew Ellis et al.

Buck - No. 1:26-cv-00177-DCN - Decided May 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho denies Shaun Buck’s motion for a temporary

restraining order, motion to disqualify all Article III judges, and grants his requests to file

electronically and supplement his disqualification motion. The court orders Buck to show cause why

the action should not be dismissed based on Younger abstention, the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, the

Eleventh Amendment, judicial immunity, and lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. Defendants may

submit briefing on the jurisdictional issues by May 15, 2026.
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Plaintiff brought a civil-rights action challenging Idaho state-court
protective-order proceedings and the resulting listing in the National
Crime Information Center database. The court ruled on plaintiff's
motions for electronic filing, judicial disqualification, leave to file
supplemental materials, and a temporary restraining order, and issued
an order to show cause why the action should not be dismissed for

lack of jurisdiction and other legal bars.

A motion to disqualify was evaluated under 28 U.S.C. §§ 144 and 455.
A temporary restraining order was evaluated under the four-factor
preliminary-relief test, including likelihood of success on the merits,
irreparable harm, balance of equities, and the public interest. The court
also considered whether abstention and jurisdictional doctrines barred

the action.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Buck showed sufficient grounds to require disqualification of the presiding judge under 28
U.S.C. §8§ 144 and 455.

2. Whether Buck was entitled to a temporary restraining order requiring defendants to take mandatory
action concerning his NCIC listing.

3. Whether the action appeared barred by Younger abstention, the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, the Eleventh

Amendment, and judicial immunity, warranting an order to show cause before dismissal.

4. Whether Buck should be permitted to file documents electronically and submit supplemental filing

materials.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to disqualify the presiding judge was denied because Buck did not provide sufficient
evidence of personal bias, prejudice, or an objectively reasonable basis to question the judge's

impartiality. Professional acquaintance and generalized allegations of bias were insufficient.

2. The temporary restraining order was denied because Buck failed to establish a likelihood of success on

the merits, and the requested mandatory relief was not warranted.

3. The court preliminarily determined that Younger abstention, the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, the Eleventh
Amendment, and judicial immunity likely barred the action, and ordered Buck to show cause why the

case should not be dismissed.

4. The court granted Buck permission to file electronically in the action and granted leave to submit his
supplemental materials, subject to applicable court rules and procedures.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Put simply, the Court is of the opinion that multiple legal doctrines bar this suit and that it lacks jurisdiction
over the same.” (11.C)

“A mandatory injunction goes well beyond simply maintaining the status quo pendente lite and is particularly
disfavored.” (11.D)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Buck challenged Idaho state-court proceedings involving a civil protective order that resulted in his listing in the
National Crime Information Center database. He alleged that the protective order was void and that the listing
caused a federal firearm ban, international-border screening, and increased law-enforcement interactions. He



sought immediate removal of the protective-order listing and disqualification of all Article III judges in the
District of Idaho based largely on alleged professional connections among the court, its law clerks, and
defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Buck filed this action on March 26, 2026. The case was initially assigned to Chief United States Magistrate
Judge Raymond E. Patricco, reassigned to Chief District Judge Amanda K. Brailsford, and then reassigned after
Judge Brailsford recused herself. The court granted leave to file electronically and leave to file supplemental
materials, denied the motion to disqualify all Article III judges and the motion for a temporary restraining order,
and ordered Buck to show cause by May 15, 2026, why the case should not be dismissed.
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