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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin denied Atom J. Smith’s motions
to reconsider dismissal of his amended complaint for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The court held
that the domestic-relations exception continued to bar claims arising from custody, child support,
paternity, and termination-of-parental-rights proceedings, and denied his renewed motion for

appointed counsel as moot.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for reconsideration of the dismissal of his amended

complaint for lack of subject matter jurisdiction and renewed his
motion for appointment of counsel. The district court denied both
reconsideration motions and denied the renewed counsel motion as

moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion for reconsideration is granted only in rare circumstances,

including a patent misunderstanding of a party, a decision outside the



adversarial issues, an error of apprehension, a controlling or

significant change in law or facts, or a manifest error of law or fact.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's motions for reconsideration established a permissible ground for reconsidering the

prior dismissal.

2. Whether the domestic-relations exception continued to deprive the federal court of subject matter

jurisdiction over claims concerning custody, paternity, child support, and related state proceedings.

3. Whether Plaintiff's renewed motion for appointment of counsel was moot after the court declined to alter

the dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. The motions for reconsideration were properly denied because Plaintiff did not identify a rare
circumstance, controlling change in law or facts, or manifest error warranting reconsideration, and his

arguments largely rehashed matters previously addressed or that could have been raised earlier.

2. The domestic-relations exception barred the action because Plaintiff continued to seek relief related to
state custody, paternity, child-support, and parental-rights proceedings; the federal court therefore lacked

subject matter jurisdiction.

3. The renewed motion to appoint counsel was moot because the court found no basis to disturb the prior
dismissal for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Motions for reconsideration are, as a general matter, granted only in rare circumstances.”

“Reconsideration is not an appropriate forum for rehashing previously rejected arguments or arguing matters

that could have been heard during the pendency of the previous motion.”

“Lastly, and most importantly, the Court held that regardless of the other reasons, the action was barred in
any instance because the “Court lack[ed] subject matter jurisdiction altogether . . . as a result of the

29

domestic-relations exception to federal jurisdiction.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff sought federal relief arising from state-court proceedings involving paternity, child support, custody,
and termination of parental rights. His reconsideration motions asserted that defendants were state actors,
challenged the handling of the state proceedings, and sought damages for the removal of his son from his
custody and resulting emotional distress. The court determined that the requested relief remained related to

custody and child-support proceedings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court had previously dismissed Plaintiff's amended complaint without prejudice for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction, relying principally on the domestic-relations exception and also citing the state-actor requirement,
judicial immunity, and the Rooker-Feldman doctrine. Plaintiff filed two motions to reconsider and renewed his
request for appointed counsel. The court concluded that the motions did not establish any basis for

reconsideration and that the action remained barred by the domestic-relations exception.
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