UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Chikodi Chima v. City and County of San Francisco, et al.

Chima - No. 25-cv-10294-TSH - Decided December 22, 2025

SUMMARY

A Report and Recommendation by a magistrate judge in the Northern District of California

recommends dismissal without leave to amend of Chikodi Chima’s second amended complaint. The

court concludes that the claims, although framed as constitutional retaliation and access-to-courts

claims, are fundamentally a domestic-relations dispute concerning child custody and are subject to

abstention. The recommendation also notes that further amendment would not cure the jurisdictional

deficiency.
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25-cv-10294-TSH

dismissed

Report and recommendation on sua sponte screening of a pro se
plaintiff's second amended complaint filed in forma pauperis under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2). The magistrate judge recommended dismissal
without leave to amend and reassignment to a district judge because

not all parties had consented to magistrate judge jurisdiction.

The court applied the 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) screening standard,
which it stated is the same as the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6) standard. The court accepted material factual allegations as
true, construed them in the plaintiff's favor, and liberally construed the
pro se pleading, while declining to supply essential elements not
pleaded.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the second amended complaint stated a claim cognizable under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) and
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

2. Whether the domestic-relations exception or related abstention doctrine deprived the federal court of

jurisdiction over claims arising from and centered on state-court child-custody proceedings.

3. Whether Plaintiff should be granted leave to amend after filing the second amended complaint without

first obtaining leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2).

HOLDINGS

1. A federal court should abstain from adjudicating claims that are, at their core, domestic-relations
disputes involving child-custody matters, even when the complaint is styled as a constitutional or 42

U.S.C. § 1983 action and alleges a conspiracy or retaliation.

2. Dismissal without leave to amend is appropriate when it is absolutely clear that the complaint's

deficiencies cannot be overcome by amendment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the undersigned finds the second amended complaint fails to state a claim on which relief may be granted, as

it is at its core a domestic relations dispute subject to abstention.” (at 1)

“Plaintiff’s second amended complaint makes clear that this case, like his previous one, is at its core a

domestic relations dispute.” (at 3)

“Based on the analysis above, the undersigned RECOMMENDS Plaintiff's complaint be DISMISSED
WITHOUT LEAVE TO AMEND.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff alleged that numerous state, quasi-state, and private actors retaliated against him and obstructed his
efforts to challenge the record and procedures in an ongoing or recently concluded California family-law custody
matter. He alleged defects involving service, court orders, mediation, testimony, judicial assignments, and access
to court information, and claimed resulting injuries to custody-related rights, parental decision-making authority,
and family integrity. Although he framed the action as a federal civil-rights and First Amendment retaliation
claim and stated that he did not seek to overturn a custody determination, the court found that the claims were

centered on the custody proceedings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court granted Plaintiff leave to proceed in forma pauperis and screened the initial complaint, then screened
the first amended complaint and directed service on two defendants. Plaintiff filed a second amended complaint
without seeking leave of court and added numerous defendants. The magistrate judge concluded that the
pleading remained fundamentally a domestic-relations dispute arising from state-court custody proceedings and
recommended dismissal without leave to amend.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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