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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nebraska dismissed Kenneth W. Clark’s pro se civil
rights complaint against David Barber and other defendants without prejudice under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2). The court found the complaint unintelligible, failed to connect specific defendants to
alleged violations, did not satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8, and could not support claims
under Bivens or 42 U.S.C. § 1983. The court also concluded that any challenge to a state-court real-
property judgment was barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE On initial review of a pro se, in forma pauperis civil-rights complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the district court dismissed the action
without prejudice and without leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mandatory initial review under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2); the court
assessed whether the complaint was frivolous, malicious, failed to
state a claim, or sought relief from an immune defendant. The pleading
was evaluated under the plausibility and fair-notice requirements of
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 or Bivens.

2. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8's requirement that it provide a short,
plain, and comprehensible statement showing entitlement to relief.

3. Whether the court had subject-matter jurisdiction under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine over claims
apparently seeking relief from a state-court judgment.

4. Whether dismissal without prejudice and without leave to amend was appropriate because the complaint
was unintelligible and amendment would be futile.

HOLDINGS

1. Clark's Bivens claim failed because the complaint did not allege that any defendant was a federal official
or acted under color of federal law.

2. The complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim because it did not identify a constitutional or federal
statutory violation caused by a person acting under color of state law or connect any defendant to
specific wrongful conduct.

3. The complaint failed to satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 because it did not provide a short,
plain, simple, concise, and direct statement of the claims or the grounds for relief.

4. The district court lacked authority under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine to review, reverse, or alter the
state-court judgment that apparently formed the basis of Clark's claims.

5. Dismissal without prejudice and without leave to amend was proper because the complaint failed to state
a claim and the court concluded amendment would be futile in light of Clark's history of filing actions
that failed to comply with federal pleading rules.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Upon review, the Court finds summary dismissal is appropriate.”

“The Court is precluded from granting him any relief with respect to that state court judgment under the
Rooker-Feldman doctrine.”

“This matter is dismissed without prejudice for failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Clark filed a largely unintelligible pro se complaint concerning alleged wrongdoing involving a mortgage house,
real property, a state-court proceeding, and alleged civil-rights violations. He named David Barber and several
Lancaster County Sheriff's office employees but did not identify specific conduct by any defendant or explain



how the defendants violated federal law. He sought $5 million in damages and supplemented the complaint with
additional vague references to trespass, probate fraud, false reporting, and related legal terms.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Clark filed a pro se civil-rights complaint seeking $5 million in damages and was granted leave to proceed in
forma pauperis. The court considered the complaint and supplemental filings during mandatory initial screening,
determined that the allegations were unintelligible and failed to state a claim, and dismissed the action without
prejudice and without leave to amend because amendment would be futile.
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