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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia dismissed John Anaya’s civil
rights and RICO action arising from California family-court, child-welfare, and related criminal
proceedings. The court held that the judicial defendants were protected by absolute judicial immunity
and that venue was improper in Virginia under both the RICO venue statute and the general federal
venue statute. The court denied leave to amend as futile and dismissed the claims against a
nonappearing defendant as unsupported.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a pro se civil-rights and RICO action arising from
California family-court, child-welfare, and related criminal
proceedings. The County Defendants, Judicial Defendants, and Carl
Winter moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)
(1), 12(b)(2), 12(b)(3), and 12(b)(6). Plaintiff also moved for leave to
file several amended complaints and limited in camera discovery.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(1) motion, the plaintiff bears the burden of
establishing that subject-matter jurisdiction is proper. On a Rule 12(b)
(3) motion, a plaintiff need make only a prima facie showing of proper
venue; the court may consider evidence outside the pleadings and
otherwise views the facts in the light most favorable to the plaintiff.
Leave to amend may be denied for futility when the proposed
complaint would fail to withstand Rule 12(b)(6) scrutiny.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the California judicial defendants were protected by absolute judicial immunity.

2. Whether venue was proper in the Eastern District of Virginia for Plaintiff's RICO and non-RICO claims.

3. Whether the action should be dismissed rather than transferred under 28 U.S.C. § 1406(a).

4. Whether Plaintiff should receive leave to amend when the proposed amendments would not cure the
deficiencies.

5. Whether the claims against Robert Fleshman, who was served but did not appear, could be dismissed as
frivolous and unsupported.

HOLDINGS

1. The Judicial Defendants were absolutely immune from Plaintiff's damages claims because the
challenged conduct consisted of judicial actions taken in proceedings over which they had subject-matter
jurisdiction, and Plaintiff did not plausibly allege either a nonjudicial act or an act taken in the complete
absence of jurisdiction.

2. Venue was improper in the Eastern District of Virginia under 18 U.S.C. § 1965(a) because Plaintiff did
not allege that any defendant resided, was found, maintained an agent, or regularly transacted substantial
and continuous business in Virginia.

3. Venue was also improper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because no defendant was alleged to reside in
Virginia, no substantial part of the events occurred in Virginia, and the complaint indicated that the
action could have been brought in California.

4. Dismissal, rather than transfer under 28 U.S.C. § 1406(a), was appropriate because Plaintiff did not
request transfer and the court had strong reservations about the merits of the claims.

5. Leave to amend was denied as futile because the proposed amendments would not alter the judicial-
immunity or venue analyses and would not cure the deficiencies in the action.



6. The court could dismiss the claims against Robert Fleshman sua sponte as frivolous and unsupported
because the complaint contained no factual allegations connecting him to any claim or establishing a
basis for jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is well-settled that judges are immune from liability for damages arising out of their judicial actions.”
(Section IV.A)

“To hold that a claim arises anywhere its economic effect is felt would mean that the situs of a cause of action
would always be the residence of the plaintiff, and would render meaningless the distinction which § 1391
makes between the place where the claim arises and the place where the plaintiff resides.” (Section IV.B.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The claims arose almost entirely from alleged misconduct during California family-court, child-welfare, and
related criminal proceedings in Napa County. Plaintiff alleged that County personnel failed to protect him and
his son from dangers associated with his wife's alleged criminal connections, and that California judges and
opposing counsel conspired against him through biased hearings, adverse rulings, and use of allegedly disproven
evidence. The complaint contained no allegations concerning persons or events in Virginia; Plaintiff asserted
only in response to the motions that continuing harmful effects occurred in Virginia after his relocation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the complaint on April 2, 2025. The County Defendants and Judicial Defendants moved to dismiss
in June 2025, and Carl Winter later moved to dismiss and to join the County Defendants' motion. Plaintiff filed
multiple motions for leave to amend and a motion for limited in camera discovery. The court granted the motions
to dismiss, denied leave to amend as futile, dismissed the claims against the defaulted defendant Robert
Fleshman as frivolous and unsupported, and dismissed the action in its entirety; remaining motions were denied
as moot.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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