
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Nathanael Smith v. Newsome et al.
Case No. 1:24-cv-00592-KES-BAM (E.D. Cal. Jan. 14, 2026) · No. 1:24-cv-00592-KES-BAM · Decided

January 15, 2026

SUMMARY

The document contains Findings and Recommendations from the U.S. District Court for the Eastern
District of California recommending dismissal of Nathanael Smith’s Second Amended Complaint
against Newsome and other defendants. The court concludes that the complaint violates Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 8, fails to state cognizable constitutional or statutory claims, and seeks
impermissible federal review of state-court custody, visitation, child-support, and restraining-order
decisions. The court also concludes that further amendment would be futile and recommends dismissal
with prejudice without further leave to amend.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations on screening Plaintiff's Second
Amended Complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), recommending
dismissal with prejudice and denial of further leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The complaint was screened under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2). The court
applied the Rule 8 and plausibility standards, accepting factual
allegations as true but not accepting legal conclusions or unwarranted
inferences.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Second Amended Complaint complied with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and stated a
plausible claim for relief.

2. Whether the district court had subject-matter jurisdiction to review or alter state-court custody,
visitation, child-support, and restraining-order judgments under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.

3. Whether Plaintiff stated cognizable claims under the First, Second, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, or
Fourteenth Amendments and the cited federal statutes.

4. Whether judicial and court-personnel immunity barred claims against the state-court judges and
personnel.

5. Whether further leave to amend should be denied as futile.

HOLDINGS

1. The Second Amended Complaint failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and failed to
state a plausible claim because it relied on broad, conclusory allegations and legal argument without
sufficient factual allegations connecting specific defendants to actionable misconduct.

2. The district court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction to review, reverse, or modify the state-court custody,
visitation, child-support, and restraining-order judgments challenged by Plaintiff.

3. Plaintiff failed to state cognizable claims under the asserted constitutional amendments or cited federal
statutes.

4. The defendant judges and court personnel were immune from Plaintiff's claims based on acts performed
in their judicial roles within the jurisdiction of their courts.

5. Further leave to amend should be denied because amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rooker-Feldman doctrine applies to “cases brought by state-court losers complaining of injuries caused by
state-court judgments rendered before the district court proceedings commenced and inviting district court
review and rejection of those judgments.”” (at 20-21)

“Plaintiff cannot state claims against the defendant judges or court personnel because judges have absolute
immunity for judicial acts taken within the jurisdiction of their courts.” (at 28)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff challenged California state-court custody, visitation, child-support, and domestic-violence-restraining-
order proceedings involving his son. He alleged constitutional violations, statutory violations, judicial overreach,



litigation abuse, bias, and procedural irregularities by state judges, commissioners, court personnel, agencies,
and other individuals. He sought damages, reversal of state-court orders, restoration of custody, release from
county jail, and other injunctive and criminal remedies.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, filed a Second Amended Complaint after the court screened
his First Amended Complaint and granted leave to amend. The court found that the Second Amended Complaint
still failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8, failed to state a cognizable claim, and sought
review of state-court custody and related orders over which the district court lacked jurisdiction. The magistrate
judge recommended dismissal with prejudice and denial of further leave to amend as futile, subject to objections
and review by the assigned district judge.
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