UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

Alex Belfi v. Honorable Nina Wright Padilla, Thomas Wagner,
LendingClub Bank, N.A,, et al.

Belfi - No. No. 24-05489 - Decided December 4, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania grants Judge Nina Wright

Padilla’s Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss Alex Belfi’s Second Amended Complaint with prejudice.

The court concludes that Belfi’s claims arising from prior Pennsylvania state-court litigation are barred

by statutes of limitations, res judicata, judicial immunity, Eleventh Amendment immunity, and the

Rooker-Feldman doctrine. The court also determines that amendment would be futile.
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dismissed

Defendant Judge Nina Wright Padilla moved under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to dismiss Plaintiff's Second Amended
Complaint. The court granted the motion and dismissed the claims
against the moving defendant with prejudice, concluding that

amendment would be futile.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded allegations
as true, construes them in the plaintiff's favor, and determines whether
the complaint states a facially plausible claim. A statute-of-limitations
defense may be resolved on a motion to dismiss only when the time
bar is apparent on the face of the complaint. The court may consider
exhibits attached to the complaint, public records, and documents
integral to or explicitly relied upon in the complaint without

converting the motion to one for summary judgment.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether the claims against Judge Nina Wright Padilla were barred by the applicable statute of

limitations.

. Whether claim preclusion, or res judicata, barred Belfi's claims against Judge Padilla based on prior

federal litigation arising from the same conduct.

. Whether Judge Padilla was entitled to absolute judicial immunity for acts performed in her judicial

capacity and within her jurisdiction.
. Whether an official-capacity claim against Judge Padilla was barred by Eleventh Amendment immunity.
. Whether the complaint stated a civil RICO claim under 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c) against Judge Padilla.

. Whether dismissal with prejudice was appropriate because amendment would be futile.

OLDINGS

Claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 arising in Pennsylvania are subject to a two-year limitations period, and
Belfi's claims against Judge Padilla were time-barred because the alleged conduct occurred between
December 2017 and January 2020 while the action was filed in October 2024,

. Res judicata barred Belfi's claims against Judge Padilla because a prior action involved a final judgment

on the merits, the same parties, and the same cause of action or course of wrongful conduct.

. Judge Padilla was absolutely immune from Belfi's civil-rights claims because the challenged acts were
judicial functions performed in the exercise of jurisdiction, even if the acts allegedly involved legal or

procedural error.

. Belfi's official-capacity claim against Judge Padilla was barred by the Eleventh Amendment because the
claim was effectively against Pennsylvania and Pennsylvania had not waived its immunity.

. Belfi failed to state a civil RICO claim under 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c) because he did not allege facts
showing a pattern of racketeering activity or that Judge Padilla participated in an enterprise engaged in

racketeering.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive dismissal, ‘a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim

[for] relief that is plausible on its face.’” (Section III)



“The statute of limitations begins to run as soon as the right to institute and maintain suit arises; lack of

knowledge, mistake or misunderstanding do not toll the running of the statute of limitations.” (Section [V.A)

“Claim preclusion also “bars not only claims that were brought in a previous action, but also claims that

could have been brought.”” (Section IV.B)

“It is “preposterous” to hold that “whenever a judge makes an error of law or procedure in a matter properly
before him or her, that judge is not entitled to judicial immunity.”” (Section IV.C.i)

“The Eleventh Amendment is a jurisdictional bar which deprives federal courts of subject matter

jurisdiction.” (Section IV.C.ii)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Belfi alleged that Mary E. Brophy forged his signature on a partnership agreement and sued him in the
Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas. During that litigation, the state court froze an account containing veterans'
disability benefits, and judgment was entered against Belfi in January 2020 after a November 2019 trial. Belfi's
state appeal and later efforts to vacate or remove the state case were unsuccessful, and prior federal actions
concerning the same events were dismissed. In this action, he again challenged the state-court conduct and

asserted due process, statutory, RICO, and related claims against Judge Padilla and other defendants.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Belfi litigated an underlying state-court dispute concerning a partnership and an account freeze involving
veterans' disability benefits. After judgment was entered against him in state court, his appeal was quashed, and
he pursued several unsuccessful state and federal proceedings seeking relief from the judgment and related
garnishment. He filed this action in October 2024, later amended his complaint twice, and asserted due process,
federal statutory, Pennsylvania statutory, RICO, and related claims. The court granted Judge Padilla's motion to
dismiss the Second Amended Complaint with prejudice.
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