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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia dismissed without prejudice a pro se
complaint brought by David M. Simpkins and Sally E. Simpkins against Tennessee and various state
and federal actors. The court held that the complaint failed to satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8
and that the asserted claims appeared to seek impermissible review of state-court and federal district-
court proceedings or interference with ongoing state criminal proceedings under the Rooker-Feldman
and Younger doctrines.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs filed a pro se complaint seeking relief related to state-court
proceedings, a federal district-court proceeding, and an ongoing
Tennessee state criminal proceeding. The District of Columbia district
court dismissed the complaint in its entirety without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The complaint was evaluated in light of all filings, with extra leeway
afforded to the unrepresented plaintiffs; dismissal was authorized for
failure to comply with Rule 8 and required where subject-matter
jurisdiction was lacking.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published memorandum opinion

PARTIES David M. Simpkins, Sally E. Simpkins v. State of Tennessee, Various
state and federal actors
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8's requirement of a short and plain
statement showing entitlement to relief.

2. Whether the District Court for the District of Columbia had subject-matter jurisdiction to review or
provide relief from the Tennessee state-court proceedings.

3. Whether the court had jurisdiction to review proceedings or filings in another federal district court.

4. Whether the court could enjoin the ongoing Tennessee state criminal proceeding under the Younger
abstention doctrine.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to comply with Rule 8 because its cursory and often unidentified allegations did
not give defendants fair notice of the claims and the grounds on which they rested.

2. The court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction over claims that sought review of, or were functionally
equivalent to an appeal from, the Tennessee state-court proceedings.

3. The court lacked jurisdiction to review decisions or proceedings of the United States District Court for
the Middle District of Tennessee.

4. The court could not enjoin the pending Tennessee state criminal proceeding because plaintiffs showed
no extraordinary circumstances warranting an exception to Younger abstention.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The federal rules require a complaint to contain “a short and plain statement of the claim showing that the
pleader is entitled to relief.”” (Opinion at 2)

“Under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, federal district courts may not hear “cases that amount to the
functional equivalent of an appeal from a state court.”” (Opinion at 4)

“Under the Younger doctrine, “federal courts should not enjoin pending state criminal proceedings absent
extraordinary circumstances.”” (Opinion at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs alleged claims arising from a Tennessee construction dispute, a dismissed case in the Middle District of
Tennessee, and a Tennessee state criminal proceeding involving David Simpkins. Their complaint appeared to
assert 183 counts in a table identifying alleged actors, laws violated, and unlawful acts, but many counts did not
identify a specific defendant or provide factual and legal detail. Plaintiffs also attached numerous documents
from other proceedings and sought relief that appeared to require review of state or federal court actions or
interference with an ongoing state criminal case.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiffs previously litigated construction-related claims in Tennessee chancery court; after an appeal and
remand, the chancery court apparently dismissed the case on remand. Plaintiffs also referenced a dismissed
action in the Middle District of Tennessee and a Tennessee state criminal proceeding. They then filed this action
in the District Court for the District of Columbia, which dismissed the complaint for failure to satisfy Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and because the requested review or interference with other courts' proceedings was
beyond the court's authority.
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