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. . . does not comply with the requirements of Rule 8.” Cheeks v. Fort Myer Constr. Corp., 71
F. Supp. 3d 163, 169 (D.D.C. 2014) (citation and internal quotation marks omitted).

Plaintiff is a resident of Lithonia, Georgia. He purports to sue the DeKalb County Police
Department, the State of Georgia, and retired U.S. Magistrate Judge Gerrilyn G. Brill, who sat in
the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Georgia, see Compl. Caption, for conduct
unknown. Despite the named defendants, plaintiff seeks an order directing “the federal
govemrﬁent to pay this claim for slavery, kidnapping, conspiracy to commit murder” and other
alleged wrongs. Compl. at 2.

The complaint fails to provide any notice of a claim against the named defendants and the
 basis of federal court jurisdiction.' Regardless, federal jurisdiction is lacking over the State of
Georgia because the Eleventh Amendment to the U.S. Constitution generally immunizes States
from suit in federal court, and it is established “that [42 U.S.C.] § 1983 was not intended to
»abrogate a State’s Eleventh Amendment immunity.” Kentucky v. Graham, 473 U.S. 159, 169
n.17 (1985). In addition, Judge Brill is likely immune from this suit because “[jJudges enjoy
absolute judicial immunity from suits for mdhey damages for all actions taken in [their] judicial
capacity, unless [the] actions are taken in the complete absence of all jurisdiction.” Sindram v.
Suda, 986 F.2d 1459, 1460 (D.C. Cir. 1993) (per curiam) (citﬁtion omitted). Such “immunity is

an immunity from suit, not just from ultimate assessment of damages.” Mireles v. Waco, 502

' To the extent that plaintiff is claiming that defendants caused the dismissal of his court cases

in Kansas, see Compl. at 1, this venue is improper for litigating the claim because neither the
defendants nor the events giving rise to this action are connected to the District of Columbia.
See 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(1) (designating the proper venue under the present circumstances as the
judicial district where the defendants are located and where a substantial part of the events

allegedly occurred).
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US. 9, 11 (1991). Therefore, this case will be dismissed. A separate order accompanies this
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Date: January ' Z , 2018 ’ United States DW Judge

Memorandum Opinion.




