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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
HAMMOND DIVISION

JAMES A. BLAIR SR.,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 2:14-CV-437 JD

PORTER COUNTY CHILD SUPPORT,

Defendant.

N N N N N N N N N

OPINION AND ORDER

Plaintiff James A. Blair Sr. filed pro se complaint alleging claims under 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983 against Porter County Child Support and &é&iafford, a Porter County prosecutor. [DE
1]. Plaintiff also filed a pition for leave to proceeih forma pauperis. [DE 2]. While the
Plaintiff meets the financial requirements to proceed without prepaying the filing fee, the Court
also has an obligation under 28 U.S.C. § 18)}(2] to dismiss a complaint if the Court
determines that it “fails to state a claim oniethrelief may be granted.” Under federal pleading
standards:

[A] complaint must contain sufficient faal matter, accepted aie, to state a

claim to relief that is plasible on its face. A claim haadial plausibility when the

plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the reasonable
inference that the defendantimble for the misconduct alleged.

Ashcroft v. Igbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (quotation maaksl internal citations omitted).
When a complaint is confusing or lacking in nesaey detail, the district court is “within its
rights” to dismiss the complaint with leave to repleadubser v. Thacker, 440 F.3d 439, 443
(7th Cir. 2006).

The factual allegations in the complaint are as follows, in full:

(1) Violation of my civil rights not being able to speak on my behalf, (2) being
held accountable after proving my innoassj[ (3) being told they will do what
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they want with me as they feel, (4)ithg charged money for a child that was not
mine, (5) case was found with false dowents fi[le]d by my ex-wife but still
found to be held against me.

As for the relief requested, the complaintesabnly, “I would like the case against me
dismissed.”

For a number of reasons, the complaint failstate a claim fawhich relief may be
granted. First, it does not appdiaat either defendant ispioper defendant. “Porter County
Child Support” does not appear to be an datntty, and the county prosecutor is protected
against claims such as these through proseaiitormunity. Second, ithe state court case has
already concluded, which is not cletdrese claims wodlbe barred by thRooker-Feldman
doctrine, which “bars federal jurisdiction when the federal plaintiff alleges that [his] injury was
caused by a state court judgmermrdkaw v. Weaver, 305 F.3d 660, 664 (7th Cir. 2002). Where
that is the case, a plaintiff gcourse is to appeal through #state courts instead of filing a
separate federal suit. The Vptal inquiry in applying theRooker-Feldman] doctrine is whether
the federal plaintiff seeks to set aside a statetgudgment or whether he is, in fact, presenting
an independent claimld. Here, the only relief Plaintiff seeks is to dismiss the case against him,
so if that case has conclud&oker-Feldman would apply and this Court would have no
jurisdiction over these claims.

If the state court case hast concluded, in which cag®oker-Feldman would not apply,
this Court would technically have the authotibyenjoin the state court proceedings, but
“principles of equitycomity, and federalism” would overwhelmingly weigh against exercising
that authority under these circumstan&es.Mitchumv. Foster, 407 U.S. 225, 243 (1972)

(noting that, although 8§ 1983 actica® exceptions to the Anti-bmction Act, the “principles of
equity, comity, and federalism . . . must restrafaderal court when asked to enjoin a state court

proceeding”)A.B. exrel. Kehoe v. Hous. Auth. of S. Bend, No. 3:11-cv-163-PPS, 2011 WL
2



2692966, at *5 (N.D. Ind. July 8, 2011) (“To obtéedleral injunctive relief impeding a pending
state court proceeding, the federal plaintiffstnsurpass the normai@wing of irreparable
injury, and posit the existence of irredigble harm both great and immediate.”).

Finally, the complaint does not contain enotfmtts to adequatelyotify the Defendants
of the claims against them and their ba&isomplaint need only include a “short, plain
statement of the claim,” Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)@®)t it is unclear from these allegations what
actually happened or how those events amouwvibtations of Plainfif’'s federally protected
rights.

For those reasons, the complaint fails toeséatlaim on which relief may be granted, and
must be dismissed. However, t@eurt will allow the Plaintiff to file an amended complaint
should he wish to attempt to cure any of these deficiencies.

For these reasons, the court:

(2) STRIKES the complaint [DE 1];

(2) TAKES thein forma pauperis petition [DE 2] under advisement;

(3) GRANTS the Plaintiff to and inclualy January 16, 2015, to file an amended

complaint; and

4) CAUTIONS the Plaintiff thaif he does not respond byetldeadline, this case will
be dismissed without further notice.

SOORDERED.

ENTERED: December 16, 2014

/s/ JON E. DEGUILIO
Judge
United States District Court




