
I N THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE DI STRI CT OF KANSAS

EBRAHI M ADKI NS,

Plaint iff,

Vs. No. 11-4109-SAC

KANSAS COMMI SSI ON ON 
JUDI CI AL QUALI FI CATI ONS,

Defendant .

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

The court  screened Mr. Adkins’ pro se com plaint  and filed its

order on October 20, 2011, requir ing the plaint iff to show cause why his civil

r ights com plaint  should not  be dism issed for failure to state a claim  for relief,

for being fr ivolous, or for seeking m onetary relief against  a defendant  who is

im m une from  such relief.  (Dk. 15) .  I n part icular, the court  found the

plaint iff’s com plaint  to consist  largely of “bare assert ions, conclusory

allegat ions, and legal citat ions, all of which fail to offer ‘a short  and plain

statem ent  of the claim  showing that  . .  .  [ he]  is ent it led to relief. ’ Fed. R.

Civ. P. 8(a) (2) .”   I d.  at  13-14.  The court  concluded that  the com plaint  did

not  clear several legal hurdles for stat ing a claim  of relief against  the Kansas

Com m ission on Judicial Qualificat ions ( “KCJQ” )  or its individual m em bers in

their  official and individual capacit ies.  I d.  at  14.

The plaint iff t im ely filed his response, but  it  does not  cure the

deficiencies discussed in the court ’s show cause order.  The plaint iff cites
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several decisions as holding that  a federal dist r ict  m ay assert  m andam us

authority over state officials, but  none of the cited cases actually holds this. 

The court  lacks jur isdict ion to grant  this writ  against  state officials.  The

plaint iff cont inues to offer no cognizable claim  for prospect ive relief, as the

KCJQ is not  a governm ental or judicial body with the authority to grant  the

relief that  Mr. Adkins apparent ly requested in his KCJQ com plaints.  Quasi-

judicial im m unity bars his dam age claim  against  the KCJQ and its m em bers

in their  individual capacit ies.  Nor can he obtain such relief for r ights

allegedly denied in the state cr im inal proceedings because these claim s are

barred under Heck v. Hum phrey ,  512 U.S. 477 (1994) .  His general claim  of

a liberty interest  ar ising from  state regulatory m easures fails to overcom e

the established precedent  that  a private party who files an individual

com plaint  seeking disciplinary act ion lacks standing to sue the governm ental

officials charged with invest igat ing and resolving disciplinary com plaints. 

Doyle v. Oklahom a Bar Ass’n,  998 F.2d 1559, 1566-67 (10th Cir. 1993) .  For

these reasons and those explained in its pr ior order, the court  dism isses the

plaint iff’s com plaint , because it  fails to state a claim  for relief, is barred by

Eleventh Am endm ent  im m unity, quasi- judicial im m unity and Heck ,  and is

fr ivolous for the plaint iff lacks standing.  

I T I S THEREFORE ORDERED that  the plaint iff’s com plaint  (Dk. 1)

is dism issed pursuant  to 28 U.S.C. §  1915(e) (2) .  
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Dated this 4th day of Novem ber, 2011, Topeka, Kansas.

s/  Sam A. Crow                                          
Sam  A. Crow, U.S. Dist r ict  Senior Judge


