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kenneim chambers
Pfomtijf-Appelianl,

Appeal' from the United StalesDistriCt 
Courtforffee Southern Districted 
te&na, Indianapolis Division.

No, 122<v -©0192 TOT MTOv.

STATE OF INDIANA, ctal., 
Dtfmdants-Appellees.

Tanya WaltonPratt, 
Gnefjudge.

ORDER

Kenneth Chambers appeals fee-dismissal ©f Ms .soatiinder 42 U.S.CL § 198$ 
against fee State of Indiana, a Judge, prosecutors, and others for lade ofjurisdiction. 
Although oar reasoning differs slightly, we agree with the district ©©Hit that some ©f

* We have agreed’ to decide the case' without oral argument because die briefs and 
record adequately present the feds and legal argument^- and ©rat. argument.-would, not 
significantly aid fee court* Fed. R, Am P. 34{a}(i)(Q.
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Chambers's Balms MLoatesde of fedeidsiifele^-ma^larasdidiaa-wMe feeri^fef! 

on fee merits. We therefore affirm fee judgment as modified..

The operative complaint allege*; as follows: Chambers was hddm contempt of 
state court, aorwsrtBd by court deputies. oh .orders of a -Shite pfossMuted, aiid
incazc&fcted ferae times (in 2017,2020, and 2021) for failing to pay child support and 
related offenses.. According to Chambers, fee arresting deputies dnched Ms handcuffs 
"'extremely tighfly "lie has sued feeSteterof Indiana, a presiding stale Judge, ^
prosecutors, and fee arresting deputies-for BdinyMaR^exGes^itt foroer falsifying 
evidence in fee state-court, proceedings, and racediscri ruination. Be alleges feat Indiana 
punishes hundreds of innocent Black and Hispanic fathers" in a child-support system 
feat, "fools fee public." Finally, ihe asserted supplemental state-law claims,

The districtcourt dismissed fee .suit. Jratiallyr it .ruled., feat QiambcrS's complaint 
failed hccause judicial, prosecutorial, and sovereign immunities Mocked many of its 
dah&s. Also, it reasoned, Chambers ladced Standing for any "general, grievance about 
govemmeni-'” 'Lastly, fee court ruled feat Ms remaining allegations about fee arrests 
were too oondusory. Hhe court granted Chambers have to cure fecse defects Wife .an 
amended oosqftunL'Whcn Gunribetsilled an amended ■complaint feat, was nearly ^ 
identical to fee original, fee district court dismissed fee suit "for lade efjprisdidfoBi."

Chambers appeals, contending feat fee. distri ct court had jurisdiction over Ms 
Aston*, feat fee defendants violated his constitutional rights by wmngpy arresting and 
prosecuting Mm, toy using a "sfmtdatod and deceptive judicial process - to punish 
people, and by discriminating against African Americans generally.. We review fee 
dismissal dfi: novo, Barger «- Mali Colhgide AfMfiSt Ass%> 843 E3d 285,289 (7th Or.
2016).

Mist the district court did not have jurisdiction to -address any dalm challenging 
fee outcome of Chambers'S contempt end child-support proceedings in. state court. 
Under fee Bmter-FeMmm dortrine, a federal district court may not review and overturn 
stoto-court judgments, inddding fee ones -against Chambers. See Rooter v. ffl- Tt. Ox, 
263 0S. 413,416 (1923); D.C. Ct of Appeals v. Tdirntm, 460 US. 462, 4S2-87 (1983); 
see dm Exxon MiM Carp, v, Saudi Basic Indus. Carp., 544 US. 280,291-92 <200% BanM w. 
Skd* 773, FSd 884, 88%. 887 (7fe Or. 2014).

Likewise, fee district court did not have jurisdiction to consider Chambers's 
generalized allegation feat Indiana has a practice of punishing iimoccni people, u 
^smulatod and deceive" judicial process, and racially discriminates- A "generally

scso
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available grievance about government" does ftotoonfer standing.to sue In federal court* 
Gftl V. WhHfmAZS S. Ct 193 6,1923 (2018) {quoting utnm v. Coffman, 549 US- 43? ^ 
{2.007)); see ftoo Wrmtomftwi Mdtgiim founds ®* too, 773 P-33 815,813 0®» Ck* 2014}
{diing Lujan v. Defenders tfWuMifc, 504 US. 555,573-74 {1392))-

tfefln^s US' to dmlba^s iztdivitotai damns that toe defendant OM^med to 
aaest and charge him witoo Of probable cause and "with excessive force. Although he

we agfee wife the district court that judicial and .lias .standing; to bring these daims, 
prosecutorial immunity bar' Chambers's claims against toe judge and prosecutors. 
S^c^Mpwfes. Gremuo, n&856'F£d 487,488 (7to Gn 2017) {judge to, a eMItocusfady 

cntMed. to ferrnurniy}; foiMer'& Pctchtmsn,424US. .409, 42/—29 (1976) {prosecutors 
twinTimp few ■prosecutorial activities). these daimsfeiion ffemertfe,,. though, not' 

|urtstoofiond.gcountfe. me d^msagaiEBt toe State of Indiana also faS on toe merits, 
although not because of sovereign immunity, but because- the state is not a '•'person'" 
under § 1983. Vffl »„ JWfifc fit?? «f Sfete ftlm 491 'US. 58,64 0989).

case
are.

' Hie claims Chat Chambers brings against &e anesSng officers also fail oh toe 
mezits. Chambers contends that officers unlawfully arrestcdlum, "Probable cause is an. 
absolute defense to a section 1983 daim for wrongful arrest" Lybzrgerv. Snider, 42PA^ 
807,811 pto Qt 2B2Z). Chambers refutes .any contention of toe latik of probable cause 
by alleging that the defendant executed afudge's order to arrest him for contempt 
Judicial orders to amrt supply probable cause: they are '"presumpfivdy vaSto" ®nd "[a] 
deputy should only disobey a judicial dftteef s order when to hiS'fcordedge aod belief _. 
toe order constitutes an unacceptable error indicating grossfocompctence or neglect of 
duty* Walim v. Contort, 192 F3d 616,«24.{7fo Or. 1999} 0ntoraa! quotations and 
citation omitted). Chambers has nut alleged any farts to overcome foatpresmuption.

Bnaliyj {feiolbas has not alleged torts, to support an. excessive^ore© dd» about 
figfrt handcuffs. This coxsrt has -"on occasion*' ruled, tost overly fight handcuffs may 
reflect excessive force, bat toese .race, cases "were hardly based on overly tight handcuffs 
alone" mfes. GhjqfCkkago, 463 P.3d 661,666{7to Or. 2006), Instead, daims about 
wvPTly tight kandcufis generality require assertions of senous injuries. M. (discussing 
Pnynev. Pm%,337 F.3d 787 ptrCfo 2003), and Herzog v. minge^Wmnetm, 309 F 3d 
1041. (Tib Or,. 2002)), Chambers alleged vaguely that toe handcuffs caused "injuries/'

' Bat when toe district court ordered 1dm to cure this vague allegation bygivtog 'toe 
defendants fak notice of toe injuries he suffered and who caused them, see Mkcmf^ a 
Iqbal, 556U.S. 662,677-78 (2009), fee did not do so. Therefore, toe court properly rejected 
toe darm. See Gtapnan. v. Yidtozv Grab Coop,, 875 F3d S46,848-49 (Tto Ck. 201,7).
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Because file district: court lacked jurisdiction over some of Chambers's dawns, 
and the others fail on the merits, the judgment is AFFIRMED as modified.

*
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Before
DAVID F. HAMILTON Grmi |«%e 
MICHAELS. BRENNAN, Grant Judge 
■CANDACE JACKSON-AKB'vUA^I, CaaaJ judge

KENNETH CHAMBERS,
Plaintiff* Appellant

No;22-lSZ8 tr.

STATE OF INDIANA, ©f A,
|Defendants -Appellees

©gS ahpng
District Court ,Na: l;ZE-^-lB&4«2-T!t\TAi5D 
Sornhsm District df bdim% Indianapolis DnMoo 
District!.udgelanja Watton Pratt

Spra^iy fte distddtGOuit hd^jmfe^ie&m ove? soxne o£Qiam’lKss's- claims, and die others 
fell' o n fee mtQfe, {he judgment is AEHRMED as modified, in accordance milk fee decision 
€t>f-fef somi A entered on fills date. Costs are So Ire assessed against fee appellant
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NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF MANDATE
December 28,2022

Tty. Roger A, G. Sharpe
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUKT 
Southern Uistri ei of fercilaEna 
'United States Oenrifatrase
iB^tapo^IN^OHIOQD ____

CENWDFCHAMBIKS,
HaMBff - Appellant

No.. 22-1828 I Vt*

[STATE 07 'INDIANA, et ai.
Defendants - .Appellees

'i ■

ChigitetiftgCaae InfunHJlinn:
District OrartNoc 1;S<v430452-TWF-MJD 
Southern Disirid: of Indiana* Ipd lanapoHs Diviann 
Pl!=.tnc±|udgg Tarrea WahOft Pratt

Herewith is fte mandate of lids court in. Ibis appeal^ along "wife the Bill <qS Gssis, if ary- A 
certified copy of ike opiraon/orcier of the <$nM and fudgment, if any* and any dhsc&m&sto 
OG'Sts shall njnSititete the mandate.

ffl&QQSD ON A PPE AL STATUS; No irtacortl io be returned n
form name: sSLBtei&liHfr fFsamiThlSS)
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No* I:22-Gy-©0492-T\¥;]i-MJI})v.
)

SXA1EOF INDIANA.. UHNWIS- 
QIMK1INIMI&IU0SH CARET* 
DEPUTIES, MO SAlit CASA7T*
AMY KID-IDUR, KATHERINE VAK& 

KRISTY SMITE.
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Btefeodsn®;, >

ENTRY IWSMlSSlNi; ACTION AND 
DIR1CTOG ENTRY OF FIN AL MIM5MI3MT

In ite Kaiy of Apt! 1.2#22, flic Court screened ihc Complamt and explained ihai it is 

subject to dismissal for lack of jurisdiction pumnnit to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(c)(2)(B) because of a 

failure'to stole a claim upon -which relief may be granted and because of sovereign immunity, 

judicial immunity, prosecutorial immunity, and lack of standing (I'llittK No, 7), The Court gave 

the PtoiLptillan opportunity to amend his Complaint no later than April 22,2022, and show cause 

why this case should not be dismissed because of a lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.

i he Plaintiff filed a nearly identical Amended Complaint on April 11,2022 (Filina No. 91: 

however, his nearly identical Amended Complaint fails to address ox cure the numerous problems 

of the initial Complaint, 'the Plaintiff brings his claims against the same State defendants, and he 

seeks the same monetary damages Jfrom these Slate defendants, He also continues to fail to state a 

claim upon which relief may be grained.

Thu Court gave notice to the Plaintiff regarding toe jurisdictional deficiencies of his initial 

ttomplaint and provided him with mopportunity to respond, Sec Aljahrl v. Holder^745 E3d;.$l6»



S I 9 {7th Or. 2014). Because theiMaraUtt’has Tailed to eurcthc deficiencies of ftis inifM Complaint 

for the reasons discussed in the screening iinfry* this action is dismissed for laefc ofjnrisslidioii. 

See 2% U.S.C. §.'"1915(c)(2)(H).. ITnat judgment consistent with this Isntry will be issued under 

separate order.

SO OMSDEMKIII. ■

Bate: ymmzi
Haa.Ta^ WiHon RMt.QnefJudge 
United States District Court 
SfiuiLhero District of Indiana

Distribution:

Kenneth Ornate 
11206 Blacfc Gold IMws 
Neblcsvillc. Ef 46060

CSasta vo Angel Jimenez 
INDIANA ATTORNEY' GENERAL 
gusiawJtecncz^ttgmfoY

Donald R. Kite, Sr.
Altamey at Law
doiLldie^giaaii.CiiKm

Hjomas PKm
INDIANA ATTORNEY QmVM&i,
l1ionitas.FinalJ@a%,®.gov
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UNITED STATES JMSTMCi' cmitT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA 

1NDXANAJPOUS DIVISION

KKNNEIH CHAMBERS* )
>

PlaimifC )
)
) No, I;22-cv4)D492-TWP-MID1■v.

)
STATE OF INDIANA. DENNIS 
QUAKEKBUSH. JOSH CAttKY, 
DEPUTIES, MIC! JAKE CASATL 
AMY KKIiJOEfL KATHERINE VA12E. 
and KRISTY SMITiL

)
)
)
)
)
>

Defendants. >

FMAi,JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO FED, R. CW. FRO. 58 

The Count having this day made its Entry directing the cutty of final judgment, the Court 

now enters FINAL JUDGMENT. The action is dismissed for lack of jurisdiction.

dDated; 4/18/2022

Hon. Tanya Walton Pra^QM Judge 
United State IfelriGi extort 
Southern Dfetriet of IndianaRoger A.Ci. Sharpe. Clerk of Court

(7 «J|By;
Depoly Clerk
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©cfenianfe.

fid, r, cm pro, ss

TIieC^urlfeBvmg iMs day made Its Entry directing the entry of final jwigismt, tie Court 

now enters FINAL JUDGMENT. The action IsdisMMSSefl Tor lack of jurisdiction.

>

Hhb. T®p WaMs Trait C$iiefJud§c 
Uhited’$$s%$ ■■fiS^rfstOsBit 

District of Mianra

‘ DafafoAfimm
■•-v

RogsrAX-i. Shaip& Qctk of Court
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