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ORDER
Kennelh Chambors appeals the dismissal of his suit under 42 US.C. § 1983

against the State of Indiana, a judpe, prosecutors, and others for lack of jurisdiction.
Although our reasoning differs stightly, we agree with the district court that some of

" We have agreed to decide the case without oral argument because the bricfs and
record adequately present the facts and legal arguments, and oral argument would not
significantly aid the court. Fen. R. App. P. 34{n)(2)(0).
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Chambers’s deims £l outside of federal subject-matter jurisdiction, sehile the rest fail
on the merits. We therefore affirm the judgment as modified.

The aperative complaint alleges as follows: Chambers was held in contempt of
state cotirt, arvested by court deputies on orders of a state judge, prosecuted, and
sncarcerated three times (in 2017, 2020, and 2021) for failing to pay child support and
related offenses. According to Chambers, the arresting deputies cinched his handcutts
mextremdly tightly.” He has sued the Stafe of Indiana, a presiding stalc judge,
prosecutors, and the axresting deputies for unlawh il arrest, excessive forve, falsifying
evidence in the state-court proceedings, and race discrimination. He alteges thst Indiana
pumishes “hundreds of innocent Black and Fispantc fathers” in a child-sepport system
{hat “fools the public” Finally, he asserted supplemental state-law claims.

The district court dismissed the swit. Initially, it ruled that Chambers's complaint
failed because judicial, prosecutorial, and sovercign immunitics blocked many of its
ciaims. Also, it zeasoned, Chambers Tadked standing for any “general grievance about
government ” Lastly, the court ruled that his remzining allegations about the arrests
were too condlusory. The court grasnted Chambers leave o cure these defects with an
amended complaint, When Chambers filed an amended complaint that was nearly
iderticol to the original, fhe district court dismissed the swit “for lack of jurisdiction.”

Chambers appeals, contending that the district court had jurisdiciion over his
ciaims thet the defendants violated his constitutional rights by wrongly arresting and.
prosecuting him, by using 2 “simulsted and deceptive judicial process” to punish
people, and by disaiminaling against African Americans geneselly. We review the
dismissal de novo, Berger . Nat'l Colleginle Athietic Ass'n, 843 F.3d 285,289 (7th Uir.
2016). ’

First, the district couxt did not have jurisdiction to address any olaim challenging
#he outoorre of Chambers’s contempt and child-support proceedings in state court.
‘Under the Rooker-Feldman dodaine, a federal district court may not Teview and overhum
stato-court jitdgments, induding the ones against Chambexs, See Rooker 7. Fid. Tr. Co,,
263 U.S. 413, 416 (1923); D.C. C& of Appeals v. Feldmon, 460U S. 462, 482-87 (1983);
see alco Exxon Mobil Corp. v, Smudi Busic Indus. Corp., 534 U5, 280, 29192 {2005); Harold o.
Steel, 773 F.3d 884, 885, 887 (7th Cir. 2014). |

Likewise, the district court did not have jurisdiction to consider Chambers's
generalized altegation that Indiana has a prectice of punt shing innocent people, usesa-
#emulsted and deceptive” judicial provess, and radally discrimimates. A “gencraily
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available grievance about government” does not confer standing to sue in federal court.
Gifl o, Wiitford, 138 S. Ct. 1916, 1923 {2018) (quoting Lance 2. Coffinan, 529 U.S. 457

- (2007)); see elso Freedam front Religion Found., Inc., ©. Les, 773 F.3d 815, 819 (7h Cir. 2014)
{citing Lttjan 0. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 G.S. 555, 573-74 (1992)):

That brings us to Chamberss individusl daims that the defendants conspired to
errest and charge him without probable cause and with excessive force. Althoughhe
has standing to bring these Joims, we agree with the district oourt hat judicial and .
prosecutorial imtumity bar Chambers’s claims against the judge and prosedutors.
See, e.g., Myrick v. Gresmwoood, $56 F.5d 487, 488 (7th Gir. 2017) (judge in a child-custody
case entitled to imumunity); hribler v, Padktman, 424 U.S. 409, 427-25 (1576) (prosecutors
are immune for prosecutorial adivities). These daims fil on the merits, though, not
jurisdictional grounds. The cleims against the 3tate of Indiana also fail on the merits,
although not beaause of sovercign immunity, but because the stateis nota “person”
wunder § 1983, Will o Mich. Dep't of Stale Police, 491 U.S. 58, 64 (1989).

' The claims fhat Chambers brings against the arresting officers also fail on the
merits, Chambers contends that officers wnlawfully arrested him. "Probeble causeis an.
dbsoliute defense to a section 1983 dsim for wronghul arrest.” Lyberger v. Snider, 42 F 4th
8067, 811 (Fth Giz. 2022). Chambers refutes any contention of the lack of probable cause
by alleging that the defendants exccuted a judge’s order to arrest him for comiempt.
Judicial orders to arrest supply probable cause: they are “presumptively valid,” and “[a]
deputy chould only disobey ajudicial officer’s order when to his knowledge and belief
the order constitutes an unacceptable errot indicating gross incompeience or neglect of
dusty” Woltin o. Condert, 192 F.3d 616, 624 {7th Cir. 1999) Ginternal quotations and
Gtation omitted), Chasbers has mot alleged any facts fo overcome that presumption.

Finally, Chambers has not alleged facts to support am excossive-force claim sbouk
tight handeuffs. This court has “on occasion” ruled thet overly tight handauffs may
reflect excossive force, but fhese rare cases “were hardly based on overly tight handcoufis
clone” Tibbsz. City of Chicago, 469 F 34 661, 666 (7éh Cir. 2006). Jnstead, dlaims about
ovenly tight hendouffs gencrally require assertions of serious fnjurics. Id. (discussing
Payne v. Pauley, 337 F.34 767 (7én Cir. 2003), and Herzog . Vilinge of Winnetka, 309 £ 3d
1041 (Fth Cir. 2002)). Chambers alleged vaguely that the handcuffs caused “injurics.”
But when the district courl ordered hirm to cure this vague allegstion by giving the
defendants fair notice of the injuries he suffered and who caused them, see Askorofl .
Igbat, 556 1J.S. 662, 677-78 {2009), ke did not do 50. Therefore, the couxt properly rejected
the claim. See Chapman 2. Yellow Cab Coop., 875 F.3d 846, 848-43 {7ih Cix. 2607)-
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Because the district court lacked pmsdictmn over some of Chambers’s claims,
and the others fail on the merits, the judgment is AFFIRMED as modified.
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT

- R8st Shvtrs Ceamotimrmin | ofuxdtetil
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December 6, 2022 o '
Before
DAVID F. HAMILTON, Gircait Judge
VACHAEL B. BRENNAN, Cironif Judge
CANDACE JACKSON-AKIWUMI, Girowidt Judge
’ NNETT CHAMBERS,
Phaintiff - Appeliant
0. 22-1628 v,

"‘STATE@E mmw\! A etal,

I ‘nmﬁ Courrt Nax w{vm-“rmm{m
Sotthern District of indians, Indianapolis Division
{District Judge Tanya Walton Pratt

Because the distict court Iaﬁke& jurisdiction over some of Chambers’s daims, 2nd the others -
£l on the merits, the judgment is AFFIRMED as modified, in accordance with the deciﬁ”m
of this court cntercd on this date. Costs are to be assessed against the appellant

Form oo, Finloflpowent.  ffxmil: 133}
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NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF MANDATE

Ter Roger A. G. Sharpe
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
Southern District of Indizna

Tinited States Courthouse
ﬁad@gna‘p(ﬁvs TN 46204-0000
EN ’\iE] H CHAMBERS,
Plaintiff - Appellant
No. 221818 v.
STATE OF TNDIANA, et al,
De&mﬂmﬂs - Appeliees
e {.mIr’i No: memm “TWP—M]U
sthern District of indians, Indisnapolis Division
; is;:’zi'n:tjtdgt Terya Walton Prait

Herewith is fhe mandate of this court in $his appeal, along with the Bill of Costs, if any. A
cortified copy of the opinionforder of the court and judgment, it any, anﬂ any direction &5 o
costs shall constitute the mandate.

RECORLD ON APPEAL STATUS:  Nprecord tobe returned
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UNEHED STATES DISTRICT COURT
'SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
: INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

KINKETH CHAMBERS,
. Plaieni,

¥, Mo, F:22-ov-00492- 1 Wi
STATE OF INDIANA, DIINNIS
QUAKIINBISH, JOSH CAREY.
DEPUTIES, MICHAEL CASATI. ,
AMY KREIDER, KATHERIKE VARIE.
and KRISTY SMITH,

Mah ot Vo g S Yo Saed Y’ e Tl oo Musb e

ENTRY DISMISSING ACTION AND
DIRECTING ENTRY OF FINAL JUDGMUENT

in the Entey of April 1. 2022, the Cowrt screencd the Complaint and explained that 3 is
subject lo dismissal for fack of jmﬁsdicﬁnnfpursimn_t 10 28 U.S.C. § 1915(c)(2)(B) because of a
faifure o sigtc a claim upon which. relief may. begrﬁmﬁd and becuuse of sovercign immunity,
judicial immunily, prosccutorial immunity, and lack of Sﬁﬂd‘l“ﬁg_ﬂ; iling No. 7). The Court gave
the Plaintill an crpportumty to amend his Gomp’l'ﬁi:m no later than Apﬁl'gl; 2022, and show causc
why this case should not be dismissed because of a lack of subject-matier jurisdiction.

e Plaintiff filed s nvarly identical Amendod Complaint on April 11,2022 (viling No. 9);

howcver, his nearly identical Amended Compluint Tils io address or curc the numcrous problems
of the initial Complaint. 'he PlainGIT brings his claims against the same State defendants, and he
sccks the same monetary damages from {hese State defendants. He also continues to fail to state a
claim upon which relief may he granied.

The Courd gave noticc fo the Plaintiff regarding the jurisdictional deficiencies of his initial

Complaint and provided him with an opportunity to respond. See Aljabri v. Holder, 745 1°.3d 816,




¥19(7¢h Cir. 2014). Because the Plaintifl has fuiled to cure the deficiencies of his inifial Complaini,

 for the reasons discussed in the screening Fntry, this action is dismissed for lack of jurisdiction.

See 28 U.S.C. §1915(c)(2)(B). Final judgment consistent with this Eniry will be issucd under

separale oxder.

SO ORDERED.

Date: 471802022

'Dis&ibuﬁbn:
Kenneth Chambors

11206 Black Gold Drive
Noblexville, BN 46060

{austavy Angel imoncz

INDIANA ATTORNEY GENERAL
geavo menczatgm.goy
Donald 1B, Kite, 57,

Afiormey at Law
don kitefdzmail com

Thomas Prazt

INDIANA ATTORNEY GUENERAL

Thomas Prali@aip ingoy
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Hon. Tanfa Walton Prom, Chilef Judpe
United States District Court
Southeen District of Tndiana




UNTED STATES DISTRICT COLRT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

KENNETH CHHAMBERS,
ﬁ’iainﬁﬂ;

¥, Nu. 1:22-cv-00492-TWP-MID
STATIEOF DIDIANA, DENNIS
QUAKERBUSH, JOSH CAREY,
DEPUTIES, MICHAEL CASATL

AMY KREIDER, EATHERINE VARIE,
and KRISTY SMITH,

Diefendanis.

FINAL JUDGMENT PURSUANT T0O FED. R, C1V. PRO. 58

The Court having this duy made its Entry dinecting the cnory of final judgment, the Connt

now enicrs FINAL JUDGMENT. The action iy dismisscd for lack of jurisdiction.

o, b, @_”gﬁ

Hon. Taria Walton Prass, Chief fudge
United States District Court
Southom District of Indiara

Dated: 471872022

Raogper A.G, Sharpe, Clerk of Count

Drpaty Clerk
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“Kenncth Chanibars
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Gustave Angel Bmenex
 INDIANA ATTORNEY GENIRAL

‘Donald . Kite, St.
Altomey stLaw
Gon kite{@omail com

Thomas Prait
- INDIANA ATTORNEY GENERAL
Thomas.Pratifiatg.ingoy c




IXDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

INETH CHAMBERS,
Plintiff,

¥ No. 1:222cv-00492-TWP-MID
STATE OF INDIANA, DENNIS
QUAKENB%}L J0SH CAREY,
DEPUTIES, MICHAEL CASATI,

AMY KREIDER, EATHERING VAR@
and W Si'ﬂﬂﬁ

 Prefcndants.

FENAL JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO FED. R. CIV. PRO. 58
The Court brving this day mede its Entry directing the entry of fina judgmont, the Court

niow cators FINAL JUDGMENT. The action is dismissed for lack of juﬁS&ibﬁo_n.

Dated: 41872022

. ”ﬂm‘; s Wailtds Prall. Chief Judise
Usitted States District Conmt.

Roger AG: Sharps, Clerk @f_ﬂam , Southens Districtof B

| “mny Clotk.




