UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA

Vincent Boyd v. Hunter, Junior Kipi, and Andrew Scott

Boyd - No. 2:25-cv-02380-JAD-EJY - Decided December 5, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nevada grants Vincent Boyd’s application to

proceed in forma pauperis and screens his complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915. The magistrate judge

recommends dismissing the complaint without prejudice and without leave to amend in federal court

because it does not establish federal-question or diversity jurisdiction. The recommendation notes that

any potential state-law selective-enforcement claim may be pursued in state court.
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2:25-cv-02380-JAD-EJY

dismissed

Plaintiff applied to proceed in forma pauperis and filed a pro se
complaint. The magistrate judge granted the application, screened the
complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), and recommended dismissal

without prejudice and without leave to amend in federal court.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the court screens an IFP complaint and
must dismiss claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim,
or seek monetary relief from an immune defendant. Failure to state a
claim is evaluated under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6);
factual allegations are accepted as true and construed in the plaintiff's
favor, while conclusory allegations are not entitled to the assumption
of truth. Subject-matter jurisdiction may be raised sua sponte, and the

plaintiff bears the burden of establishing jurisdiction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint alleged a federal question or a viable federal constitutional or civil-rights claim
sufficient to invoke federal-question jurisdiction.

2. Whether the complaint established diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332.

3. Whether the complaint should be dismissed under the court's screening authority and whether

amendment should be permitted.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to allege a violation of federal law or the United States Constitution and therefore

did not establish a basis for federal-question jurisdiction.

2. The complaint failed to establish diversity jurisdiction because it did not plead facts showing complete
diversity of citizenship and did not otherwise establish the jurisdictional requirements of 28 U.S.C. §
1332.

3. The complaint should be dismissed without prejudice under the IFP screening provisions, but without

leave to amend in this federal court because the complaint alleged no basis for federal jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal district courts are courts of limited jurisdiction, possessing only that power authorized by
Constitution and statute.” (Document text at Section II)

“DISMISSED without prejudice, but without leave to amend.” (Document text at Recommendation)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Boyd alleged that his vehicle was parked at an EOS Fitness Gym on Maryland Parkway in Las Vegas and was
towed while he was inside the gym because property management determined that it was not authorized to park
there. He complained to the Nevada Department of Transportation, which received a report by Andrew Scott
stating that the tow and the towing company's actions were lawful. Boyd alleged that the vehicle was later sold at
auction, asserted a cause of action called "The Right to Park," and made an unsupported assertion that the

Department of Transportation had discriminated against him.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Boyd filed a complaint concerning the towing and subsequent sale of his vehicle and sought leave to proceed in
forma pauperis. After screening the complaint, the court concluded that it alleged no federal question and did not

establish diversity jurisdiction. The court granted IFP status and recommended dismissal without prejudice, but



without leave to amend in that court, while indicating that any potentially viable state-law selective-enforcement

claim could be pursued in state court.
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