UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Eshawn Maurice Harrell v. Judge Dunleavy, et al.

Harrell -+ No. 25-cv-08502-NW - Decided January 28, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California screened and dismissed

Eshawn Maurice Harrell’s pro se civil rights complaint under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Claims against Denise

Lee and Mark Campari were dismissed as duplicative, while damages claims against Judge Dunleavy

were dismissed without leave to amend based on judicial immunity. The state-law claims were

dismissed without prejudice for lack of a federal jurisdictional basis, and the case was closed.
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dismissed

Pro se state detainee brought a civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. §
1983 and asserted related state-law claims. The district court screened
the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(a) and dismissed the federal
claims without leave to amend and the state-law claims without

prejudice.

Statutory screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(a), including dismissal
of claims that are frivolous, fail to state a claim, or seek monetary
relief from an immune defendant; pro se pleadings are liberally

construed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal claims against Lee and Campari should be dismissed as duplicative of claims

asserted in Harrell's earlier action.
2. Whether damages claims against Judge Dunleavy were barred by absolute judicial immunity.

3. Whether Harrell could pursue his state-law claims in federal court after the federal claims were

dismissed and the complaint indicated that diversity jurisdiction was absent.

4. Whether the complaint should be dismissed without leave to amend as to the federal claims.

HOLDINGS
1. Federal claims identical to claims raised in an earlier action are duplicative and may be dismissed.
2. State-court judges are absolutely immune from damages suits under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for judicial acts.

3. A prisoner seeking immediate or speedier release from confinement must pursue habeas corpus rather

than a damages claim under § 1983.

4. After dismissal of the federal claims, and where diversity jurisdiction is absent, the court lacked a basis

for federal jurisdiction over the state-law claims; those claims were dismissed without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

9

“habeas is the “exclusive remedy” for the prisoner who seeks “‘immediate or speedier release’” from

confinement.” (at 2)

“A complaint must proffer “enough facts to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.”” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Harrell, a state detainee, alleged that Denise Lee and Mark Campari misplaced his writ of habeas corpus. He
alleged that Judge Dunleavy sentenced him to eight months, miscalculated his good-time credits, failed to place
him in a program, and did not explain that decision. He sought damages under § 1983 and various state-law

theories, including negligence, false imprisonment, defamation, and emotional-distress claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Harrell filed a complaint and an application to proceed in forma pauperis. During statutory screening, the court
determined that claims against L.ee and Campari duplicated claims in an earlier action, that damages claims
against Judge Dunleavy were barred by absolute judicial immunity, and that the state-law claims lacked an

independent basis for federal jurisdiction. The court dismissed the complaint and closed the case.
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