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Coleman · No. 2:25-cv-01997-RFB-MDC · Decided December 5, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nevada grants Oronde Coleman’s application to
proceed in forma pauperis. The court dismisses his § 1983 complaint without prejudice because the
defendant, a state court judge, is protected by judicial immunity, and the claims may also be barred by
the Heck doctrine. The court allows Coleman an opportunity to file an amended complaint and strikes
the existing complaint from the record.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se state prisoner filed a civil-rights complaint under 42 U.S.C. §
1983 and applied to proceed in forma pauperis. The district court
granted in forma pauperis status, screened the complaint under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e), dismissed it without prejudice, struck it from the
record, and granted leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The complaint was screened under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) using
the Rule 12(b)(6) failure-to-state-a-claim standard. Pro se pleadings
were liberally construed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Coleman qualified to proceed in forma pauperis under the Prison Litigation Reform Act.

2. Whether the § 1983 claims against the state-court judge were barred by absolute judicial immunity.

3. Whether the claims were also barred by the Heck doctrine because success would necessarily imply the
invalidity of Coleman's criminal conviction.

4. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the asserted Nevada constitutional
claims after dismissal of the federal claims.

5. Whether the complaint should be struck because it identified an alleged sexual-assault victim by full
name.

HOLDINGS

1. The court granted Coleman's application to proceed in forma pauperis and waived the initial filing fee
because the calculated initial fee was less than $10, while preserving his obligation to pay the full filing
fee in installments.

2. The claims were barred by absolute judicial immunity because the challenged conduct occurred while
Judge Leavitt was acting in her judicial capacity, and Coleman did not allege that she acted in the clear
absence of all jurisdiction.

3. The claims were also likely barred by the Heck doctrine because success on Coleman's allegations
concerning the criminal proceedings would necessarily imply the invalidity of his conviction, which had
not been invalidated through an authorized avenue.

4. The court dismissed the state-law claims unless a federal claim was allowed to proceed because the
federal claims had been dismissed and the court could decline supplemental jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This absolute immunity “insulates judges from charges of erroneous acts or irregular action, even when it is
alleged that such action was driven by malicious or corrupt motives… or when the exercise of judicial
authority is flawed by the commission of grave procedural errors.”” (3)

“In short, a civil rights action filed by a state prisoner “is barred (absent prior invalidation) – no matter the
relief sought (damages or equitable relief), no matter the target of the prisoner’s suit (state conduct leading to
conviction or internal prison proceedings) – if success in that action would necessarily demonstrate the
invalidity of confinement or its duration.”” (4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Coleman, a state prisoner, sued Judge Michelle Leavitt under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 based on conduct during state
criminal proceedings. He alleged that the judge ignored his requests for a speedy trial, prevented him from using
material exculpatory evidence, and otherwise acted improperly. He also asserted claims under the Nevada
Constitution and identified an alleged sexual-assault victim by full name in his complaint.
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Coleman alleged that Judge Michelle Leavitt violated his Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights while
presiding over his state criminal proceedings. The district court concluded that the claims were barred by judicial
immunity and likely also by Heck v. Humphrey, dismissed the state-law claims after declining supplemental
jurisdiction, struck the complaint, and allowed an amended complaint to be filed by the stated deadline.
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