UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
MISSISSIPPI, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Jo630us Brooks v. Katie Shireman, et al.

Brooks v. Shireman, Cause No. 1:24-cv-00221-LG-RPM (S.D. Miss. Mar. 31, 2026) - No. 1:24-cv-00221-LG-

RPM - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Mississippi dismissed Jarvous Brooks’s

federal civil-rights claims against police, appointed defense counsel, a public defender’s office, and a

state circuit court. The court held that the claims were barred by Heck v. Humphrey and also identified

independent deficiencies, including the lack of state action by defense counsel and the circuit court’s

non-person status under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. The court dismissed the federal claims with prejudice and

declined supplemental jurisdiction over any state-law claims, dismissing those claims without

prejudice.
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United States District Court for the Southern District of Mississippi,

Southern Division
Louis Guirola, Jr.

United States District Court for the Southern District of Mississippi,
Southern Division

March 31, 2026
1:24-cv-00221-LG-RPM
dismissed

Sua sponte screening and dismissal of a pro se prisoner's 42 U.S.C. §
1983 complaint filed in forma pauperis under the Prison Litigation
Reform Act.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), the court must dismiss an in forma
pauperis action that is frivolous, fails to state a claim, or seeks
monetary relief from an immune defendant. The court liberally
construed the pleadings and considered whether the allegations had an
arguable basis in law or fact and whether Plaintiff had pleaded his best

case.

Unpublished district-court order; persuasive value only.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Brooks's § 1983 claims challenging his arrest, counsel's performance, and the state court's

handling of a preliminary hearing were barred by Heck v. Humphrey because success would necessarily
imply the invalidity of his revocation proceedings, conviction, or sentence.

2. Whether Brooks stated a § 1983 claim against his appointed defense attorneys and the county public

defender's office when he did not allege action under color of state law.

3. Whether Brooks could maintain a § 1983 claim against the Jackson County Circuit Court, which is not a
person subject to suit under § 1983.

4. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law claims after

dismissing all federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. All of Brooks's federal claims were barred by Heck because a judgment in his favor would necessarily
imply the invalidity of his post-release-supervision revocation, subsequent conviction, or resulting
sentences, none of which had been invalidated. The claims were therefore dismissed with prejudice as
legally frivolous and for failure to state a claim under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(i)-(ii), subject to their
possible assertion if the Heck conditions are later met.

2. Brooks failed to state a § 1983 claim against his appointed defense attorneys or the Jackson County
Public Defender's Office because he alleged no facts showing that they acted under color of state law or
conspired with the prosecution; allegations of professional malpractice by defense counsel are
insufficient for § 1983 liability.

3. The Jackson County Circuit Court is not a person within the meaning of § 1983 and therefore cannot be
held liable under that statute.

4. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over any remaining state-law claims after
dismissing all claims within its original jurisdiction and dismissed those state-law claims without

prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Heck requires the district court to consider whether a judgment in favor of the plaintiff would necessarily
imply the invalidity of his conviction or sentence; if it would, the complaint must be dismissed unless the
plaintiff can demonstrate that the conviction or sentence has already been invalidated.” (at 4)

“To maintain a civil action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Plaintiff must allege that a person acting under

color of state law deprived him of a right secured by the Constitution or other law of the United States.” (at 6)

“Since the Court will dismiss every claim over which it had original jurisdiction, it will decline to exercise

supplemental jurisdiction over any ancillary state-law claims.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brooks was convicted of burglary in Mississippi state court in 2014 and received a ten-year sentence, including
post-release supervision. After his April 2024 arrest for possessing a controlled substance, his post-release
supervision was revoked and he was ordered to serve the remainder of his original sentence; he later pleaded
guilty to the controlled-substance offense and received a consecutive sentence. He alleged that hospital campus
police illegally arrested and searched him and failed to give Miranda warnings, that appointed attorneys
Shireman and Galle provided ineffective assistance, and that the state circuit court denied him a preliminary
hearing. None of the revocation, conviction, or sentences had been reversed, expunged, invalidated, or otherwise
called into question.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Brooks filed a § 1983 complaint while incarcerated, alleging an illegal arrest, failure to provide Miranda
warnings, ineffective assistance of appointed counsel, denial of a preliminary hearing, and related state-law
claims. The court screened the complaint before service under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), determined that the
federal claims were barred by Heck v. Humphrey and independently defective, and declined supplemental
jurisdiction over the state-law claims. No defendant had been served, and there had been no discovery or

dispositive motions.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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