UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
INDIANA, TERRE HAUTE DIVISION
Philip D. Dennison v. June Caudill, Title IV-D Prosecutor, Indiana

Department of Child Services, and Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles

Dennison + No. 2:26-cv-00255-JRO-MKK - Decided April 23, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana grants Philip Dennison leave to
proceed in forma pauperis but dismisses his complaint without prejudice for lack of subject-matter
jurisdiction. The court concludes that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, Eleventh Amendment and
prosecutorial immunity, lack of standing for injunctive relief, and mootness bar the asserted claims
concerning a driver's-license suspension and state-court conviction. The court permits Dennison to file
an amended complaint by May 25, 2026, and warns him about Rule 11 compliance and the court's

artificial-intelligence filing policy.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se plaintiff moved to proceed in forma pauperis and filed a 42

U.S.C. § 1983 complaint alleging due-process violations arising from
suspension of his driver's license, a state-court driving-while-
suspended prosecution, and related requests for declaratory and
injunctive relief. The district court granted in forma pauperis status,
screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), dismissed
the complaint without prejudice for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction,

and permitted amendment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On in forma pauperis screening, the court applied the Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) standard, accepting well-pleaded allegations



as true and viewing them in the light most favorable to the plaintiff.
The court independently examined subject-matter jurisdiction and
dismissed under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B).
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

. Whether the federal district court could review or vacate Dennison's state-court conviction under the

Rooker-Feldman doctrine.

. Whether the Indiana Department of Child Services and Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles were subject
to suit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 in federal court.

. Whether prosecutorial immunity barred Dennison's claim for damages against the Title IV-D prosecutor

for conduct undertaken during the judicial phase of the prosecution.

. Whether Dennison had Article III standing to seek prospective injunctive relief against future allegedly

unlawful procedures.
. Whether Dennison's claims concerning the already-reinstated driver's-license suspension were moot.

. Whether the complaint was subject to dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) for lack of subject-

matter jurisdiction and whether amendment should be permitted.

OLDINGS

. A federal district court lacks jurisdiction to review, vacate, or enjoin enforcement of a state-court

judgment; Dennison's claim seeking to void or vacate his state conviction was dismissed.

. The Indiana Department of Child Services and Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles were not persons
subject to suit under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and were protected from suit in federal court by the Eleventh

Amendment; claims against them were dismissed.

. A prosecutor is absolutely immune from § 1983 damages liability for conduct functionally related to the

judicial phase of the criminal process; Dennison's damages claim against Caudill was dismissed.

. A plaintiff seeking prospective injunctive relief must show a real and immediate threat of future injury;

Dennison lacked standing because he alleged no sufficient likelihood of being subjected again to the

challenged procedures.



5. Claims seeking declaratory or injunctive relief concerning a driver's-license suspension are moot when
the suspension has already been lifted and no live controversy remains; Dennison's suspension-related
claim was dismissed as moot.

6. A pro se litigant should generally be given an opportunity to amend a defective complaint at an early
stage when amendment may not be futile; Dennison was permitted to file an amended complaint by May
25, 2026.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“no matter how erroneous or unconstitutional the state court judgment may be, the Supreme Court of the

United States is the only federal court that could have jurisdiction to review a state court judgment.” (Section
IV.A)

“Prosecutors are absolutely immune from liability for damages under § 1983 for conduct that is functionally
prosecutorial; this immunity is understood to broadly cover all conduct associated with the judicial phase of
the criminal process.” (Section IV.B)

“The usual standard in civil cases is to allow defective pleadings to be corrected, especially in early stages, at

least where amendment would not be futile.” (Section V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

During Dennison's incarceration in fall 2025, the Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles issued a notice suspending
his driver's license based on information from the Title IV-D agency that he had failed to appear for a child-
support hearing. The suspension took effect shortly after his release, and he learned of it after being cited for
driving while suspended; Indiana reinstated his license on January 2, 2026, after he paid his support. Dennison
later alleged that a Title IV-D prosecutor improperly prosecuted him in an Owen County Circuit Court

proceeding, where he was convicted of driving while suspended on April 9, 2026.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Dennison filed this federal action after the Indiana Bureau of Motor Vehicles suspended his driver's license and
an Owen County Circuit Court convicted him of driving while suspended. The district court granted leave to
proceed in forma pauperis and screened the complaint. It dismissed the claims under the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine, sovereign and prosecutorial immunity, lack of standing, and mootness, while allowing Dennison until

May 25, 2026, to file an amended complaint.
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