UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF IDAHO

Michael F. Robillard, Jr. v. Judge David Harold Judd and Court

Clerk Larinda Valdon

Robillard - No. 3:26-cv-00060-DCN - Decided April 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho dismissed Michael F. Robillard, Jr.’s 42
U.S.C. § 1983 complaint against a state-court judge and court clerk with prejudice. The court held that

the claims were barred by the Rooker—Feldman doctrine and by absolute judicial and quasi-judicial

immunity. The court also denied leave to amend and closed the case because amendment would be

futile and Robillard failed to comply with an order concerning the filing fee or in forma pauperis

application.
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United States District Court for the District of Idaho
United States District Court for the District of Idaho
April 9, 2026

3:26-cv-00060-DCN

dismissed

On sua sponte initial review of a pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint in
which the plaintiff had neither paid the filing fee nor submitted an
application to proceed in forma pauperis, the district court dismissed

the complaint with prejudice and without leave to amend.

Initial screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), including whether the
complaint is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks
monetary relief from an immune defendant; allegations were

considered under the plausibility standard for a motion to dismiss.

Unknown; District of Idaho memorandum decision and order
designated per curiam, with no reporter citation or precedential-status

determination in the source.

Michael F. Robillard, Jr. v. Judge David Harold Judd, Court Clerk
Larinda Valdon



subject matter jurisdiction  section 1983  civil procedure  government liability = declaratory judgment

PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights  constitutional law  civil procedure  federal jurisdiction  judicial immunity

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint could proceed under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) when the plaintiff failed to pay the
filing fee or submit an application to proceed in forma pauperis.

2. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprived the federal district court of jurisdiction over claims

seeking review or reversal of the plaintiff's state-court proceedings.

3. Whether the state judge was entitled to absolute judicial immunity for acts performed in his judicial
capacity.

4. Whether the court clerk was entitled to absolute quasi-judicial immunity for scheduling and noticing

activities integral to the judicial process.

5. Whether amendment would be futile and the complaint should be dismissed without leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred the district court from exercising subject-matter jurisdiction over

claims that, in substance, sought federal review, reversal, or remand of the state-court proceedings.

2. Judge Judd was entitled to absolute judicial immunity because the challenged conduct consisted of
judicial acts performed within the court's jurisdiction, and the complaint did not allege that he acted in a

complete absence of jurisdiction.

3. Valdon was entitled to absolute quasi-judicial immunity because the challenged scheduling and noticing

activities were normal clerk functions integral to the judicial process.

4. Dismissal without leave to amend was appropriate because amendment would be futile in light of the
immunity bars and the Rooker-Feldman jurisdictional bar, and Robillard also failed to comply with the

court's fee-or-in-forma-pauperis order.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court finds that Robillard’s Complaint cannot proceed as is because Judge Judd and Valdon are
protected under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, and both are immune from suit.” (§ TV.A)

“Robillard’s Complaint (Dkt. 1) is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE. The case is CLOSED.” (§ VI)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Robillard sued an Idaho state judge and a county court clerk under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, alleging that amended
notices scheduled small-claims proceedings in a manner that deprived him of the fourteen-day response period
and made attendance difficult. He alleged that the judge authorized the notices and that the clerk issued or

managed them. He sought declaratory, injunctive, and monetary relief directed at the state-court proceedings.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Robillard filed a civil-rights complaint concerning notices and scheduling in pending Idaho state-court
proceedings but did not pay the required filing fee or apply to proceed in forma pauperis. The district court
ordered him to pay the fee or submit an in forma pauperis application within thirty days; he did not respond. The
court then conducted an initial review sua sponte and dismissed the complaint with prejudice, denied leave to
amend, and closed the case.
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