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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana grants Donavan Ferguson leave to
amend his complaint but dismisses the amended complaint. The court grants Industry Indianapolis's
motion to dismiss based on claim preclusion and dismisses the claims against the other defendants for
judicial immunity, insufficient factual allegations, lack of support for an access-to-courts claim, and
failure to plead civil conspiracy. The court also denies motions for injunctive relief and appointment of
counsel, and permits Ferguson until May 28, 2026, to show cause why final judgment should not
issue.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court granted plaintiff leave to amend, applied the pending motion
to dismiss to the amended complaint, dismissed the claims against
Industry Indianapolis under the Rooker-Feldman and claim-preclusion
analyses, screened the remaining claims under the Rule 12(b)(6)
standard, dismissed the amended complaint, denied motions for
injunctive relief and appointment of counsel, and ordered plaintiff to
show cause why final judgment should not issue.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For Rule 12(b)(1), the plaintiff bears the burden of establishing
subject-matter jurisdiction. For Rule 12(b)(6) and screening, the court



accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as true, disregards legal
conclusions and conclusory allegations, and asks whether the
complaint states a facially plausible claim. The court also applied
Indiana claim-preclusion law and took judicial notice of state-court
filings and appellate docket materials.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district-court order; precedential status unknown and
generally nonprecedential.

PARTIES Donavan Ferguson A.K.A. Ra Ka El Vito Onacona v. Industry
Indianapolis, James Bryan, Morgan Harrington, Emma Kooy, Ben
Schooley, Judge Roper, Judge Strugill, Mary Clems, Unknown court
clerk and security staff, John Does 1-10

TOPICS

motions to dismiss motion to amend res judicata subject matter jurisdiction civil rights

PRACTICE AREAS

Civil procedure Civil rights Federal jurisdiction Housing and landlord-tenant law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff should be granted leave to amend his complaint under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
15(a)(2).

2. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprived the district court of subject-matter jurisdiction because
plaintiff challenged a state-court eviction judgment.

3. Whether Indiana claim-preclusion law barred plaintiff's claims against Industry Indianapolis based on
the prior judgment on his state-court counterclaims.

4. Whether the amended complaint stated plausible claims against the judges, landlord employees, court
personnel, unknown defendants, and alleged conspirators.

5. Whether plaintiff was entitled to preliminary injunctive relief or appointed counsel.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to amend should be freely granted when justice so requires, and plaintiff's motion to amend was
granted.

2. The Rooker-Feldman doctrine did not bar plaintiff's federal claims because his state-court appeal was
still pending when he filed the federal action.

3. Indiana claim-preclusion law barred plaintiff's claims against Industry Indianapolis because the prior
small-claims judgment involved the same parties, was rendered by a court of competent jurisdiction on
the merits, and concerned claims that were or could have been litigated in the prior action.



4. The claims against Judges Roper and Strugill were dismissed because judicial officers are absolutely
immune from suit for acts performed in their judicial capacities absent action in the complete absence of
jurisdiction.

5. The amended complaint failed to state plausible claims against the landlord employees, court personnel,
unknown defendants, and alleged conspirators because it did not connect specific defendants to
actionable conduct or plead a conspiratorial agreement.

6. Plaintiff was not entitled to injunctive relief or appointed counsel at this stage.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rooker–Feldman "is a narrow doctrine, confined to cases brought by state-court losers complaining of
injuries caused by state-court judgments rendered before the district court proceedings commenced and
inviting district court review and rejection of those judgments."” (II.C.1)

“When those requirements are met, "claim preclusion enacts a robust and powerful prohibition against claim
splitting because it extinguishes not only an entire claim . . . but any other possible claims that could have
been litigated."” (II.C.2)

“"Each Defendant is entitled to know what he or she did that is asserted to be wrongful."” (III.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff leased an apartment from Industry Indianapolis and alleged inadequate heat, a nonfunctional stove, and
other uninhabitable conditions. After plaintiff complained, Industry Indianapolis initiated eviction proceedings in
Marion County Small Claims Court, where plaintiff asserted counterclaims for retaliation and discrimination;
judgment on those counterclaims was entered for Industry Indianapolis on June 20, 2025. Plaintiff later filed this
federal action alleging due process, equal protection, access-to-courts, Fair Housing Act, and civil-conspiracy
violations, including allegations concerning the eviction, state-court personnel, police officers, and hospital staff.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initially sued after eviction proceedings involving his apartment. The court screened the original
complaint and dismissed claims against all defendants except Industry Indianapolis. Plaintiff then moved to
amend to reassert claims against the dismissed defendants, while Industry Indianapolis moved to dismiss. The
court granted amendment, treated the existing motion to dismiss as directed to the amended complaint,
dismissed the claims against Industry Indianapolis with prejudice based on claim preclusion, dismissed claims
against the remaining defendants, dismissed John Doe claims without prejudice, and set a show-cause deadline
before entry of final judgment.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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