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SUMMARY

The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia grants the pro se plaintiff's application to proceed

in forma pauperis but dismisses the complaint as frivolous under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(i). The

court concludes that the rambling allegations of an expansive conspiracy and various criminal acts are

both legally and factually insubstantial and lack a plausible basis for federal jurisdiction.
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Initial judicial review of a pro se complaint and application to proceed

in forma pauperis.

On initial review of an in forma pauperis complaint, the court
determines whether the complaint is frivolous, malicious, or otherwise
subject to dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(i). A complaint
must contain sufficient factual matter to state a plausible claim, and
claims lacking an arguable basis in law or fact may be dismissed as

frivolous.

Published district court memorandum opinion; persuasive authority
within the District of Columbia and nonprecedential outside the

issuing court.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint was frivolous or malicious and therefore subject to dismissal on initial review
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(i).

2. Whether the allegations were so irrational, wholly incredible, attenuated, and unsubstantial that the court
could not exercise subject matter jurisdiction over the action.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint was frivolous and malicious because it lacked an arguable basis in law or fact and was
plainly abusive of the judicial process; the action therefore had to be dismissed under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B)(0).

2. The court could not exercise subject matter jurisdiction over claims that were so attenuated and
unsubstantial as to be absolutely devoid of merit.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is
plausible on its face.”” (556 U.S. at 678)

“when the facts alleged rise to the level of the irrational or the wholly incredible” (504 U.S. at 33)

“so attenuated and unsubstantial as to be absolutely devoid of merit.” (415 U.S. at 536-37)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed a rambling and largely incomprehensible pro se complaint against Clifton Cislak, identified as the
Clerk of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, along with allegations concerning judges and
other purported participants. The complaint alleged an elaborate criminal conspiracy to dispose of plaintiff's
cases and rule against him, as well as murder, theft, false arrest, stalking, domestic terrorism, and other

wrongdoing. The pleading also contained sweeping religious proclamations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a pro se complaint and an application for leave to proceed in forma pauperis. On initial review, the

court granted the in forma pauperis application and dismissed the action as frivolous under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)

(2)(B)().
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