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SUMMARY

A magistrate judge recommends that Glenn Stephens’s pro se complaint against President Donald
Trump be dismissed without prejudice for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The complaint sought a
writ of mandamus directing the President to order drone or missile attacks against two individuals, but
the court found no alleged injury supporting Article III standing and deemed the claims wholly
insubstantial and frivolous. The recommendation also concludes that amendment would be futile.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se plaintiff proceeding in forma pauperis filed a complaint
seeking a writ of mandamus directing the President to conduct drone
or missile attacks on two individuals. The magistrate judge issued a
Report and Recommendation recommending preliminary dismissal
without prejudice for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On preliminary in forma pauperis screening, the court applied the Rule
12(b)(6) pleading standard to whether the complaint stated a plausible
claim and considered subject matter jurisdiction under Rule 12(b)(1).

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential magistrate judge Report and Recommendation
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint should be dismissed during in forma pauperis screening under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B).

2. Whether the plaintiff had Article III standing and presented an actual case or controversy sufficient to
establish subject matter jurisdiction.

3. Whether the complaint's allegedly wholly insubstantial and patently frivolous claims independently
deprived the court of subject matter jurisdiction under the substantiality doctrine.

4. Whether the plaintiff should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to establish Article III standing because it alleged no concrete, particularized,
actual, or imminent injury to the plaintiff.

2. The complaint should be dismissed for lack of subject matter jurisdiction because its claims were wholly
insubstantial and patently frivolous.

3. Leave to amend should be denied as futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.” (at 3)

“No principle is more fundamental to the judiciary’s proper role in our system of government than the
constitutional limitation of federal-court jurisdiction to actual cases or controversies.” (at 4)

“the irreducible constitutional minimum of standing contains three elements: injury in fact, causation, and
redressability” (at 4)

“are so attenuated and unsubstantial as to be absolutely devoid of merit.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff alleged that the President had authority and discretion to act against alleged narco-terrorists and
requested a writ of mandamus directing drone or missile attacks on the District Attorney of Lycoming County
and a former Inspector General of the Department of Defense. The complaint did not allege that the plaintiff
suffered any concrete, particularized, or actual or imminent injury. The court characterized the claims as wholly
insubstantial and patently frivolous.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 9, 2025, Glenn Stephens filed the complaint and an application to proceed in forma pauperis. The
application was granted, and the court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). The magistrate
judge recommended dismissal without prejudice for lack of subject matter jurisdiction and recommended



denying leave to amend as futile. The notice states that objections may be filed under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 72.3.
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