UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO, EASTERN DIVISION

Isaac Peterson Bey v. Daniel Starlett, et al.

No. 1:25 CV 2451 (N.D. Ohio 2026) - No. 1:25 CV 2451 - Decided January 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio dismissed Isaac Peterson Bey’s pro

se action against a Cuyahoga County Juvenile Court bailiff and Jobs and Family Services officers
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e). The court concluded that the complaint failed to satisfy Federal Rule of

Civil Procedure 8 because it contained no intelligible factual allegations, did not state plausible claims,

and did not specify requested relief. The court also prohibited Bey from proceeding in forma pauperis

in future actions and certified that an appeal could not be taken in good faith.
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Pro se plaintiff filed a civil action and an application to proceed in
forma pauperis. The district court granted the application but
dismissed the action under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) for failure to satisfy

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and for failure to state a claim.

The court liberally construes pro se pleadings but must dismiss an in
forma pauperis action under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) when it fails to state
a claim or lacks an arguable basis in law or fact. A complaint must
satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and contain sufficient factual
matter to state a plausible claim for relief under Bell Atlantic Corp. v.

Twombly and Ashcroft v. Igbal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint satisfied the minimum pleading requirements of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
8 and stated a plausible claim for relief.

2. Whether the action was subject to dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e).

3. Whether Bey's repeated filing of frivolous lawsuits justified prohibiting him from proceeding in forma

pauperis in future federal actions.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to satisfy Rule 8 because it did not provide fair notice of the legal claims, the

factual grounds supporting them, or the relief sought, and its few allegations were incomprehensible.

2. The action was dismissed under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) because the complaint failed to state a claim and

lacked an arguable basis in law or fact.

3. Because Bey repeatedly filed frivolous lawsuits, the court prohibited him from proceeding in forma

pauperis in future actions in federal court and required payment of the entire filing fee at initiation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To meet the minimum notice pleading requirements of Rule 8, the Complaint must give the Defendants fair

notice of what the Plaintiffs legal claims are and the factual grounds upon which they rest.” (at 2)

“He is therefore prohibited from proceeding in forma pauperis in future actions. He must pay the entire filing

fee to initiate a new action in this federal Court.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The complaint named a Cuyahoga County Juvenile Court bailiff and two Jobs and Family Services officers, but
contained no intelligible factual allegations or identified relief. It referenced several constitutional amendments,
the ADA, child-support-related matters, passports, and purported international treaties without explaining the
factual or legal basis for those claims. The court also considered Bey's history of repeatedly filing frivolous,

factually deficient actions in the Northern District of Ohio.
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Bey filed an action on behalf of himself and his children against a juvenile court bailiff and two Jobs and Family
Services officers. The complaint contained no intelligible factual allegations, did not clearly identify legal claims
or requested relief, and relied on an unsupported jurisdictional reference. The court granted in forma pauperis
status, dismissed the complaint, certified that an appeal could not be taken in good faith, and prohibited Bey

from proceeding in forma pauperis in future federal actions.
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