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SUMMARY

The Eastern District of New York dismisses Ronald Satish Emrit’s pro se complaint as frivolous and

for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The court grants in forma pauperis status for purposes of the

decision, declines to permit amendment, and orders the plaintiff to show cause why he should not be

barred from filing future in forma pauperis actions in the district without prior permission. The court

also certifies that any appeal would not be taken in good faith.
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Pro se plaintiff filed an in forma pauperis complaint asserting tort-
related allegations and seeking injunctive relief. The district court
granted IFP status for purposes of the decision, screened the complaint
sua sponte, dismissed it, and ordered plaintiff to show cause why

restrictions should not be imposed on future IFP filings.

On IFP screening, the court may dismiss an action that is frivolous,
malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks monetary relief from an
immune defendant under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). The court may



also dismiss sua sponte for lack of subject matter jurisdiction under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(h)(3). At the pleading stage, well-
pleaded, nonconclusory factual allegations are accepted as true, and

pro se pleadings are liberally construed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint established federal question jurisdiction.

2. Whether the complaint established diversity jurisdiction when plaintiff alleged an amount in controversy

of zero.
3. Whether the complaint was frivolous under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B).

4. Whether plaintiff should be granted leave to amend.

5. Whether plaintiff should be required to show cause why restrictions should not be imposed on future in

forma pauperis filings.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint did not establish federal question jurisdiction because it alleged only tortious conduct and

did not assert a cause of action arising under federal law.

2. The complaint did not establish diversity jurisdiction because plaintiff alleged an amount in controversy

of zero, below the statutory threshold.

3. The complaint was frivolous because its allegations lacked an arguable basis in law or fact and included

allegations that were delusory or irrational.

4. Leave to amend was properly denied because amendment would be futile where the substance of the

claim was frivolous on its face.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court dismisses Plaintiff’s Complaint for two, independent reasons.” (Discussion)

“Plaintiff s Complaint, filed in forma pauperis, is dismissed as frivolous.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The complaint alleged that Erin Burnett made racist or condescending comments, defamed Presidents Trump
and Clinton by implying that they appeared on a Jeffrey Epstein client list, and devoted excessive coverage to
Alexei Navalny and Volodymyr Zelensky. Plaintiff also asserted unrelated allegations concerning his music
career, his father, scientific concepts, a patent, a restaurant, and alleged intentional infliction of emotional
distress based on the deactivation of a WhatsApp account. He sought an injunction requiring CNN to stop

defaming Donald Trump and apologize for remarks concerning Steph Curry's daughter.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on November 17, 2025. The court granted the application to proceed in forma pauperis
for purposes of screening and dismissed the complaint for lack of subject matter jurisdiction and, alternatively,
as frivolous under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). The court declined to grant leave to amend because amendment

would be futile, ordered plaintiff to show cause regarding a prospective filing injunction, stayed further

proceedings pending the show-cause period, and denied IFP status for any appeal.
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