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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Indiana adopted a magistrate judge’s
Report and Recommendation and granted the State Defendants’ motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’
amended complaint. The court overruled the plaintiffs’ objections concerning the traffic stop, arrest,
vehicle impoundment, malicious prosecution claims, and Religious Freedom Restoration Act
allegations.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court reviewed Plaintiffs' objections to a magistrate judge's
Report and Recommendation recommending dismissal of the amended
complaint. The court conducted de novo review of the objected-to
portions, overruled all objections, adopted the Report and
Recommendation in its entirety, and granted the State Defendants'
Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
72(b), the district court reviews de novo those portions of a magistrate
judge's disposition to which specific written objections are made, and
reviews unobjected portions for clear error. On a Rule 12(b)(6)
motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as true and
draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor, but need not accept
legal conclusions or unsupported conclusory factual allegations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court properly reviewed and adopted the magistrate judge's Report and
Recommendation under the de novo and clear-error standards applicable to specific and non-specific
objections.

2. Whether Plaintiffs' objections identified a basis to reject the Report and Recommendation's treatment of
the factual allegations underlying the traffic stop, detention, arrest, search, and vehicle impoundment.

3. Whether Plaintiffs' Rule 12(b)(6) objections failed because they relied on unsupported legal conclusions
or conclusory factual allegations rather than well-pleaded facts.

4. Whether Plaintiffs' First Amendment false-arrest theories, malicious-prosecution claims, and RFRA
allegations stated claims sufficient to avoid dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court must conduct de novo review of portions of a magistrate judge's dispositive
recommendation to which specific written objections are made and may review unobjected portions for
clear error; the court properly completed that review here.

2. At the Rule 12(b)(6) stage, courts construe the complaint in the plaintiff's favor and accept well-pleaded
facts as true, but they need not accept statements of law or unsupported conclusory factual allegations as
true.

3. Plaintiffs' objections to the Report and Recommendation's descriptions of the vehicle, license plates,
identity disclosure, lane changes, arrest, and family relationships did not establish a material error
warranting rejection of the recommendation.

4. Plaintiffs' objections did not show that the First Amendment false-arrest, malicious-prosecution, or
RFRA allegations stated viable claims; the claims were properly dismissed with the amended complaint.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“only of those portions of the magistrate judge’s disposition to which specific written objection is made.”
(Legal Standard)



“courts need not “accept as true statements of law or unsupported conclusory factual allegations.””
(Discussion)

“For the foregoing reasons, each of the objections asserted in [DE 94] are overruled, the Court ADOPTS the
Report and Recommendation, [DE 88], in its entirety, and GRANTS State Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss
Plaintiffs’ Amended Complaint, at [DE 65].” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Jamil Malik Bey was stopped by Trooper Burgin while driving a vehicle with allegedly expired or
invalid license plates and was detained while officers sought information from dispatch. Bey delayed providing
his identity, provided a non-legal name, and disputed the circumstances of the stop, arrest, search, impoundment,
and related charging decisions. Plaintiffs asserted constitutional, malicious-prosecution, and Religious Freedom
Restoration Act theories, including arguments based on Moorish or sovereign-citizen beliefs and the use of the
Bey name.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Magistrate Judge John Martin issued a Report and Recommendation on April 17, 2026, recommending that the
State Defendants' motion to dismiss the amended complaint be granted and judgment entered for those
defendants. Plaintiffs filed objections on May 7, 2026. The district court reviewed the objections and Report and
Recommendation de novo, overruled every objection, adopted the recommendation, and granted the motion to
dismiss.
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