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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana grants Jahlil J. Lewis’s motion to
proceed in forma pauperis. The court dismisses his complaint against the Indiana National Guard
without prejudice as factually frivolous and for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction, while ordering him
to show cause by April 23, 2026, why final judgment should not issue and warning of possible filing
restrictions.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court granted Plaintiff leave to proceed in forma pauperis and
screened his complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). The court
dismissed the complaint without prejudice as factually frivolous for
lack of subject-matter jurisdiction and ordered Plaintiff to show cause
why final judgment should not issue.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B); the court must dismiss an
in forma pauperis complaint that is frivolous or malicious, fails to state
a claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff qualified to proceed in forma pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(1).

2. Whether the complaint was subject to dismissal at screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) because
its allegations were factually frivolous.

3. Whether a factually frivolous complaint invokes federal subject-matter jurisdiction and, if not, whether
dismissal should be without prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff's motion to proceed in forma pauperis was granted because his submission met the statutory
standard for demonstrating an inability to prepay the filing fee.

2. The complaint was factually frivolous and subject to dismissal under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) because
its allegations were delusional and rose to the level of the irrational or wholly incredible.

3. Because the complaint was factually frivolous, it did not invoke federal subject-matter jurisdiction, and
dismissal was necessarily without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Respectfully, Plaintiff’s factual allegations are not merely “unlikely” or “improbable” but fit the category of
delusions.” (III. DISCUSSION)

“His complaint, dkt. [1], is factually frivolous and therefore DISMISSED without prejudice for lack of
subject-matter jurisdiction.” (IV. CONCLUSION)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that various groups and law-enforcement personnel had been getting into his head, drugging
him, sexually assaulting him while he slept, and using an algorithm or puppeteers to control his body. He also
alleged related experiences involving mental-health hospitals, emergency rooms, medication side effects, loss of
gun rights, and communications with the FBI and Indiana National Guard. The court found that these allegations
were delusional and factually frivolous.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lewis filed a pro se civil-rights complaint against the Indiana National Guard and moved to proceed in forma
pauperis. The district court granted in forma pauperis status, screened the complaint, determined that the
allegations were factually frivolous and did not invoke subject-matter jurisdiction, dismissed the complaint
without prejudice, and allowed Plaintiff until April 23, 2026, to show cause why final judgment should not be
entered.
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