UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH
CAROLINA
M-EDIF, Members of EDIF; W. MJ Boyd, Founder also known as
Wanda Boyd v. Donald J. Trump, President; MAGA, Inc.; Federal

Government; Maurene Ryan Comey

M-EDIF - No. 2:26-1467-RMG-TER - Decided April 10, 2026

SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses a pro se, in forma pauperis civil action in which the
plaintiff appeared to assert claims on behalf of Sean P. Diddy Combs and other persons or entities. The
magistrate judge recommends dismissal with prejudice as frivolous and without issuance or service of
process. It also recommends a narrowly tailored prefiling injunction requiring the plaintiff to sue only
on her own behalf, pay the full filing fee, and submit an affidavit certifying that future actions are not

frivolous.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se plaintiff proceeding in forma pauperis filed a civil complaint

apparently attempting to assert claims on behalf of another person. A
magistrate judge issued a Report and Recommendation recommending
summary dismissal with prejudice and without issuance or service of

process, together with prospective prefiling restrictions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Pro se complaints are liberally construed and held to a less stringent
standard than pleadings drafted by attorneys, but a court may not
rewrite a complaint, construct legal arguments for the plaintiff, or
ignore a clear failure to allege facts supporting a cognizable federal
claim. In reviewing an in forma pauperis complaint, the court may
pierce the veil of the complaint's factual allegations and determine

whether the action is frivolous. A prefiling restriction requires



consideration of the litigant's litigation history, good-faith basis,
burden on the courts and other parties, and adequacy of alternative

sanctions, with any injunction narrowly tailored to the circumstances.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

PARTIES M-EDIF, Members of EDIF, W. MJ Boyd, Founder also known as
Wanda Boyd v. Donald J. Trump, President, MAGA, Inc., Federal

Government, Maurene Ryan Comey
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether a pro se plaintiff may litigate claims on behalf of another person.

2. Whether the complaint was frivolous and subject to summary dismissal under the in forma pauperis

screening process.

3. Whether the plaintiff's repeated frivolous filings justified a narrowly tailored prefiling injunction and

restrictions on proceeding in forma pauperis.

HOLDINGS
1. A pro se litigant may litigate only her own claims and may not represent another person in federal court.

2. The complaint was frivolous and subject to summary dismissal because it failed to allege facts

establishing a currently cognizable federal claim.

3. The plaintiff's repeated frivolous filings supported a recommendation for a narrowly tailored prefiling
injunction requiring future filings to be brought in the plaintiff's own name, accompanied by the full

filing fee, and supported by a sworn affidavit that the action is not frivolous.

KEY QUOTATIONS
“The right to litigate for oneself, however, does not create a coordinate right to litigate for others.” (at 2)
“Prior to authorizing a limitation on filing, a court must weigh the following factors:” (at 3)

“In crafting a sanction, courts “must ensure that the injunction is narrowly tailored to fit the specific

circumstances at issue.”” (at 3)

“It is recommended that the District Court dismiss this action with prejudice and without issuance and service

of process.” (at 6)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff filed a pro se complaint and an in forma pauperis motion, but the complaint appeared to seek relief
for Sean P. Diddy Combs and was captioned as involving members of M-EDIF. Only the plaintiff signed the
complaint and the in forma pauperis motion. The complaint alleged that Combs had been attacked by the
government and President Trump at a courthouse in New York, but identified no injuries and did not clearly
identify the constitutional right allegedly violated. The court also considered the plaintiff's several other recent

filings, which had likewise been recommended for summary dismissal as frivolous.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The action was filed in the United States District Court for the District of South Carolina by a pro se litigant
proceeding in forma pauperis. The magistrate judge reviewed the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) and
Local Civil Rule 73.02(B)(2)(e), concluded that the allegations were frivolous and that the plaintiff could not
represent another person, and recommended dismissal. The magistrate judge also recommended a narrowly
tailored prefiling injunction because of the plaintiff's repeated frivolous filings, subject to the plaintiff's

opportunity to file objections within fourteen days.
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