TAYLOR v. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA et al Doc. 26

UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA
INDIANAPOLISDIVISION

STACY TAYLOR, )

Plaintiff, ;
VS. ; Case No. 1:14v-048:TWP-DML
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, et al., ;

Defendants. ;

Entry Dismissing Complaint and Directing Entry of Final Judgment
l. Screening

The plaintiff, Stacy Taylor, has responded to the Court’s orders and has requedtesl tha
Court screen his complaint rather than voluntarily dismiss the action.

Mr. Taylor is a prisoner anttherefore he complaint is subject to the screening required by
28 U.S.C.! 1915A(Db). This statute directs that tGeurt dismiss a complaint or any claim within
a complaint that “(1) is frivolous, malicious, or fails to state a claim upleichwelief may be
granted; or (2) seeks monetary relief from a defendant who is immune from sefch Ikl “A
complaint is subjet to dismissal for failure to state a claim if the allegations, taken as e, s

the plaintiff is not entitled to relief.Jones v. Bockg49 U.S. 199, 215 (2007).
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Mr. Taylor alleges that in February of 2010 he was issued a 18 U.S.C. § 35&dtiprot
agreement, signed by Eric Holder, as a paid informant by CIA Agent MiclegelsHHe names
as defendants 1) the United States of America, 2) the U.S. Attorneyce Mistrict Western, 3)
the FBI Office, District Western, 4) the Secret Service Wasbimd.C., 5) U.S. Marshal's Office,
Western District, 6) attorney Larry Simon, and 7) former Judge Jennifer Gofivra Taylor
requests that the Court conduct a hearing at which he could publicly turn owasshisand
evidence, including files, photographs, and videos.

Mr. Taylor alleges that he has valuable evidence of corruption and he has caught
individuals in acts of terrorism, treason, trafficking, theft, and espiortdgealleges he has
attempted to report such information to the defendantséobibb been ignored. He states that in
August of 2010, he was ordered as part of his agreement to turn over all funds froracliegg
in the United States by Irish Republican Army members and other individuals whowaved
in online pharmacy and drug trafficking. He alleges that the defendants havediu$él 8 U.S.C.

§ 3521 Agreement, which he contends is a terrorist act.

Mr. Stacy’s complaint fail to state a claim upon which relief can be gramedeveral
reasons. First and most important, the Court lacks subject matter jugisciger his claims. If
the Attorney General terminates an individual's protection provided under the Justice
Department’'s Witness Relocation and Protection Program, 18 U.S.C. § @8R Hexision is not
subjectto judicial review. 18 U.S.C. § 3521(f);S. v. T'Kach714 F.3d 99, 104 (2d. Cir. 2013)
(district court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over challenge toiatran of witness protection);
Boyd v. T'’Kach,No. 011124, 26 Fed.Appx. 792, 794 (10th Qiov. 15, 2001) (district court
lacks jurisdiction to review Attorney General’s decision to remove an indivichral or to grant

request to continue in or return to, Witness Protection Program). The plangifés that the



defendants violated his Witness Protection agreement, and the Court has nogpcovesider
such a claim.

Next, the United States is immune from suit unless it has consented to be busgabwific
statutory consent. Because the Court cannot discern any basis on which the Wnésd&t
waived its sovereign immunity with respect to the plaintiff's allegatitims,claim against the
United States is barre®ep't of Army v. Blue Fox, InG25 U.S. 255, 260 (1999nited States
v. Mitchell, 445 U.S. 535, 538 (1980).

In addition,several of the defendants, U.S. Attorney’s Office, FBI Office, WM&rshal’s
Office, Secret Service, are not suable entiti®lackmar v. Guerre342 U.S. 512, 515 (1952)
(“When Congress authorizes one of its agencies to be emawminejt does so in explicit
language, or impliedly because the agency is the offspring of such a suable)ebiitgrd v.
U.S. Dept. of Justicé&o. 2:12¢cv-3875, 2013 WL 754781 (N.D.Ala. Feb. 25, 2013) (Department
and agencies of the United States such as the Department of Justice and FBLatdanensties);
Brown v. FBINo. 08C-484, 2008 WL 244321 (N.D. lll. Jan. 25, 2008) (FBI is not a suable entity);
Clegg v. U.S. Treasury DeptZ0 F.R.D. 486, 4889 (D. Mass. 1976) (there is no statutory
authoization for jurisdiction to sue the United States Secret Service). Iniaaddir. Taylor
alleges that the defendants are in the “Western District,” meaning that to #rdt the defendants
do not reside in this district. Therefore, this Court lacks personal gtica bver the defendants.

The claim against former Judge Jennifer Coffrisadismissedor failure to state a claim
upon which relief can be granted because any claim against the judgénidividual capacity is
barred byherjudicial immunity.Mireles v. Waco502 U.S. 9, 11 (1991% Judicial immunity is an
immunity from suit, not just from ultimate assessment of danigges.

Furthermore, the Court notes that Mr. Taylor has brought essentially the sam ol



several other district cots, all of which have been dismissed for failure to state a claim upon
which relief can be grante@ee Taylor v. United Statels14-cv-1223UNA (D.C.D.C. Aug. 19,
2014) (barred byes judicatg; Taylor v. United State:14cv-0287-CRS (W.D. Ky Aug. 26
2014) (dismissed for failure to state a claifylor v. United Stated,:14-cv-0393EDK (Fed.

Cl. May 12, 2014) (dismissed as frivolous and delusioa#iy, 568 Fed.APpx. 890, 2014 WL
3827558 (Fed. Cir. Aug. 5, 2018ee also Taylor v. United Staté:14-cv-11622JGD (D. Mass.)
(pending);Taylor v. United Stateq,;14cv-2343LAP (S.D.N.Y.) (pending). Under the principles

of res judicata,the relitigation of issues that were or could have been raised in prior actions is
barred. There is no reasdmetproliferation of cases asserting the same claims in district courts
across the country should be tolerated.

Mr. Taylor has not stated a viable claim against any of the defendantsnmbea has not
identified any federally secured right that any defendant violated. For all of the edasons, the
complaint must be dismissed for failure to state a claim upon which relief caarttedyr

II. Conclusion

Under the circumstances discussed above, the Court discerns that it wouldezsilie f
for Mr. Taylor to show cause why the action should not be dismissed or file an amengéadridom
that states a claim. Therefore, the action is dismissed for fadlgtate a claim upon which relief
can be granted pursuant28 U.S.C.! 1915A(b).Judgment consistent with this Entry shall now
issue.

IT1SSO ORDERED.

Date: 10/6/2014 d“‘% \Dag,\m,,qmﬁ

Hon. Tau‘}z( Walton Pratt, Judge
United States District Court
Southern District of Indiana
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