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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

BRIDGET M. BIRMINGHAM *
Plaintiff, *
V. *  Civil Action No. PX-16-4116
U.S. GOVT. *
Defendant. *
N—
MEMORANDUM

The above-captioned complaint was filead December 29, 2016, tdger with a motion
to proceed in forma pauperis, which shall be tgan Plaintiff complains that her residence “is
focused on” 24 hours, seven days a week, causingphese her privacy. She also claims that
telephone calls to her house are stolen and ‘redevacant;” her internet, cable, electricity,
heating and air conditioning unit, washer, angedrare “controlled by bew activities;” and
calls placed to 911 are directed “beloWECF No. 1, p. 6. Plaintiiflaims that men and women
of the federal government are hounding heradsafety zone” to land “corrupt” inld., p. 7.
No particular relief request is made.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915, courts are redquio screen a pldiff's complaint when
in forma pauperis status has been granted. Tdrexgbursuant to thisatute, numerous courts
have performed a preliminary screening of non-prisoner complatetsMichau v. Charleston
Cnty.,, SC., 434 F.3d 725, 727 (4th Cir. 2006) (applying 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) to

preliminary screen a non-prisoner complaift)oville v. Venz, 303 F.3d 1256, 1260 (11th Cir.

! Plaintiff noted that the United States Government lives below her residence in a bomb shelter.

ECF No. 1 at p. 2.
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2002) (applying 8 1915(e) to non-prisoner actiorisjans v. Albaugh, 2013 WL 5375781 (N. D.
W.Va. 2013) (28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) authorizes isal of complaints filed in forma pauperis).
Because plaintiff is proceeding as a selfrespnted litigant, the court must liberally
construe her complaint allegationSee e.g., Erickson v. Pardus, 551 U.S. 89, 94 (2007). This
court, however, is not requiteto conjure up questions ver squarely presented to®it.See
Beaudett v. City of Hampton, 775 F. 2d 1274, 1277 (4th Cir. 1985). Further, a pleading which
sets forth a claim for relieshall contain a short and plastatement of the grounds upon which
the court’s jurisdiction depends; a short and psa@tement of the claimhewing that the pleader
is entitled to relief; and a demand fadgment for the relief the pleader seekse Fed. R. Civ.
P. 8(a). Although self-representpteadings must be “liberallgonstrued” and “held to less
stringent standardsdh those by lawyersErickson v. Pardus, 551 U.S. 89, 94 (2007), the facts
alleged must be enough to maia right to relief above the equlative level and require “more
than labels and conclusions,” as “courte aot bound to accept as true a legal conclusion
couched as a factual allegatiorSée Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555 (2007),

citing Papasan v. Allain, 478 U.S. 265, 286 (1986).

2 Title 28 U.S.C. Section 1915(e)(2)(B) provides:

(2) Notwithstanding any filing fee, any portion thereof, that may have been
paid, the court shall dismiss the casarat time if the court determines that—

(B) the action or appeal—

(i) is frivolous or malicious;

(i) fails to state a claim owhich relief may be granted; or

(iif) seekamonetaryrelief againsia defendant who is immune from such

relief.

A federal court does not act as an advocate for a self-represented claBsgaBtock v.
Carroll, 107 F.3d 241, 242-43 (4th Cir. 1998)eller v. Department of Social Servs., 901 F.2d 387, 391
(4th Cir. 1990); Gordon v. Leeke, 574 F.2d 1147, 1151 (4th Cir. 1978).
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Liberally construing complairallegations, the court finds thptaintiff has, at best, set
out inchoate claims, that do not state a fadeause of action under this Court's § 1331
jurisdiction. A district courhas inherent authority ismiss a frivolous complairstia sponte.
See Mallard v. United Sates Dist. Ct. for SD. of lowa, 490 U.S. 296, 307-08, (1989) (courts
have authority to dismiss a frivolous or malicida&/suit even in absence of a specific statutory
provision); Ross v. Baron, 493 Fed. App’'x 405, 406 (4th Ci2012) (unpublished) (noting that
“frivolous complaints are subjetb dismissal pursuant to the inherent authority of the court,
even when the filing fee has been paidFikzgerald v. First East Seventh S. Tenants Corp., 221
F.3d 362, 364 (2d Cir. 2000) (holding that distgourts may dismiss frivolous complairsisa
sponte, even when plaintiff has paid the filing fesgting that “district cous are in particular
likely to be exposed to frivolousctions, and thus have aneevgreater need for inherent
authority to dismiss such actions quickly in arde preserve scarce judicial resources”). The
court finds that the instant matter is subjecditemissal due to plaintiff's failure to allege a

cognizable federal claim. A separate order follows.

Date: January 17, 2017 IS/
Raula Xinis
UnitedStateDistrict Judge




