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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSI PPI
OXFORD DIVISION

TEWANIA C. HARRIS PLAINTIFF

V. CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:17-CV-215-MPM-RP

JAMIE DIMON, et al. DEFENDANT
ORDER

Before the Court are Plaintifffsro seComplaint and Motion to Proce@tforma
pauperisfiled October 27, 2017. Docket 1, 2. Pl#intewania C. Harris submitted financial
information under penalty of perjury as remui by 28 U.S.C. 8 1915(a)(1). Docket 2.

The statute governing IFP proceedings, 28.0. § 1915, “is intended to provide access
to federal courts for plaintiffs who lack the fima@al resources to payg part of the statutory
filing costs.”Prows v. Kastner842 F.2d 138, 140 (5th Cir. 1988). Where the plaintiff's financial
information shows that a filing fee would causmdue financial hardship,” the district court has
discretion to reduce or waive the fé@; see also Adkins v. DuPor&35 U.S. 331, 339 (1948).

Having considered Plaintiff'stiancial affidavit, the Court finds that her IFP motion is
well-taken and due to be granted. No filing fee will be assessed.

However, in an IFP case, the Court must dismiss a complaint when the action: “(i) is
frivolous or malicious; (ii) fas to state a claim on which reliefay be granted; or (iii) seeks
monetary relief against a defemtiavho is immune from suchlref.” 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B).
The Court acknowledges its obligatito liberally construe the gddings of a lay person, like the
Plaintiff, when he or ghis proceeding in a caggthout benefit of counseHaines vKerner,

404 U.S. 519 (1972). However, a plaintiffim ‘forma pauperisomplaint may be dismissed as

frivolous if it lacks an arguade basis in law or factNewsome v. E.E.O.(301 F.3d 227, 231
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(5th Cir. 2002). The Fifth Circuit has held thatc@mplaint lacks an arguable basis in law if it is
based on an indisputably meritlésgal theory, such as if the complaint alleges the violation of a
legal interest which clearly does not exigt”

Further, a complaint “must contain a shortiglain statement of the claim showing that
the pleader is entitled to reliefRshcroft v. Igbal556 U.S. 662, 677-78 (2009). “Even a liberally
construedro se[...] complaint, however, must set fartacts giving rise to a claim on which
relief may be grantedJohnson v. Atkin®99 F.2d 99, 100 (5th Cir. 1993) (citations omitted).

Plaintiff filed suit against the following etits and individuals:Jamie Dimon, Donald
Trump, US FBI, US Executive Bank Branch, U®3sury Dept. U.S. Airports, Bank of America
Executive, Federal Reserve, DHL, UPSdER, Wells Fargo Executive Branch, WU, MGoohn,
Melania Trump, Susan Rice, and Rex Tillersonck®a 1. Plaintiff alleges that she received
emails from “owners” naming hébeneficiary of their estataaternational willed” and that
these funds were withheld fromrrend have never been receivitl.at 4-5. Plaintiff's
Complaint appears to arbitrarily assign monefayres to various banking institutions, foreign
countries, airports, and governmeificials without explanation or assertion of any legal claims.
Id. at 5. According to Plaintiff, the Africa Fe@dd Escrow Court Chief Justice, Mr. George
Williams, ordered the release of her funds on September 13, 2013, through various banking
institutions.Id. at 6. Plaintiff contends that her civights were violateavhen these Defendants
deliberately withheld funds belonging to hand she seeks money damages in the amount of
$156.5 million and $8,262.70 plus interddt. Plaintiff’'s Complaint asks the Court to “recover
all my funds appoint a courppointed attorney to handle retrieving my funds in U.S. and
International filing disability discrimination civil rights violation this is intentional sabotage

against releasing my long overdumdls being withheld deliberatelyd. at 7.



On review, as to the aforementioned Defendants, Plaintiff's Complaint does not contain
allegations giving rise to a chaion which relief may be gramtePlaintiff does not allege any
specific action by Defendants Jamie DimBoonald Trump, US FBI, US Executive Bank
Branch, US Treasury Department, U.S. AirpoBank of America Executive, Federal Reserve,
DHL, UPS, FedEx, Wells Fargo Executive BeanCiti Bank ExecutiveWU, MGoohn, Melania
Trump, Susan Rice, and Rex Tillerson that wiloubke them liable for damages. Moreover,
several of the Defendants from whom Plairgéeks monetary relief are immune from such
relief. Even if Plaintiff had stated a claupon which relief could be granted against these
Defendants, it is not clear whether this Cous juaisdiction over these claims and Defendants
or whether the Northern Distti of Mississippi is the propeenue for this litigation.

The district court has the power to dissicomplaints that are based on “fanciful,
fantastic, or delusional factsGartrell v. Gaylor 981 F.2d 254, 259 (5th Cir. 1993ditzke v.
Williams 490 U.S. 319 (1989)). Therefore, Plditdiclaims against Defendants Jamie Dimon,
Donald Trump, US FBI, US Executive Bank BcanUS Treasury Department, U.S. Airports,
Bank of America Executive, Federal ReseelL, UPS, FedEx, Wells Fargo Executive
Branch, Citi Bank Executive, WU, MGoohn, Melanirump, Susan Rice, and Rex Tillerson are
DISMISSED under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) as frivolpfe failure to state a claim, and for
seeking monetary relief against sevéafendants immune from such relief.

In what appears to be a separate causetain against Chase Baokly, Plaintiff raises
additional claims regarding certain Social Securgyefits, a certified @tk, and a certificate of
deposit account. Docket 1 at 7. She contends thiticgrayments were directly deposited into
her account at Chase Bank, however, “Chasedltdss account[,] set up new account[,] stole

my money.”ld. at 7. Plaintiff's Complaint referenc&ocial Security direct deposits in the



amount of $5,137.70 and $2,376.00, totaling $7,513.70, amisthat she never received these
funds.ld. at 7. She further alleges that Chas#e a $5,000.00 certificate of deposit and that
Chase withheld $500.00 after Plaintiff initiatedtap payment on a cashier’s check in that
amountld. Plaintiff does not allegeng legal basis for her claims against Chase Bank regarding
these funds and transactions.

Attached to Plaintiff's Complaint idocumentation from the Social Security
Administration dated January 14, H)@letailing a “special one-time payment of Social Security
benefits [...] received January 2005 of $7,513.70.tk¥d 1 at 11. Also attached is a January 19,
2005 letter from the Social Security Admimaton stating that Platiff will receive a $5,137.70
check.ld. at 14. Correspondence from Chase Bartgdi®day 20, 2016, regarding these deposits
from the Social Security Administration stateB]gnk records are generally kept for seven years,
and we do not have any records &odeposit account dating from 20081” at 17.

Regarding a $500.00 cashier’s check, PifiimComplaint includes correspondence
from Chase Bank dated October 5, 2017, stdtiegcannot confirm whether the funds were
credited to this account or a new cashier’s clveak made because we only keep records of
account transactions for seven yeald.’at 16. Chase references thffidavit and Indemnity
Agreement dated February 5, 2005, that Plaisighed attesting thatétcashier’'s check was
lost, and Plaintiff attached the agreement to her Compldirat 22. Plaintiff also attached a
copy of the cashier’s etk dated January 3, 2008. at 29.

Finally, regarding a $5,000 certificate of dejpdBlaintiffs Complaint includes a March
21, 2016 letter from Chase Bank in which Chaagest“we found no records of your CD account
and the checking account ending in 2515, whether the CD interest was deposited into. As

previously explained, we keep account records for seven y&hrat’18.



“A district court ‘may rése the defense of limitatiorssia sponte.. [and] [d]ismissal
is appropriate if it is clear from the face oétbomplaint that the claims asserted are barred by
the applicable statute of limitationsStanley v. Foste¥64 F.3d 565, 568 (5th Cir. 2006)
(quotingHarris v. Hegmann198 F.3d 153, 156 (5th Cir. 1999)). Mississippi Code Annotated §
15-1-49 provides a three-year sit&tof limitations for any general claim Plaintiff is attempting
to assert against Chase Bank. This three-yedtations period applies to claims for negligence,
fraud, breach of contract, conversion, and negligemtentional infliction of emotional distress.
Miss. Code Ann. 8§ 15-1-48ge also Adams v. John M. O'Quinn & Assocs., RR0T7 WL
1194367, at *3 (N.D. Miss. Mar. 30, 201DQpvington Cty. Bank v. Mage&77 So. 3d 826, 828
(Miss. 2015). Mississippi law furer provides that an action agsti the issuer of a cashier’s
check or an action for conversion of the instamt must be commenced within three years.
Miss. Code Ann. 8§ 75-3-118. Finally, the general feldgedute of limitationgor civil actions is
four years. 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1658arrett v. Thaler 560 F. App'x 375, 383 (5th Cir. 2014).

Based on the information provided to the GpBtaintiff's unspedied claims against
Chase Bank accrued in 2005, yet Plaintiff didfiletsuit until Octobe7, 2017. Plaintiff makes
no allegation regarding any waiver tolling of the applicable atute(s) of limitations and is
therefore ordered tBHOW CAUSE as to why her claims against Chase Bank should not be
dismissed under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) as frivolous and untimely and for failure to state a
claim on which relief may be granteélaintiff is ordered to showause within twenty (20) days
of the date of this Order.

Plaintiff's claims against Defendantswdi@ Dimon, Donald Trump, US FBI, US

Executive Bank Branch, US Treasury Departmeing. Airports, Bank of America Executive,



Federal Reserve, DHL, UPS, FedEx, WellsgéaExecutive Branch, Citi Bank Executive, WU,
MGoohn, Melania Trump, Susan Rice, and Rex TillersoiasM | SSED.

In light of this court’'ssua spontelismissal of the claims against Dimon, his motion to
dismiss [6-1] and motion for additional time to answer the complaint [5-1] are hereby dismissed
as moot.

SO ORDERED, this the 1% day of December, 2017.

/IS MICHAEL P.MILLS

UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI




