Starr v. State o

|f|Ohio, et al.

INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO

GREGORY M. STARR, Case No. 1: 20 CV 503
Plaintiff,
-VS- JUDGE PAMELA A. BARKER
STATE OF OHIO, et al., MEMORANDUM OF OPINION AND
ORDER
Defendants.
Background

Pro se plaintiff Gregory M. Starhas fileda civil rights complaint in this matter against th
State of Ohio and Cuyahoga Services Corporation. (Doc. No. 1.)

Although thecomplaint appears to relateda Order of Support issued Byvenile Division
of the Cuyahoga County Court of Common Plésee Doc. No. 11), it does not set forth
comprehensible allegations or cog@gal claims. On its face, purports to aserta hostof civil
rights claimsagainst the defendar(iacludingunder 14, 10", 7", andlst Amendment® the United

States Constitutioandthe Oho Bill of Rights), butit does not set fortfactualalegations supporting
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such claims. Instead, the complasotsists entirelyof unclear and conclusory legal statements and

references including with respectto “Divorces and judicial power,” “corpo@ powers,”

“involuntary servitudg “conspiracy,” “Preservation of the freedom to choose health care and h

care coveragednd jurisdiction over state domestic relations mattédec. No. 1 at 1, 2, 4, 5.)
The plaintiff has filed motion to proceed forma pauperis. (Doc. No. 2.) That motion is

granted. But for the reasons stated beldive complaint is dismissed.

Standard of Review
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Althoughpro se complaints are liberally construed and held to less stringent standards than

formal pleadings drééd by lawyersWilliamsv. Curtin, 631 F.3d 380, 383 (6th Cir. 2011), “the
lenient treatment generally accordegto se litigants has limits.”Pilgrimyv. Littlefield, 92 F.3d
413, 416 (6th Cir. 1996).Pro se plaintiffs must still meet basic pleading requirements, and cour
are not required to conjure allegations on their bet&s.Erwin v. Edwards, 22 F. App’x 579, 580
(6th Cir. 2001).

Federal district coustare expressly required, under 28 U.S.C. £§518)(2)(B), to review all
in forma pauperis actions filed in federal court, and to dismiss before service any such action
the court determines is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim on which relibeagranted, or
seeks monetary reliégfom a defendant who is immune from such reliegee Hill v. Lappin, 630
F.3d 468, 470 (6th Cir. 2010). A complaint fails to state a claim on which relief may be gfainte
does not contain “sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to staienaalkelief that is plausible
on its face.”Id at471.

Discussion

Upon review, the Court finds that the plaintiff's complaint must be summaniystied. The
vague, conclusory, and incoherastsertions and statemeinsthe plaintiff's pleading faito meet
basic pleading requirements and do not reasonably suggest any plausible fedieigthts claim
upon whichhe may be grantedelief against the defendantssee Lillard v. Shelby County Bd. of
Educ., 76 F.3d 716, 726 (6th Cir. 1996) (a courhat required to accept summary allegations
unwarranted conclusions in determining whether a complaint states a claghefr

Furthemore this Court lacks jurisdiction over the plaintiff’'s action to the extens$ beeking

to sue in federal aot to modify or interpret an existing statieild support order.See Alexander v.

tha

di

[®]

r




Rosen, 804 F.3d 1203, 1205 (6th Cir. 2015) (the domestic relations exceptiederal jurisdiction
precludes federal courts from hearing cases that involve the issdandévorce, alimony, or child
custody decree where the plaintiff positively sues in federal court forcdivatimony, or child
custody, or seeks to modify or interpret an existing divorce, alimony, oralskddy decree).
Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, the plaintiff's complainsua sponte dismissed pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). The Court certifies, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 81915(a)(3), that an appea
this decision could not be taken in good faith.

IT I1SSO ORDERED.

s/Pamela A. Barker
PAMELA A. BARKER
Date: June 17, 2020 U. BISTRICT JUDGE
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