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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION

MARIKI EARL, 8
FORT BEND COUNTY SPN 00076066, 8
Plaintiff,

V.

FORT BEND COUNTY MUNICIPAL/
MUNICIPALITY, etal.,

Defendants. 8

CIVIL ACTION H-10-1864

w (o W W

OPINION ON DISMISSAL

Plaintiff Mariki Earl, an offender in the Fort Be County Jail proceedingo se,
has filed a complaint and an amended complaintisgdkom defendants billions of dollars of
acquisitions, and so forth, “negotiated under Amtist Infringements, and involuntary
conversions negotiated by organizations, and deesutraders and withholding intermediaries.”
(Docket Entries No.1, No.8). Plaintiff also “seakgulatory actions against . . . defendants . . .
by the parties[] strict disregard of securitiesvJawith amplified investors. The regulatory
actions that are being proposed is [sic] to imgtian [sic] liquidating proceedings and
receivership for the sole proprietorship Mariki EaDocket Entry No.1).

Plaintiff also seeks to proceedforma pauperis but he has failed to comply with
the Clerk’s Notice of Deficient Pleading to filecartified copy of his inmate trust fund account.
(Docket Entries No.2, No.5). Accordingly, plaifisfapplication to proceed as a pauper (Docket
Entry No.2) is DENIED.

The complaint in this case is governed by thesdPriLitigation Reform Act
(“PLRA”). The PLRA requires that the district coueview a complaint in a civil action in
which a prisoner seeks redress from a governmesméty or officer or employee of a

governmental entity. 28 U.S.C. 8 1915A(a). Oniewey the Court must identify cognizable
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claims or dismiss the complaint or any portion doér if the court determines that the complaint
is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim mpahich relief may be granted or seeks monetary
relief from a defendant who is immune from suchefel 28 U.S.C.8 1915A(b). In conducting
that analysis, a prisoner{so se pleading is reviewed under a less stringent stahtfeat those
drafted by an attorney and is entitled to a liberahstruction that includes all reasonable
inferences, which can be drawn from kaines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519 (1972Alexander v.
Ware, 714 F.2d 416, 419 (5th Cir. 1983).

A complaint may be dismissed as frivolous ifaitks any arguable basis in law or
fact. Neitzke v. Williams, 490 U.S. 319, 325 (1989)alib v. Gilley, 138 F.3d 211, 213 (5th Cir.
1998). “A complaint lacks an arguable basis in Iaw is based on an indisputably meritless
legal theory, such as if the complaint allegesatioh of a legal interest which clearly does not
exist.” Harris v. Hegmann, 198 F.3d 153, 156 (5th Cir. 1999). A complaigtfactually
frivolous when “the facts alleged are ‘fantasticdetusional scenarios’ or the legal theory upon
which a complaint relies is ‘indisputably meritléss Id. at 156 (quotingzason v. Thaler, 14
F.3d 8, 9 n.5 (5th Cir. 1994)).

After carefully reviewing the file, the Court @is that the few factual allegations
throughout the pleadings are clearly delusional] &l to give rise to a cause of action
cognizable in federal court. Accordingly, the mmreiscomplaint is DISMISSED, with prejudice,
as factually frivolous. All other pending motioare DENIED.

It is so ORDERED.



SIGNED at Houston, Texas, this 22nd day of July,@

-

el fhal

MELINDA HARMON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



