IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

LEONARD STEVENS, JR
v. : ClVIL ACTI ON
: NO. 00- 4618

CHEX SYSTEMs OF
DALLAS, TEXAS, et. al.

VEMORANDUM AND ORDER

HUTTON, J. Oct ober 12, 2000

Presently before the Court are Plaintiff’'s Mdtion to Proceed

In Forma Pauperis (Docket No. 1) and two slightly differing

versions of a “Conplaint.”

| . BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, Leonard Stevens, Jr., has filed a pro se Mdtion to

Proceed In Forma Pauperis which contains two versions of a

“Conpl ai nt” nam ng Commerce Bank of M. Laurel, New Jersey and Chex
Systens of Dallas, Texas as Defendants. The Conplaints allege
various statutory violations stemm ng from Defendants’ purported
failure to delete negative credit information from Plaintiff’'s
credit file and the penetration of private governnent files
containing information about Plaintiff at the Maryland Soci al
Security Agency and the Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Transportation.
Plaintiff has requested a waiver of the filing fee based upon his

current financial situation.



1. DI SCUSSI ON

A. Mdtion to Proceed I n Forma Pauperis

The federal in forma pauperis statute is designed to provide

access to the federal courts to indigent litigants. See Neitzke,

et. al. v. Wllians, 490 U S. 319, 324 (1989); see also 28 U S. C
8§ 1915(a) (2000). Once an indigent litigant provides an affidavit
containing the proscribed information, the Court “may aut hori ze the
comencenent, prosecution or defense of any suit, . . . wthout
prepaynent of fees.” 8§ 1915(a). In support of his Mdtion to

Proceed In Forma Pauperis, Plaintiff has submtted an affidavit

stating that he has no noney, real estate, stock, bonds, notes,
aut onobi | es or other valuable property. It appears from his
affidavit that Plaintiff does not have the funds necessary to pay
the fees associated with pursuing this action. As a result, |eave

to proceed in forma pauperis is granted.

B. The Conpl ai nt

Wiile Plaintiff’s financial position may entitle himto a
wai ver of fees, 8 1915(e)(2) helps to prevent potential abuses of

this right by mandating that the Court dism ss an in forma pauperis

conplaint at any tine if the action “is frivolous or malicious” or
“fails to state a claimon which relief may be granted.” See 28

US. C 81915(e)(2)(B)(i)(ii) (2000); see also Neitzke, 490 U. S. at

327. In this context, frivolous conplaints contain “clains based
on an indisputably neritless | egal theory and cl ai ns whose factual
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contentions are clearly baseless.” Roman v. Jeffes, 904 F.2d 192,

194 (3d Gr. 1990). Conplaints will be dismssed if there is no
recogni zed legal interest being infringed or the clains describe

“fantastic or del usional scenarios.” See Neitzke, 490 U. S. at 327.

In determning the nerit of a pro se conplaint, the Court will | ook

with a nore forgiving eye. See Haines v. Kerner, 404 U S. 519, 520

(1972).

Plaintiff’s Conplaints in the instant case fail to rise above
t he standards for dism ssal under 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B). The Conpl aints
are disjointed, sonetines unintelligible, and | acking any requests
for relief. Viewng Plaintiff’s Conplaints liberally, he seens to
allege violations of: (1) the Fair Credit Reporting Act, (2) the
Governnental Privacy Act, (3) the Sherman Antitrust Act, and (4)
the dayton Act. However, Plaintiff does not put forth any facts
whi ch woul d support an alleged violation of these statutes by the
Def endant s. Instead, Plaintiff puts forth sone vague and
unsupported factual allegations which could rightfully be
classified as “fantastic and del usional scenerios.” Accordingly,
Plaintiff’s Conplaints are di sm ssed.

An appropriate Order follows.



IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVANI A
LEONARD STEVENS, JR
v. : ClVIL ACTI ON
: NO. 00- 4618

CHEX SYSTEMs OF
DALLAS, TEXAS, et. al.

ORDER

AND NOW this 12th day of Cct ober, 2000, upon

consideration of Plaintiff’'s Mdtion to Proceed In Forma Pauperis

(Docket No. 1), IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Plaintiff’s Mtion is
CRANTED,;

| T | S HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff’s Conplaints are
DI SM SSED pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i)(ii); and

| T IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that the Cerk of Court shal

mark this case cl osed.

BY THE COURT:

HERBERT J. HUTTON, J.



