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

THOVAS A. RCCHE, JR , : ClVIL ACTI ON
Pl aintiff, :

V.

NI COLE STI GLI ANG, :
Def endant . : No. 04-5645

MVEMORANDUM AND ORDER

J. M KELLY, J. DECEMBER 13 , 2004
Presently before the Court is a Mdtion to Proceed I n Fornma
Pauperis and a Conplaint (“Conplaint”) filed by pro se Plaintiff
Thomas A. Roche (“Plaintiff”) against Defendant Nicole Stigliano
(“Defendant”). On the Designation Form used by the Cerk’s
Ofice to assign cases to the appropriate cal endar, Plaintiff
marked this matter as a Conplaint for an “other federal question

violation,” but fails to allege any facts to support his claim

that an unidentified federal lawis involved in this matter.
Plaintiff seeks perm ssion to file his Conplaint in fornma

pauperis pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915. For the follow ng

reasons, Plaintiff’s Motion to Proceed | n Forma Pauperis is

GRANTED and his Conplaint is D SM SSED W THOUT PREJUDI CE. *
Under 8§ 1915(a), a Court can allow a litigant to proceed

wi t hout the prepaynment of the required filing fee upon a show ng

of indigence. Deutsch v. United States, 67 F.3d 1080, 1084 n.5

(3d Cir. 1995). Plaintiff has been unenpl oyed since 1989,

mai ntains $ 182.00 in his bank account, and, as his only formfor

' 1f within twenty (20) cal endar days fromthe date of this

Order, Plaintiff is able to cure the deficiencies set forth in

t hi s Menorandum t hrough an anended pl eadi ng, the Court wll
reopen Plaintiff’'s case. See Grayson v. Miyview State Hosp., 293
F.3d 103, 108 (3d G r. 2002).




i ncome, receives $824.00 a nonth in disability paynents.
Therefore, after reviewing Plaintiff’s application, this Court
finds that Plaintiff qualifies as indigent, and it is ORDERED

that his Mdtion to Proceed I n Forma Pauperis is GRANTED

However, Plaintiff’s Conplaint nust be di sm ssed under
8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) for failure to state a clai mupon which
relief my be granted as Plaintiff failed to conply with Federal
Rule of Cvil Procedure 8. Rule 8 mandates that a Conpl ai nt
shall contain: “(1) a short and plain statenent of the grounds
upon which the court’s jurisdiction depends . . . (2) a short and
pl ain statenment of the claimshow ng that the pleader is entitled
torelief, and (3) a demand for judgnment for the relief the
pl eader seeks.” Fed. R Cv. P. 8(a). Plaintiff’s Conpl aint
fails to set forth the grounds upon which this Court's
jurisdiction depends. See |d.

Plaintiff’s hand-witten Conplaint appears to arise out of a
di spute over a check in the amount of $ 629.00 that he claims was
fraudulent. Aside fromthis one incident involving a fraudul ent
check, Plaintiff’s Conplaint is otherwi se vague as to any facts
t hat support federal question jurisdiction. Accordingly, it is

ORDERED that Plaintiff’s Conplaint is DI SM SSED W THOUT

PREJUDI CE.

BY THE COURT:

[s/ James McGrr Kelly, J.

JAMES MG RR KELLY, J.



