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

W LLI AM PERKI NS and WALTER PERKI NS : ClVIL ACTI ON
VS.

GLORI A LANZA : NO. 97-6692

MEMORAN DUM

DuBA S, J. NOVEMBER 3, 1997

Plaintiffs, WIIliamPerkins and Walter Perkins, filed a
difficult-to-understand pro se Conplaint against doria Lanza,
identified in the Conplaint as residing in Las Vegas, Nevada.
Plaintiffs appear to be alleging that Ms. Lanza signed for and
opened in Nevada "certified mail contents G vil Action Conplaints
filed in US A Dist. Courts Phila Penna Wshington DC and
Pittsburgh Penna.™ After claimng "Invasion of Privacy By Openi ng
Mai | , Snoopi ng, " t he Conpl ai nt states "Val uabl e | nf or mati on Agai nst
Defts was no Longer of any Value. | sic $250, 000 danages." One (1)
case identified inthe Conplaint as related - "CV 94-1905" - is not
pending in this Court.

Wth the Conplaint, plaintiff, WlliamPerkins, filed an

Application for Leave to Proceed I n Forma Pauperis. As it appears

that he i s unable to pay the costs of comencing this action, |eave

to proceed in forna pauperis, is granted. However, for the reasons

whi ch foll ow, the Conplaint will be dism ssed as frivol ous pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e).

The standard under which a district court may di sm ss an



action as frivolous was set forth by the Suprene Court in Neitzke

v. Wllianms, 490 U S. 319 (1989). Under Neitzke, dism ssal under

§ 1915(e)' is appropriate when the action is "based on an
i ndi sputably neritless legal theory" or when it posits "factua
contentions [that] are clearly baseless.” 1d. at 327.

Plaintiffs' Conplaint posits factual contentions that are
difficult to conprehend, and plaintiffs do not state any | egal
theory on which they are proceeding. Mor eover, defendant,
identified as a resident Nevada in this case which ari ses out of an
i nci dent that occurred in Nevada, is beyond the jurisdiction of the
Court - this Court | acks jurisdiction over the person of defendant.
For all of those reasons, the Court concludes that this Conpl aint
is legally frivolous and it will be dismssed under 28 U S.C. 8§
1915(e).?

An appropriate Order dism ssing the Conplaint as |l egally
frivolous under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(e) foll ows.

'Nei t zke dealt with 28 U.S.C. § 1915(d), the predecessor
statute to 8 1915(e).

The Court notes that plaintiff, WIliam Perkins, has filed
at least ten (10) prior actions in this Court which were assigned
to three (3) different Judges. Al such cases were disn ssed as
legally frivol ous.



