UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Julian Torres v. Employment Development Department (EDD), et al.

Torres - No. 25-cv-08964-TLT - Decided October 17, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California grants Julian Torres’s
application to proceed in forma pauperis but dismisses his complaint with prejudice under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2) for failure to state a claim. The complaint asserted claims under Title II of the Americans
with Disabilities Act, the Rehabilitation Act, California Government Code § 11135, the ADA’s
retaliation provision, and the Due Process Clause. The court also denies the motion for a temporary

restraining order and directs the Clerk to terminate the case.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed a complaint and a motion for a temporary restraining

order, along with an application to proceed in forma pauperis. The
district court granted in forma pauperis status, screened the complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), dismissed the complaint with prejudice

for failure to state a claim, and denied the temporary restraining order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), an in forma pauperis action must be
dismissed if it is frivolous or malicious, fails to state a claim, or seeks
monetary relief from an immune defendant. The pleading must allege
facts plausibly establishing liability, with pro se pleadings construed
liberally. A temporary restraining order is evaluated under the
preliminary-injunction standard, requiring consideration of likelihood
of success, irreparable harm, balance of equities, and the public
interest.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a plausible claim under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), including the asserted
ADA, Rehabilitation Act, California Government Code section 11135, ADA retaliation, and due process

claims.
2. Whether leave to amend should be granted after dismissal of the deficient complaint.

3. Whether plaintiff was entitled to a temporary restraining order.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a claim because it provided no factual allegations plausibly supporting any
of its five causes of action.

2. Torres failed to state claims under Title II of the ADA, the Rehabilitation Act, California Government

Code section 11135, or the ADA retaliation provision.
3. The complaint failed to state a substantive or procedural due process claim.

4. Leave to amend was denied because amendment would be futile, and the complaint was dismissed with

prejudice.

5. The motion for a temporary restraining order was denied because the underlying complaint was
dismissed for failure to state a claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When the complaint has been filed by a pro se plaintiff, courts must “construe the pleadings liberally . . . to
dfford the petitioner the benefit of any doubt.”” (at 4)

“Threadbare recitals of the elements of a cause of action, supported by mere conclusory statements, do not
suffice.” (at 5)

“Accordingly, although Plaintiff financially qualifies for IFP, Plaintiff’s complaint is DISMISSED WITH
PREJUDICE for failure to state a claim on which relief may be granted” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Torres sued the Employment Development Department, asserting claims under Title IT of the Americans with
Disabilities Act, the Rehabilitation Act, California Government Code section 11135, the ADA retaliation
provision, and the Fourteenth Amendment. He alleged generally that the claims related to a whistleblower

disclosure and requested disability accommodations, and sought declaratory and injunctive relief concerning



ADA-compliant procedures, certification, retaliation, record preservation, fees, and costs. The complaint

contained only brief statements and did not provide factual allegations supporting the asserted causes of action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On October 17, 2025, Julian Torres filed a complaint against the Employment Development Department and a
motion for a temporary restraining order. He also applied to proceed in forma pauperis. The court granted the
application, conducted statutory screening, dismissed the complaint with prejudice, denied the temporary

restraining order, and ordered the clerk to terminate the case.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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