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SUMMARY

The court issued an order to show cause why Plaintiff Danielle Victor’s 239-page First Amended
Complaint should not be dismissed. The court identified deficiencies under Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 8 and 20, concluded that the asserted criminal-statute claims were not cognizable civil
claims, and determined that claims challenging state-court proceedings appeared barred by the
Rooker-Feldman doctrine. Plaintiff was ordered either to file a compliant second amended complaint
or voluntarily dismiss the action by August 11, 2025.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court issued an order to show cause why Plaintiff’s First Amended
Complaint should not be dismissed and allowed Plaintiff either to file
a further amended complaint curing the identified deficiencies or
voluntarily dismiss the action without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6)
standard in screening the in forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C.
§ 1915(e)(2), accepting well-pleaded factual allegations as true and
viewing them in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party,
while disregarding conclusory allegations, unwarranted factual
deductions, and unreasonable inferences. The pro se complaint was
construed liberally.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the First Amended Complaint failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 because
it did not clearly identify the claims, defendants, factual bases, and requested relief.

2. Whether the First Amended Complaint improperly joined 32 defendants under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 20.

3. Whether the claims challenging or arising from prior state-court litigation were barred by the Rooker-
Feldman doctrine.

4. Whether Plaintiff could assert civil claims based on alleged violations of federal and California criminal
statutes.

HOLDINGS

1. The First Amended Complaint appeared subject to dismissal because it did not provide a short and plain
statement identifying the claims asserted against each defendant, the factual conduct attributed to each
defendant, the legal theories involved, and the relief sought.

2. The First Amended Complaint appeared to improperly join the 32 defendants because Plaintiff did not
allege claims against each defendant arising from the same transaction or occurrence and presenting a
common question of law or fact.

3. The First Amended Complaint appeared barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine to the extent it
challenged state-court rulings or sought relief from injuries caused by those rulings.

4. Plaintiff lacked standing to bring federal or state criminal-law claims, and the cited criminal statutes did
not provide a basis for civil liability or enforceable individual rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Rooker-Feldman bars “cases brought by state-court losers complaining of injuries caused by state-court
judgments rendered before the district court proceedings commenced and inviting district court review and
rejection of those judgments.”” (Order section III.C)

“Plaintiff is ORDERED TO SHOW CAUSE why the Court should not recommend that the FAC be dismissed
for failure to state actionable claims.” (Order section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that, during her employment at Wally’s, she was sexually assaulted, battered, abused, subjected
to racism, harassed, discriminated against, retaliated against, and inaccurately paid. She alleged that she was
wrongfully terminated after her last shift on June 12, 2019, and that former counsel, courts, arbitrators,
government offices, and others later conspired to deprive her of a fair opportunity to litigate related claims. The
239-page First Amended Complaint named 32 defendants but did not identify specific causes of action or clearly
connect particular defendants to particular conduct.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the First Amended Complaint on March 16, 2025. The complaint asserted numerous allegations
and requested civil, injunctive, declaratory, monetary, and criminal-related relief against 32 named defendants
and Does 1-100. On June 26, 2025, the district judge referred pretrial matters to Magistrate Judge Patricia
Donahue. The court determined that the FAC appeared deficient under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8,
improperly joined defendants under Rule 20, asserted claims barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, and relied
in part on criminal statutes that do not create private civil causes of action. Rather than entering a final dismissal,
the court ordered Plaintiff to show cause by August 11, 2025.
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