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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia grants motions to dismiss Feifei Gu’s
claims against New York State, New York City, and federal defendants. The court holds that it lacks
personal jurisdiction over the New York defendants and that Gu cannot obtain mandamus or the other
requested relief against the federal defendants. The court also denies Gu’s motion for default judgment
against Chief Judge Rowan D. Wilson because the New York State defendants timely responded.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought an action seeking mandamus, impeachment-related
relief, and an order freezing federal funds, arising from a New York
misdemeanor prosecution. New York State, New York City, and
federal defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(1), (2), (3), and (6). Plaintiff also moved for default
judgment against a New York state judge.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion, the plaintiff bears the burden of
establishing a factual basis for personal jurisdiction; the court may
consider affidavits and other relevant materials and need not accept
conclusory allegations. On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts
well-pleaded factual allegations as true, construes the complaint in the
plaintiff's favor, and dismisses claims that do not state a plausible
entitlement to relief. A pro se complaint is liberally construed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the District Court for the District of Columbia had personal jurisdiction over the New York
State and New York City defendants.

2. Whether Gu was entitled to a writ of mandamus directing federal officials to investigate New York
officials and hold defendants accountable.

3. Whether the court could initiate or participate in impeachment proceedings against federal judges.

4. Whether Gu adequately pleaded a basis for freezing federal funds allegedly used in connection with the
New York prosecution.

5. Whether Gu was entitled to default judgment against Chief Judge Rowan D. Wilson for allegedly failing
to respond to the complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The court lacked personal jurisdiction over the New York State and New York City defendants because
the complaint identified no applicable basis under the District of Columbia long-arm statute and no
relevant conduct occurred in the District of Columbia.

2. Gu was not entitled to mandamus because she could not establish a clear and indisputable right to the
requested investigations or a clear, nondiscretionary duty requiring the federal defendants to conduct
them.

3. The court could not initiate or otherwise participate in impeachment proceedings against federal judges.

4. Gu failed to plead a basis for an order freezing federal funds to New York because she did not allege that
any federal money funded her prosecution.

5. Gu was not entitled to default judgment because Chief Judge Wilson timely responded to the complaint
through the New York State defendants' motion to dismiss filed by the court-ordered deadline.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The acts alleged in Ms. Gu’s Complaint do not fall under any of these bases of jurisdiction.” (at 5)

“Mandamus is an ‘extraordinary remedy, reserved only for the most transparent violations of a clear duty to
act.’” (at 6)

“She “cannot establish that [she] is entitled by right” to the investigations she requests or that the Federal
Defendants have “a clear nondiscretionary duty to investigate.”” (at 6)

“This Court cannot initiate or otherwise involve itself in an impeachment proceeding.” (at 7)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Gu, a New York resident, was facing a New York misdemeanor prosecution after a real estate agent reported that
she allegedly damaged a surveillance camera in a New York apartment building. She alleged that New York state
and city officials, judges, clerks, prosecutors, and others conspired to pursue a fake prosecution and improperly
halt civil cases she filed against the real estate agent. Her complaint sought mandamus directing federal officials
to investigate the alleged conspiracy, impeachment of several federal judges, and an order freezing federal funds
used by New York for the prosecution.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gu filed suit in the District Court for the District of Columbia against twenty-three federal, state, city, and
private defendants. The New York State and City defendants moved to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction,
and the federal defendants moved to dismiss because the requested relief was unavailable and the claims were
legally insufficient. The court granted all three motions to dismiss and denied Gu's motion for default judgment
after finding that the relevant New York defendants had timely responded pursuant to extensions granted by the
court.
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