
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Dunn v. Noble Credit Union
Dunn · No. 1:25-cv-00561-SKO · Decided June 25, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California screened Alana Dunn’s amended
complaint against Noble Credit Union and found that it failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 8 and did not establish federal-question or diversity jurisdiction. The court granted one final
opportunity to amend within 30 days, or alternatively to stand on the current complaint or voluntarily
dismiss the action.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court screened plaintiff's amended complaint under the in forma
pauperis screening statute and issued a second screening order
granting one final opportunity to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the screening standard under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)
(2), dismissing complaints that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a
claim, or seek relief from an immune defendant. Failure to state a
claim is assessed for a cognizable legal theory and sufficient
supporting facts, while factual allegations are accepted as true and
legal conclusions are not.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the amended complaint complied with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)'s requirement of a
short and plain statement showing entitlement to relief.

2. Whether the amended complaint stated a cognizable federal claim and established federal-question
jurisdiction.

3. Whether the allegations established diversity jurisdiction.

4. Whether plaintiff should receive one final opportunity to amend the complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a) because it relied on
conclusory statements, did not provide sufficient factual allegations, and did not clearly identify the
claims or the defendants against whom those claims were asserted.

2. The amended complaint did not establish federal-question jurisdiction because the criminal statutes
invoked by plaintiff do not provide private civil causes of action, and the CFAA allegations did not
identify a qualifying violation or the facts necessary to support one.

3. The amended complaint did not establish diversity jurisdiction because plaintiff alleged that she and the
defendants were citizens of California.

4. The court granted plaintiff one final opportunity to amend because the pleading defects might be cured
by additional factual allegations establishing cognizable claims and subject matter jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A case ‘arises under’ federal law either where federal law creates the cause of action or ‘where the
vindication of a right under state law necessarily turn[s] on some construction of federal law.’” (at 4)

“federal jurisdiction exists only when a federal question is presented on the face of the plaintiff’s properly
pleaded complaint.” (at 4)

“A civil action for a violation of this section may be brought only if the conduct involves 1 of the factors set
forth in subclauses (I), (II), (III), (IV), or (V) of subsection (c)(4)(A)(i).” (at 5)

“Factual allegations must be [sufficient] to raise a right to relief above the speculative level.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The amended complaint was a 37-page handwritten pleading alleging that Noble Credit Union Basic withdrew
money without plaintiff's consent and concealed the withdrawal. Plaintiff invoked several federal criminal
statutes, including the mail-fraud, wire-fraud, identity-fraud, and Computer Fraud and Abuse Act provisions. The
pleading did not identify the specific conduct of each defendant, the legal theory supporting liability, or facts
establishing federal-question or diversity jurisdiction.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a civil complaint on May 12, 2025, and proceeded pro se and in forma pauperis. After an earlier
screening order found no cognizable claims and granted leave to amend, plaintiff filed an amended complaint on
June 9, 2025. The court found that the amended complaint still failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 8 and did not establish federal-question or diversity jurisdiction, but allowed one final amendment and
set a thirty-day deadline.
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