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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California dismisses Julia Teryaeva-
Reed’s pro se civil-rights complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, with leave to amend. The court denies
requests for appointment of counsel and stay or abeyance, and directs Plaintiff to file an amended
complaint and provide a current address and notice of intent to prosecute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2)'s short-and-plain-statement
requirement.

2. Whether the complaint improperly joined unrelated claims and defendants under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 20(a)(2).

3. Whether claims arising from events at FDC Miami were properly venued in the Northern District of
California.

4. Whether the claim concerning plaintiff's transfer from FCI-Dublin to FDC Miami was duplicative and
subject to dismissal as malicious under 28 U.S.C. § 1915.

5. Whether plaintiff was entitled to appointment of counsel or a stay and abeyance.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to comply with Rule 8(a)(2) because its lengthy, repetitive, and confusing narrative
did not provide a short and plain statement of the claims.

2. The complaint appeared to violate Rule 20(a)(2) by combining unrelated claims against different
defendants arising from different occurrences and lacking a common question of law or fact.

3. To the extent plaintiff sought relief for claims arising from events at FDC Miami, the proper venue
appeared to be the Southern District of Florida rather than the Northern District of California.

4. The claim that plaintiff was improperly transferred from FCI-Dublin to FDC Miami was duplicative
because it had been raised and rejected in a prior action, and duplicative litigation may be dismissed as
malicious under § 1915.

5. The court denied plaintiff's request for appointed counsel because she did not establish exceptional
circumstances.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) requires only “a short and plain statement of the claim showing that
the pleader is entitled to relief.”” (Discussion A)

“Failure to comply with Rule 8 is an independent basis for dismissal separate from whether the plaintiff states
a sufficient claim on the merits.” (Discussion C)

“The Court DISMISSES the complaint with leave to amend.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged mistreatment and unconstitutional conditions of confinement during her incarceration at FCI-
Aliceville in Alabama, FDC Miami in Florida, and FCI-Dublin in California, with the allegations focused
primarily on FDC Miami. She also alleged that transfers between institutions violated federal policies and court
orders, were retaliatory, and caused her to serve a sentence longer than necessary. The complaint asserted claims



under federal law, California and Texas law, and various federal-agency policies. Plaintiff had been removed
from the United States by the time of the order and had not provided the court with a current address.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an 87-page civil-rights complaint naming fifteen defendants and was granted leave to proceed in
forma pauperis in a separate order. The court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, dismissed it for
pleading, joinder, venue, and duplicative-litigation deficiencies, and granted leave to amend. The court also
denied plaintiff's requests for appointment of counsel and stay and abeyance.

DISPOSITION

dismissed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Plaintiff may file an amended complaint within twenty-eight days, using the case caption and
number, identifying each wrongful act, date, conduct, defendant, and violated federal law or constitutional
provision. Plaintiff must also provide her current address and state whether she intends to prosecute the action
within twenty-eight days.
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