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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted San Mateo County’s

motion to dismiss Victor Mendoza-Grado’s claims. The court dismissed the 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim

with leave to amend because the complaint did not plausibly allege municipal liability under Monell,

while dismissing the malicious prosecution claim without leave to amend because a plea, probation,

and dismissal under California Penal Code § 1203.4 did not establish favorable termination. The court

allowed Mendoza-Grado 30 days to file an amended complaint naming the Foster City Police

Department and curing the identified deficiencies.
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dismissed

Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the plaintiff's claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and for malicious
prosecution under California law.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court tests the legal sufficiency of the
complaint, accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as true, construes
the pleadings in the plaintiff's favor, and determines whether the
nonconclusory factual content plausibly suggests entitlement to relief.
The court generally considers only the allegations in the operative

complaint.
Unknown; district-court order with no stated precedential status
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged municipal liability against San Mateo County under 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983.

2. Whether Mendoza-Grado could state a California malicious-prosecution claim when the underlying
criminal case ended after his plea, completion of probation, and dismissal under California Penal Code §
1203.4.

3. Whether leave to amend should be granted on either claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim against San Mateo County because it did not plausibly
allege that the constitutional injuries resulted from a County policy or longstanding custom, an act by a

final policymaker, or ratification by a final policymaker.

2. The § 1983 claim was dismissed with leave to amend because the plaintiff might be able to cure the

pleading deficiencies by alleging additional facts against proper parties.

3. Mendoza-Grado could not state a malicious-prosecution claim because his guilty or nolo contendere
plea, completion of probation, and subsequent dismissal under California Penal Code § 1203.4 did not

establish a favorable termination demonstrating factual innocence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Without more facts, the allegations in Mendoza-Grado’s complaint, even if they could be linked to the
County, are not sufficient to establish Monell liability.” (at 5)

“Mendoza-Grado’s malicious prosecution claim thus fails as a matter of law because his plea, service of
probation, and dismissal under 1203.4, precludes him from pleading facts establishing a termination of the

criminal proceedings in his favor.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mendoza-Grado alleged that two off-leash dogs attacked him in his apartment complex's recreational area on
April 18, 2021, after which Foster City police responded and handcuffed him based on accusations that he had
threatened the dogs' owners with a knife. He alleged that police officers and a detective mishandled the matter,
that his appointed attorney failed to communicate effectively and pressured him to accept a plea deal, and that
the events involved racial profiling and violations of due process and equal protection. He pleaded guilty or
entered a plea deal, completed court-ordered probation, and the criminal case was later dismissed under
California Penal Code § 1203.4.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mendoza-Grado filed the complaint on December 19, 2024. San Mateo County filed an initial motion to dismiss
and then a corrected motion to dismiss; the parties briefed the corrected motion. The court vacated the hearing
and decided the motion on the papers, granting dismissal of the § 1983 claim with leave to amend and

dismissing the malicious-prosecution claim without leave to amend.
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