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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Alaska grants Defendant Second Street Investments
LLC’s motion for judgment on the pleadings in a Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act
action. The court holds that the continuing violation doctrine does not apply and concludes that the
complaint does not plausibly establish a timely claim based on conduct occurring on or before
December 31, 2014, including through equitable tolling or the discovery rule. The court grants
Plaintiff 30 days to file an amended complaint.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(c) for
judgment on the pleadings, arguing that the plaintiff's Trafficking
Victims Protection Reauthorization Act claims were barred by the
statute of limitations and inadequately pleaded. The court granted the
motion but allowed plaintiff leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 12(c) motion is evaluated under the same standard as a Rule
12(b)(6) motion. The court accepts factual allegations in the complaint
as true and construes them in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party; judgment is proper when there is no issue of
material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiff's TVPRA claims were barred by the ten-year statute of limitations to the extent
they were based on conduct occurring before December 31, 2014.

2. Whether the continuing violation or continuing tort doctrine permitted the plaintiff to aggregate earlier
trafficking-related acts with later conduct for limitations purposes.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged facts supporting equitable tolling.

4. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a self-concealing injury sufficient to invoke the discovery rule.

5. Whether the plaintiff should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The continuing violation doctrine does not apply to the plaintiff's TVPRA claims. Each alleged act of
sex trafficking, harboring, or receipt of a benefit from the trafficking venture is a discrete actionable act
subject to its own limitations period.

2. The plaintiff's claims were time-barred to the extent they were based on trafficking-related conduct
occurring before December 31, 2014, absent a valid exception to the limitations period.

3. The complaint did not plausibly allege facts showing that the plaintiff pursued her rights diligently and
that extraordinary circumstances prevented timely filing; equitable tolling therefore could not save the
claims as pleaded.

4. The court did not decide whether the discovery rule applies to TVPRA claims, but held that the
complaint failed to plausibly allege a self-concealing injury that would trigger the rule.

5. The complaint did not plausibly state a claim for conduct occurring on December 31, 2014 because it
did not specifically allege that trafficking occurred at the hotel on that date or identify wrongful conduct
by defendant on that particular day.

6. Leave to amend was warranted because amendment was not shown to be futile and plaintiff might be
able to plead specific facts concerning conduct on December 31, 2014, her age, the discovery rule, or
equitable tolling.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Judgment on the pleadings is properly granted when there is no issue of material fact in dispute, and the
moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.” (at 4)

“The continuing violation doctrine does not apply to Plaintiff’s TVPRA claims.” (at 7)

“Rather, each alleged act of sex trafficking at the Anchorage Uptown Suites constitutes a discrete, actionable
tort.” (at 8)

“The Court finds that it need not determine whether the discovery rule applies to TVPRA claims because
Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to plausibly allege that her injury is self-concealing such that the rule would apply
here.” (at 13)

“Defendant’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings at Docket 24 is GRANTED and that Plaintiff is accorded
leave to amend.” (at 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jane Doe alleged that she was sex trafficked at various times from 2003 through December 2014 and that her
trafficker used coercion and physical violence to force her to engage in commercial sex acts. She alleged that the
trafficking occurred at defendant's Anchorage hotel and that hotel personnel ignored observable indicators,
including the trafficker's presence, room placement away from other guests, and repeated brief visits by men
who were not hotel guests. She asserted TVPRA perpetrator and beneficiary liability, claiming that the defendant
facilitated the trafficking and benefited from an unlawful venture.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on December 31, 2024, alleging perpetrator and beneficiary liability under the TVPRA
based on sex trafficking at defendant's hotel. Defendant moved for judgment on the pleadings at Docket 24;
plaintiff opposed and defendant replied. The court granted the motion with leave to amend within 30 days and
directed that defendant respond to any amended complaint within 21 days.
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