UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF ALASKA

Jane Doe (J.R.F.) v. Jinbo, LL.C

Case No. 3:24-cv-00291-SLG (D. Alaska May 7, 2026) - No. 3:24-cv-00291-SLG - Decided May 7, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Alaska grants Defendant Jinbo, LL.C’s motion to

dismiss claims brought under the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act. The court holds

that the claims are time-barred to the extent based on conduct before December 31, 2014, rejects

application of the continuing violation doctrine, and finds the complaint insufficiently alleges

equitable tolling or delayed accrual under the discovery rule. The dismissal is granted with leave to

amend within 30 days.
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3:24-cv-00291-SLG

remanded

Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss Plaintiff's claims under the Trafficking Victims Protection
Reauthorization Act. The court granted the motion with leave to
amend.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and determines whether the complaint contains
sufficient factual matter to state a plausible claim for relief.
Conclusory allegations and legal conclusions pleaded as facts are not

accepted as true.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the TVPRA's ten-year statute of limitations barred claims based on alleged trafficking conduct

occurring before December 31, 2014.

. Whether the continuing violation or continuing tort doctrine allowed Plaintiff to treat repeated

trafficking-related conduct as one continuing actionable violation.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a timely TVPRA claim based on conduct occurring on

December 31, 2014.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged facts supporting equitable tolling.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a self-concealing injury warranting application of the discovery

rule.

. Whether dismissal should be with leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1.

Under 18 U.S.C. § 1595(c), a TVPRA action must generally be initiated no later than the latter of ten
years after the cause of action arose or ten years after the victim reached eighteen years of age if she was
a minor when the offense occurred. Because the complaint did not allege that Plaintiff turned eighteen
after December 31, 2014, claims based on conduct before that date were time-barred unless an exception

applied.

. The continuing violation or continuing tort doctrine does not apply to Plaintiff's TVPRA claims because

each alleged act of sex trafficking at the hotel constitutes a discrete, actionable tort, and the repetition of

such conduct does not prevent the limitations period from running separately for each act.

. The complaint did not plausibly state a TVPRA claim based on 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.

. The complaint did not plausibly allege facts showing that Plaintiff diligently pursued her rights and that

extraordinary circumstances prevented timely filing, as required for equitable tolling.

. The court did not decide whether the discovery rule applies to TVPRA claims, but held that Plaintiff's

complaint failed to plausibly allege a self-concealing injury that would trigger the rule.

. Dismissal was granted with leave to amend because amendment was not shown to be futile, and there

was no evidence of bad faith, undue delay, or prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rather, each alleged act of sex trafficking at the Royal Suites Lodge constitutes a discrete, actionable tort.”

(Discussion)



“The Court thus finds that Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief could be granted.”

(Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that she was sex trafficked at various times from 2003 through December 2014, including at
rooms in Defendant's Royal Suites Lodge in Anchorage, Alaska. She alleged that her trafficker used coercion
and physical violence, and that hotel staff ignored indicators of trafficking, including repeated short-term visits
by men, unusual hours, and the trafficker's presence at check-in or nearby. Plaintiff asserted TVPRA perpetrator

and beneficiary liability and alleged that the discovery rule, equitable tolling, and continuing-tort doctrine
preserved her claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on December 31, 2024, alleging that Defendant facilitated her sex trafficking and
asserted perpetrator and beneficiary liability under the TVPRA. Defendant moved to dismiss, Plaintiff opposed,
and Defendant replied. The court granted dismissal because the claims were facially untimely to the extent based
on pre-December 31, 2014 conduct and the complaint did not plausibly state a timely claim for conduct on
December 31, 2014, but allowed Plaintiff 30 days to amend.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No appellate remand was ordered. Defendant's motion to dismiss was granted, with Plaintiff permitted to file a
First Amended Complaint within 30 days. Defendants must answer or otherwise respond within 21 days after the

FAC is filed; failure to file an FAC within 30 days will result in dismissal of the action for failure to state a
claim.
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