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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISRICT OF CALIFORNIA
OAKLAND DIVISION

TYRONE L. ADAMS, Case No: C11-01219 SBA
Plaintiff, ORDER DISMISSING
ACTION
VS.

CHARLES L. EASLEY, et al.,

Defendants.

Pro se Plaintiff Tyrone Adams ("Plaifft) filed the instant action on March 11,
2011. Dkt. 1. He filed a6B-page first amended complaintduly 1, 2011.Dkt. 16. On
July 18, 2011, this Court issued an Order dismissing Plaintifftsafinended complaint on
the ground that it is "devoidf allegations showing how ela Defendant violated his
rights." Dkt. 22. In this Order, the Coulitected Plaintiff to amend his complaint to
"allege specific facts of the role that ealdfendant had in violating his rights."_Id.

On August 15, 2011, Pl#iff filed a 179-page send amended complaint, which
contained the same flaws as the first amendetptaint. Dkt. 23. In its Order dismissing
the second amended complaing tbourt stated that the pleading is vague, rambling, an
times incomprehensible, and therefore didawohply with the requimments of Rule 8 of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. DKd8. Specifically, the Court dismissed the
second amended complaint on the ground thasoliated "Rule 8(a)'s requirement that a
complaint set forth a 'short and plain statemain®laintiff's claimsshowing that he is

entitled to relief." _Id. The second amena®thplaint was also dismissed on the ground
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that it violated "Rule 8(d)(1)'s requiremenatia complaint contain 'simple, concise, and
direct' allegations."_1d.

In dismissing the second amended complaint, the Court stated:

The second amended complaint doessitoply, concisely, or directly

identify which wrongs were committday which Defendants. The pleading
lacks specific, clear allegations as tbomn Plaintiff is suing for what wrongs.
The pleading also does not plainly anda@nctly identify the transaction or
occurrence giving rise to each leg&dim and the facts that support the
elements of that claim. As suchetbecond amended complaint fails to plead
sufficient facts of each Defendanisrported wrongdoing to provide fair
nlot_ice of the claims alleged againstitinand the grounds upon which those
claims rest.

In light of Plaintiff's pro sestatus, the Court afforded Raff the opportunity to file
a third amended complaint consistent withOtsler. Dkt. 108. In doing so, the Court
advised Plaintiff that "all thas required under Rulg(a)(2) is a 'shornd plain statement'
of his claims showing that he is entitled tbe®" and that he "is strongly encouraged to
limit his allegations only to theatts that are relevant and madéto his claims."_Id. The
Court also advised Plaintiff that any arded complaint should "clearly delineate each
legal claim, state facts indicating the natanel grounds for eachaiin, and specifically
identify the Defendant or Defendants he naims are liable for ¢t claim." _Id.

On April 10, 2012, Rintiff filed a 103-page third ameed complaint. Dkt. 113.
Putting aside the untimeliness of this filing, the third amended complaint does not corf
the deficiencies identified by the Courtita Order dismissing the second amended
complaint. Specifically, the tld amended complaint does rsat forth a short and plain
statement of Plaintiff's claimghowing that he is entitled telief as required under Rule
8(a)(2). Nor does the third amended conmleontain "simpleconcise, and direct"
allegations. Rule 8(d) requires that each et of a pleading bsimple, concise, and
direct," and the failure to adhere to this reguient is a basis forshissal._McHenry v.
Renne, 84 F.3d 1172, 117®&h Cir. 1996) (affirming dismsal of complaint that was

"argumentative, prolix, replete withdendancy, and largely irrelevant").
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The third amended complaint does not hsiveple, concise and direct averments.
Instead, the pleading contains rambling, rethnt, confusing factual averments, and is
replete with conclusory allegations and argmtabout fraud, discrimination, retaliation,
and conspiracies. Like the second amerabedplaint, the third aended complaint does
not clearly delineate each legal claim, plaiahd succinctly identify the transaction or
occurrence giving rise to eacly# claim, and set forth the esgific facts that support the
elements of that claim. kaddition, despite being encoueato limit his allegations only
to facts that are relevant and material todasms and being advisdlat it is not necessary
to cite case law or include legal argumeng, ttird amended complaint contains irrelevan
facts and is full of legal argument andnecessary citations to case law.

In sum, because the third anded complaint does not corréae deficiencies in the
second amended complaint identified by the €alismissal of this action is warranted.
Because Plaintiff did not correct the defiaess in his first amended complaint, second
amended complaint, or third @mded complaint, there is no reason to conclude that he
could or would do so with further leave to@mi. Consequently, this action is dismissed
with prejudice. Accordingly,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

1. This action is DISNBSED with prejudice.

2. The Clerk shall close the filnd terminate all pending matters.

IT IS SO ORDERED

Dated: 6/8/12 Mﬁ a--l?
SAUNDRA BROWN ARMIRONG

United States District Judge
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
TYRONE L ADAMS,

Plaintiff,

V.

CHARLES L EASLEY et al,

Defendant.

Case Number: CV11-01219 SBA

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, the undersigned, hereby certify that | am ampleyee in the Office of # Clerk, U.S. District
Court, Northern Distat of California.

That on June 8, 2012, | SERVED a true and cowepy/(ies) of the attded, by placing said
copy(ies) in a postage paid envelope addetséhe person(s) hereinafter listed, by depositing
said envelope in the U.S. Malil, or by placing ssogy(ies) into an inter-office delivery receptacle
located in the Clerk's office.

Tyrone L. Adams
P.O. Box 981044
West Sacramento, CA 95798

Dated: June 8, 2012
RichardV. Wieking, Clerk
By:LisaClark, DeputyClerk




