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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
SAN JOSE DIVISION

LAKSHMI ARUNACHALAM
Plaintiff,

Case N0.5:17¢cv-03383EJD

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS’
V. MOTION TO DISMISS

RICHARD G. ANDREWS, et al.
Defendans.

Docket Nos. 19, 29

l. INTRODUCTION

Pending before the Couatte two sparge motions. First, Piatiff Dr. Lakshmi
Arunacdhalam (“Plantiff”) seeks recusal of the umasigned judge pursuant to Judiczanons 2
and 3 and 28 U.S.C.88144, 455. Although thaddar Plantiff’ s motion is not entely clear it
appeas tha Plantiff’ sas®rtions of hdk of impartiaity, bias, and prejudicare based upon rulirsg

by the uneérsigned thaPlantiff percaves as unfavoable. Themotion isDENIED. Judicid

rulings are not a proper ground foeausal. _See iteky v. United States, 510 U.S. 540, 555 (1994).

Sewond, Defendants Riemd G. Andrevs (“JudgeAndrews”), Leonard P. Sark (“ Chief
Judge SKk”), Sue L. Robinsoff'Judge Robinsdi, and Elizabth D. Lapote (“Judge Laporte”)
moveto dismissPlairtiff Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalang’complant for failure to stée a claim upon
whichrelief maybe granted. The Cotfinds itappropride to take the motion under submission
for deasion without @al argument pwuant to Gvil Locd Rule 7-1(b). For theeasons set fdah

below, Defendantghotion to dismiss is BANTED.
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II. BACKGROUND

In a 79-pge complant, Plantiff alleges that shes an inventor and owns sesd patents
relating to technabgy underlying Web applications. Pilatiff alleges tha theUnited State is
using Plantiff’ s patentedeédnology, and is engaged in a conspiracy to wedPantiff’ s
consttutional rights. Plantiff names as defendand three federal judges of thEnited Stags
District Coutt for theDistrict of Delaware and ondederal judge ofthis distict, eaty of whom
presided over Platiff’ s lawsuits, andlbegedly violated Platiff’ s cnstitutioral rights and
will fully and madi ciouslymisapplied the lev in order to deprive her of her patents. iRtidf
dleges that thejudges “failed to rform their duty to uphold and enforce the Constitution and
breated th& Oaths of @fice will fully, wantonly andraudulently efused to uphold and enfarc
J. Marshall’s Ruling and ‘Patent Presution Histay Estogpd’ previously upheld by thé).S.
Supgeme Court.” Complaint, §124. Counof Plantiff’ scomplaint is entitled “Violations ofthe
Constitutionand Oaths of @ice and Brad of Public Trust,” and isnpdicated on Befendants’
alegedfailure to enforce a Sugme Coutt dedsion and to applyesjudicata. Count Ilis entitled
“Treason, Misprision of fieason, Aiding andAbetting Treason,” and is based upon Defamnda
alegedfailure to complywith theUnited State Constitution. Count llis entitled “Conspiacy.”
Plantiff alleges thaet defendants conspad to quash Platiff’ s patents. CountM is entitled
“Hindering Access toJustice ByMisfeasanceDenial ofDue Process, Depiivation of Rights,
Depiivation of Rights Under Color of MbaUnder 18 U.S.C. 8242,” and is also based on a
conspracy to deprive Platiff of her patents. In the prayer fadli ef, Plairtiff seeks an order to
void dl of the judgmentsssied by déendants, andequests over $250 billion in damage

Ill. STANDARDS

A motion to dismiss utter Fed. R. Civ. P. 12){6) tests thelegd sufficiency of clams
aleged in the compiat. Parks Sch. of Bus., Inc. v. &yington, 51 F.3d 1480, 1484 (9th Cir.

1995) Dismissl “is proper onlywherethere is no cognizable lelgheory or an absence of

suficient fads alleged to suppbml cognizable ledaheory” Navarro v. Block, 250 F.3d 729, 732

(9th Cir. 2001). The complaintiustcontain suficient fadual matter, acepted & true, to State a
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The complant “mustcontain suficient fadual matter, acepted & true, to State aclaim to relief

that is plausible on its facé Ashcroft v. Igbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (qugtBell Atl. Corp.

v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 570 (2007)).
Pro se pleadings must be construed liberdRgsnick v. Hayes213 F.3d 443, 447 (9th

Cir. 2000). The Court “need not give a plaintiff the benefit of every conceivable doubis but
required ony to draw every reasonable or warranted factual inference in the plaintiffis"favo

McKinney v. De Bord, 507 F.2d 501, 504 (9th Cir. 1974). The Court “should use common se

in interpreting the frequently diffuse pleadings of pro se complainatds.A pro se complaint
should not be dismissed unless the court finds it “beyond doubt that the plaintiff can prove ndg

of facts in support of his claim which would entitle him to religfaines v. Kerner, 404 U.S.

519, 521 (1972).
IV. DISCUSSDON

Plantiff’ sclams are bared by the doctrine of judidi@anmunity. See Mirelesv. Wa,

502 U.S. 9, 9-10 (1991jgderal judgs have absolutemmunity from dvil li ability for ads taken
in their judicid capacity), see &oJones v. U.S. Sugme Court, 2010 WL 2975790N(D. Cal.

2010) (judicidimmunity bars claims thet are based uporllagations concerning judidiafficer’s
dedsion-makingwhile presiding ovecases andads performed in judiciacapaadty). Judicid

immuniy applies even wére “theadion [the judge] took was ierror, was done miciously, or
was in exess ofhis authorityrather hewill be subpa to liability only when he haacted in the

‘clear absence oflgurisdiction.” Mullis v. U.S. Bankruptcy Coutifor Dist. of Nevada, 828

F.2d 1385, 1388 (9th Cir. 1987), quoting Stump \af8pan, 435 U.S. 349, 356-57 (1978).

In the pesentcase, the dfendants ataty had jurisdiction to ba Plantiff’s cases pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. 881331 and 1338 and 28 U.S.C. g§36-utther, defendants were clearlyading
within their judicid cgpadties when they made fings on \arious motions submitted to the
while presiding over Plainff’ s lawsuits. Acordingly, judicid immunity applies.

Applicdion of judicid immunity, hovever, does notdave plantiffs who béevethey

recaved an unfavoble, unonstitutioral deasion without aremedy “[s]hould afedera judgeor

CASE NO.:5:17CV-03383£JD
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO DIEISS
3

Nse

set




United States District Court

Northern District of California

© 00 N o o s~ w N P

N N N N DN DN DN NN R R R R R R R R R
0o N o 0N WN P O ©OW 0o N o o WwN P O

otherfederd official performing a judicid or quasi-judicibad violate alitigant’s onstitutioral
rights in a preealing pending irfederd court, Congres las providedcarefully structured
procedures of taking apgas, including intefocutory apjeds, and for pétioning for
extraordinary writs.” Mullis at 1394. Pliatiff may apged her cases, if shevishes. Ths Court,
howe\er, lacks jurisdiction to void the judgmts issed by déendants or to award damage

V. CONCLUSION

Defendants’ motion to dismiss@GRANTED. Because any amendment to the complaint

would be futile, the dismissal is with prejudicéteckman v. Hart Brewq, Inc, 143 F.3d 1293,

1298 (9th Cir. 1998); Bonin v. Calderon, 59 F.3d 815, 845 (9th Cir. 1995).

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

Dated:September 142017

EDWARD J. DAVILA—
United States District Judge
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