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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

RALPH DOMINQUEZ,
Plaintiff,
V. Civil Action No. 14-1469(KBJ)

DIRECTOR OF THE FEDERAL
BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONet al.,

— N N N N N N

Defendans.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Plaintiff Ralph Dominquez is a prisoner incarcerated at the Attica Correxdtion
Facility in Attica, New York! In his form “Complaint for Violation of Civil Rights,”
Plaintiff, proceedingro se, states his claim as follows:
Everything started when | tried to expose criminal acts and civil
rights violations by the D.O.P. and the heads of state responded by
seeking restorbution [sic], which if expose[d] would have one
guestion their reasoning indding [sic], abetting and, committing
that which is clearly defined within both state and federal criminal
codes/laws and civil rights.

(Compl. at 5) Plaintiff wants the Court “[t]o give or show cause why the collective

structures should not be investigated, declared a criminal enterprise adsdibte]l

by R.1.C.O. and the doctrine of GRAYLORD!{Id.) (emphass in original.) Plaintiff

! Plaintiff paidthe $400filing fee applicable to civil actions. In an attachment to the complaimiphes to the
discrepancy between the fee he paid taedb35iling fee listed in 28 U.S.C. § 1914The“Judicial Conference
Schedule of Feesiccompanyin@ 1914imposes a $50 administrative fee that “does not apply to applications for a
writ of habea corpus or to persons grantedorma pauperis status under 28 U.S.C. § 1915.” Fee Schedule  14.
Since this action falls in neitheategory the$400filing fee applies
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names aslefendants the Director of the FB1United States A.G” and “Uniformed
Federal DistrictCourts for the State of New York.(Compl. Caption.)

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, the Court is requtredcreem prisoner’s
civil action seeking “redress from agernmental entity or officer or employee
[thereof]” and todismissthe complaintupon determinindghatit, among other
grounds fails to state a claim upon which relief may be grantedl, 8 1915A (&)

(b)(1). For the following reasons, the Couxill DISMISS this case. A separate
order consistent with this opinion will follow.

The Court has carefully read the complaitlthough pro se filings are
accaded liberal interpretatiorHaines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 52@1 (1972) (per
curiam) theystill must complysubstantiallywith the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure.See Jarrell v. Tisch, 656 F.Supp. 237, 239 (D.D.CL987) (“[A] plaintiff
filing pro se [cannot] ignore the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure or expectdbha C
to decide what clams a plaintiff may or may not want to assert.”)

Rule 8(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedaet¢s out the minimal pleading
standard. Acomplaint shoulccontain “(1) a short and plain statement of the grounds
for the court's jurisdiction [and] (2) a short and plain statement of the claim showing
that the pleader is entitled to relief.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 86a¢;Ashcroft v. Igbal, 556
U.S. 662677-78 (2009) Ciralsky v. CIA, 355 F.3d 661, 6681 (D.C. Cir. 2004).
Although Rule 8 “does not require ‘detailed factual allegations,’ . . . it demands more
than an unadorned, thaefendamtunlawfully-harmedme-accusation,” and a complaint
containing “ ‘naked assdadn(s]’ devoid of ‘further factual enhancemeritis

insufficient. Igbal, 556 U.S. at 678 (quotinfwombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555 (2009)).



Plaintiff has notalleged anyfactsestablishing misconduct for which the named
entities can be held liableor has he cited legal basidor his claim As a general
rule, the federal criminal statutes provide no private cause of acBemRisley v.

Hawk, 818 F. Supp. 2d 18, 222 (D.D.C. 1996). And the United States, of which the
named defendants are a partsubject to civil suit only upon consehiinequivocally
expressed in statutory text[.]Lane v. Pena, 518 U.S. 187, 192 (1996) (citations
omitted). To the extent thaPlaintiff is seeking tacompel an investigation of criminal
activity, his claim failsbecause the United States Attorney General has absolute
discretion in deciding whether to investigate claims for possible criminaivdr c
prosecutionand, as a general rule applicable henegts decisions are not subject to
judicial review. Shoshone-Bannock Tribes v. Reno, 56 F.3d 1476, 14881 (D.C. Cir.
1995); see accord Wightman-Cervantes v. Mueller, 750 F. Supp. 2d 76, 81 (D.D.C.
2010) (citing casesMartinezv. U.S,, 587 F. Supp. 2d 245, 248 (D.D.C. 2008)

(same). Hence,28 U.S.C. § 1915A0ompelsthe Court to dismisghis case

KeAoanjs Brown (Qa«oédon
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Ketanji Brown Jackson
United States District Judge
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