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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SEAN E. JOHNSON,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 17-cv-00170 (APM)

UNITED STATESDEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, et al.,

Defendants.
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MEMORANDUM OPINION

This matter comes before the court on reviewlaiintiff Sean E. Johnson’s Complaint.
Plaintiff proceedsro se. The court dismisses Plaintiff's Complaog spontdor failure to
comply with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

Rule 8of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure requires that a complainticdatahort
and plain statemehbf the basis for the coug’jurisdiction;“a short and plain statement” of the
pleader’s claim, showing she or he is entitled to relief, and adefor relief. SeeFed. R. Civ.
P. 8(a). The purpose of th minimum pleadingstandard is to give fair notice to the defendant of
the clains being asserteduch that the defendant can prepare a responsive answedeaqhte
defense as well asdetermine whether the doctrine re6 judicataapplies. Butler v. Cal. St.
Disbursement Unjt990 F. Supp. 2d 8, 9 (D.D.C. 2013leadings filed by pro déigants are
held to less stringent standards than thibse by lawyersbut all litigants must comply whtthe
FederalRules of Civil ProcedureSee Moore v. Agency for Int'l De®94 F.2d 874, 876 (D.C.

Cir. 1993).
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The court has reweed Plaintiffs Complaint and concludésfalls short of satisfying
Rule8’s basic requirements. €lentire Complaintonsists of one sentence: “l, Sean E. Johnson,
am suing the U.S. Department of Transportation for EmploymésariBination, QI Security
Service on the bases of wrongful termination and breach of contract, andulingnCencentra
Health Care/Service fanedical malpractice.’'SeeNotice of Removal, ECF No. 1, Supt. Docs.
(Summons & Compl.), ECF No.-1, at3. Theseconclusoryallegationsdo not provide any
Defendantwith adequate notice dhe basis for the claim against ithe Complaintdoes not
conveywhat type of discriminatioRlaintiff allegedy suffered—e.g., race, gender, retaliatierat
the hands of Defendant Department of TransportatBmilarly, it neither statethe nature of the
relationship betweerPlaintiff and Defendast QI Security Serviceand Concentra Health
Care/Service nor conveys what actiorsaused the allegedrongful terminationand medical
malpractice Although Plaintiff seekgelief in the amount of $1,188,847.70, the Complaint
conveys no basis for that requeSee id.

In short, Plaintiffs Complainbeithercontairs a “shortand plain statement” of the court’s
jurisdiction and material fact®or conves the nature of the disputelherefore, a drafted, the
Complaint fails to meet the standard set famtRule 8(a) andnustbe dismissedSeeFed. R. Civ.

P. §a).

An Order consistent with this Memorandum Opinion is issued separat
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Date: January 30, 2017 A?H?ﬂehta :
United States District Judge




