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'15 Before the court is defendants Andrea Sheridan' Ordin (%tordin''l and Sayuj Panicer's '
. M 

' . 
.

qt ,, 
' ' 

l j Edw'ard Tracy Jr. Cvrac/') tiled an '16 
; ( Panicer ) motion to dismiss. Doc. #6, Plaintifftainwoo ,

17 . opposition to the motion (Doc. $1.0) to which defendants Ordin apd Panicer replied t'Doc. #17). '
' 

.1g l ' Facts and Background

19 At its core, this is a wrongfpl foreclosure andqwrongful taxation 'action. PlaintiffW illiam ' ' ,

20 Gerald Filion (tEFilion'') owned real jrojerty in Cylifornia which wms subject to state and county tax '

21 usessments. The tax mssessments went tmpaid and ihe pqoperty was subsequently foreclosed on. 'k

22 On June 2 1s 201 1, plaintiffs 'filed a complaint against defendants alleging violations 'of their . 1

' ri hts See Doc. #1. Specifically, plaintiffs challenge the tax ' :
23 First amd Fotzrth Amendm ent g .
, 

. . :

' 
24 assessments and forecloslzre claiming that the property'belonge;d to a non-protit réligiogs !

i
25 organizztion. ' .

' 
. h

26 '
l .., 

f
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l
. j . ,

. t1 ln response to being served wit.h the complmnt, defendants Ordin and Panicer filed the

2 present motion to dismiss. Doc. #6.

3 II. Legal Standard

4 Defendants seek dismissal pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedttre 1241$(6) for failure

5 to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. To survive a motion to dismiss for failttre to state

6 a claim, a complaint must satisfy the Federal Rule of Civil Procedlzre 8(a)(2) notice pleading

7 standard. See Mendiondo v. Centinela Hosp. kled. Cfr. , 521 F.3d 1097, 1 l 03 (9th Cir. 2008). n at '

8 is, a complaint must contain &ta short and plain statement of the claim showing that the pleader is

' 9 entitled to relief.'' Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2). 'Fhe Rule 8(a)(2) pleading standard does not requirç

10 detailed facmal allegations; however, a.pleading that ofrers çttlabels and copclusions' or ta

1 1 ' fonnulaic recitation 'of the elements of a causs of action''' will not suftice. Ashcro.ft v. Iqbal, 129 S. .

12 Ct 1937 1949 (2009) (quoi ing Bell Atlahtic Corp. v. Twombly 550 U.S. 544 555 (2007:. ' ?. . y , y . q

. . . 13 FurthermoreyqRule 8(a)(2) requires a complaint tor.tçcontain stifficient factual'patter,
. .. . 

. . â
' .14 . acc' epted as true

, to tstate'a.claim to relief that is.plausible on its facef''' 1d. at 1949 (qkoting ' k
;' ' ! . .

15 Twombly, 550 U.SJ at 570). A clairli has facial plausibility when the pleaded factuàl content allows

16 the court to draw tlie reasonable inference, bmsed on the court'sjudicial experience and common '

17 sense, that the defendant is liable' for the misconduct alleged. See id. at 1949-50. çt'f'he plausibility

18 standard is not akin to a probability requirement, but it asks for more than a sheer possibility that a

19 defendant has acted unlawfully. W here a çomplaint pleads facts that are merely consijtent.with a

20 defendant's liability, it stops short of the line' between pos'sibility and plausibility of entitlement to

21 relief.'' Id. at 1 949 (internal quotation marks Nd citation omitted). - '

22 ln reviewing a motion to dism iss, the court accepts the facts alleged in the.complaint ms

23 true. 1d. However, tçbare assertions . . . nmountling) to nothing more tIZM a formulaic recitation of t

24 the elements ofï a . . . claim . . . are not entitled tp an assumption of t1.11t11.'' M oss v. U & Secrel '

25 Serv., 572 F.3d 962,' 969 (9th Cir. 2009) (quoting Iqbal, 129 S. Ct. at 1951) (brackets in original) '

26 (internal quotation marks omitted). The court discotmts these allegations because ttthey do nothing



I :

.i

1 more tIIM state a legal conclusion--even if that conclusion is.cmst in the fonn of a facmal '

2 allegation,'' ItL (citing Iqbal, l29 S. Ct. at 1951.) Gtln sum, for a complaint to survive a motion to

3 dismiss, the non-conclusory tfactual content' and reasonable inferences from that contenl, must be

4 plausibly suggestive of a claim entitling the plaintiffto relief '' 1d.

5 1H. Discussion

6 Defendants Ordin and Panicer move this court for an order dismissing them as defendants

7 in this action on the basis that the complaint makes no factual allegations or alleges any causes of

8 action again'st them . See Doc. #6. '

9 n e com! has reviewed the documents and pleadings on tile in this matter and agrees. .

10 Tracy's complaint only makes a singlq reference to defendants Ordin and Panicer:

l 1 . ' trefendants Andrea Sheridan Ordin, Coupty Counsel 'and Sayju Panicer, Associite
'.'c0tmty Cotmsel at 648 Kenneth Halm Hall'of Administration, at 500'St. Temple Street,

. 
'' 12 , in and attos M geles, Ca 900012-2713.3' Doc. #1. . . ' '' . . . . :

. 
' 

. 
' ' ..

. 
, 

. ,, , .j
' 

. ' 13-. Yhere are norother references to defendants Ordin' or Panicer in the complaint. Nor are there any '. '.. J .

14 causes of action alleged against them. Thus, the.complaint fails to statr a claim'for which relief can . '

15 i;e granted ms to defendapts ordin or panicer. Accordingly, the court shall grant their motion to

.1 6 disrnijs. .

17 . ,
. . . . 

' .

R/D that defendants' motion to dismiss (Ijoc. #6) is1 # IT IS THEREFORE ORDE

1'9 GM NTED. Defendants Andrea Sheridan Ordin and Sayuj Panicer are DISMISSED ms defendants

20 in this action.

21 IT IS S0 ORDERED. '
< e

22 DATED this UF day of September, 201 1. . 

' 
. 

'

23

24 L Y R. HICKS .
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