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OPINION"

PER CURIAM

Pro se appellant Linda Ann Wright appeals from the District Court’s order
dismissing her lawsuit with prejudice after screening it pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B). We will affirm the judgment of the District Court.

Wright filed this action in August 2021 against the United States, the States of

California and Texas, certain federal agencies and officials, and a multitude of other

"Judge McKee assumed senior status on October 21, 2022.
" This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to 1.O.P. 5.7 does not
constitute binding precedent.



public officials and private individuals, seeking tens of millions of dollars in damages and
other relief. Wright’s complaint and amended complaints catalogued a vast inventory of
grievances, many unrelated to each other, from events during her and her deceased
parents’ lives. Much of her case echoed prior litigation she pursued against many of the
same defendants in California and Texas.* She claimed jurisdiction in the Western
District of Pennsylvania under diversity of citizenship and federal question jurisdiction
for alleged violations of the Fourth, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S.
Constitution; 18 U.S.C. §§ 153, 241, 242, 371, 1503, 1951; and 42 U.S.C. § 1985(2),(3).
See ECF Dkt. No. 17 at 3.

In December 2021, the District Court granted her motion to proceed in forma
pauperis. Before defendants were served with her most recent amended complaint, the
District Court screened the case under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), which requires
dismissal of an in forma pauperis action that “fails to state a claim on which relief may be
granted,” “seeks monetary relief against a defendant who is immune,” or is frivolous. Id.
The District Court considered Wright’s latest complaint in the case under those criteria
and concluded that “dismissal with prejudice [was] appropriate, as Ms. Wright’s claims

suffer[ed] from a range of fatal deficiencies,” the most obvious being that the complaint

 See Wright v. United States, No. 3:14-cv-3008, 2015 WL 3902798, at *1 (N.D. Cal.
Jun. 24, 2015); Wright v. United States, No. 2:15-cv-0214, 2016 WL 1070838, at *1
(N.D. Tex. Mar. 16, 2016). She recently sought, unsuccessfully, to reopen those cases.
She has also filed Supreme Court actions which, she admits, concern some of the same
grievances. In 2021, Wright filed another lawsuit in the Western District of

Pennsylvania, but it was essentially identical to this one and she agreed to close it. See
No. 2:21-cv-713.




failed to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. D. Ct. Mem. Ord. at 2. The
District Court identified other obstacles, including that it lacked subject matter
jurisdiction over Veterans Affairs (VA) benefit claims, that she could not bring civil
claims to enforce the criminal code, and that res judicata and the applicable statute of
limitations barred her claims. 1d. at 2-4. Wright filed this timely appeal.’

We have jurisdiction over this appeal pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We exercise
plenary review over the sua sponte dismissal of a complaint under § 1915(e). See Dooley
v. Wetzel, 957 F.3d 366, 373 (3d Cir. 2020). In order to avoid dismissal, a complaint
must meet the pleading requirements of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a), and
“contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim to relief that is

plausible on its face.” Talley v. Wetzel, 15 F.4th 275, 286 n.7 (3d Cir. 2021) (cleaned

up).”” We review a court’s dismissal with prejudice for an abuse of discretion. See

Grayson v. Mayview State Hosp., 293 F.3d 103, 108 (3d Cir. 2002).

We discern no error in the District Court’s dismissal of Wright’s complaint. First,
we agree that, despite Wright’s many efforts, the second amended complaint (ECF Dkt.

No. 17 plus attachments, and what are essentially duplicate filings at Nos. 23 and 24)

Y To the extent that Wright includes new allegations in her appellate filings, we will not
address them here because they are not properly before us. See Simko v. U.S. Steel
Corp., 992 F.3d 198, 205 (3d Cir. 2021).

" Under Rule 8, an allegation must plain enough “to give the adverse party fair notice of
the claim asserted so as to enable him to answer and prepare for trial,” and it cannot place
“an unjustified burden on the court and the part[ies] who must respond to it because they
are forced to select the relevant material from a mass of verbiage.” Salahuddin v.
Cuomo, 861 F.2d 40, 42 (2d Cir. 1988).



does not state a claim upon which relief may be granted, even affording it the most
generous construction, see Dooley, 957 F.3d at 374. As the District Court noted, the
second amended complaint lacks factual allegations with respect to many named
defendants. D. Ct. Mem. Ord. at 2. The balance of defendants has been left to guess the
specific factual nature and the legal basis of her claims against them, such that they are

unable to properly answer or prepare for trial. See Salahuddin, 861 F.2d at 42.

Generally, Wright alleges that she has been the victim of botched medical treatments
going back decades, that she and her deceased parents were denied medical and
appropriate respite care, that the Department of Veterans Affairs denied benefits owed to
her, and that various entities wrongfully took possession of her property. See ECF Dkt.
Nos. 17 at 4, 17-3 at 1-12. But to proceed, her complaint must do more than broadly
describe interactions with a disparate group of entities over a twenty-plus year period
without identifying actions by specific defendants that support a facially plausible claim

for legal relief. See Ashcroft v. Igbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009). At a minimum, she has

not alleged facts sufficient “to raise a right to relief above the speculative level.” Bell

Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555 (2007) (citing 5 C. Wright & A. Miller,

Federal Practice and Procedure § 1216, pp. 235-236 (3d ed. 2004), for the proposition
that the complaint must provide more than facts that “merely create[] a suspicion of a
legally cognizable right of action”).

We further note that Wright’s named causes of action are largely not viable as

presented in her complaint. Wright’s attempts to raise civil claims to enforce sections

153, 241, 242, 371, 1503, and 1951 of the Federal Criminal Code fail because the statutes
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she cited do not create a private cause of action. See Leeke v. Timmerman, 454 U.S. 83,

85-86 (1981) (explaining that a private party has no right to compel the enforcement of
criminal laws). Wright’s claims seeking relief under 42 U.S.C. § 1985 and alleging
tortious action must comply with the applicable state statute of limitations for personal
injury claims; the claims alleged in Pennsylvania before August 30, 2018, are barred
under the two-year statute for personal injury claims. See 42 Pa. Cons. Stat. § 5524;

Bougher v. Univ. of Pittsburgh, 882 F.2d 74, 79 (3d Cir. 1989); Schmidt v. Skolas, 770

F.3d 241, 249 (3d Cir. 2014) (complaint is subject to dismissal for failure to state a claim
on statute of limitations grounds when that defense is apparent on the face of the
complaint). T

Finally, the District Court did not abuse its discretion by dismissing Wright’s
action with prejudice because we agree that it would be futile to allow her to file yet

another amended complaint. See Fletcher-Harlee Corp. v. Pote Concrete Contractors,

Inc., 482 F.3d 247, 251 (3d Cir. 2007) (noting that a district court must offer amendment

when dismissing for failure to state a claim “unless doing so would be inequitable or

T As the District Court decided, Wright’s lawsuit faced a variety of other problems, too.
For example, a substantial part of Wright’s allegations is barred under res judicata
principles in light of her prior litigation in federal courts in California and Texas, see D.
Ct. Mem. Ord. at 2. On appeal, she tacitly conceded this point because she did not deny
repeating those claims in this lawsuit but instead argued that the prior cases were not
litigated before fair tribunals. See Notice of Appeal at 10; Appellant’s Informal Brief
(C.A. Dkt. No. 15) at 9. Also, insofar as her action concerned disputes over VA benefits,
the District Court lacked subject matter jurisdiction, see ECF Dkt. No. 17-3 at 6-7. See
38 U.S.C. § 511. Of course, Wright also cannot overcome the substantial bar to her
claims that the sovereign immunity doctrine presents in light of the many federal and
state defendants named in her action. See D.J.S.-W by Stewart v. United States, 962 F.3d
745, 749 (3d Cir. 2020); Kimmel v. Florida Bd. of Regents, 528 U.S. 62, 72-73 (2000).
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futile). Wright has been afforded ample opportunities to make her case. After at least
three attempts, her complaint still suffers from multiple flaws which are fatal to her
lawsuit.

For these reasons, we will affirm the judgment of the District Court. Wright’s

outstanding motions are denied.



