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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL

Case No. EDCV 11-1300 DOC Date: December 2, 2011

Title: ERIN K. BALDWIN v. THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA, ET AL. 

DOCKET ENTRY
[I hereby certify that this document was served by first class mail or Government messenger service, postage prepaid, to all counsel (or parties) at their

respective most recent address of record in this action on this date.]
Date:____________ Deputy Clerk: ___________________________________ 

PRESENT:
THE HONORABLE DAVID O. CARTER, JUDGE

    Julie Barrera          Not Present      
Courtroom Clerk Court Reporter

ATTORNEYS PRESENT FOR PLAINTIFFS: ATTORNEYS PRESENT FOR DEFENDANTS:

NONE PRESENT NONE PRESENT

PROCEEDING (IN CHAMBERS): DENYING PLAINTIFF LEAVE TO AMEND AND
PLAINTIFF’S REQUEST FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT
AND EXPLANATION OF THE BASIS OF ADVERSE
FINDINGS

Before the Court is a Request for Leave to Amend Plaintiff’s “Corrected” Second
Amended Complaint, Request for a Declaratory Judgment, and Request for Explanation of the Basis of
Adverse Findings (“Motion”) (Docket 23) filed by Plaintiff Erin K. Baldwin (“Plaintiff”).

First, Plaintiff’s request for leave to amend her “corrected” Second Amended Complaint
is DENIED, as Plaintiff’s rambling set of facts in the Motion 17-24 provide no support for granting
such a request. Plaintiff has simply not explained why any amendment is necessary.

Second, Plaintiff’s Request for a Declaratory Judgment is DENIED because Plaintiff does
not clearly explain what she means by a “Declaratory Judgment that sets forth the rights and
responsibilities of the parties.” Motion, 12. This vague request is not sufficient grounds for any action
by the Court.
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Third, Plaintiff requests a variety of “explanations of adverse findings” in conjunction
with the Court’s previous denial of Plaintiff’s request for a preliminary injunction (Docket 22). The
Court has already denied each of Plaintiff’s requests in its November 22, 2011 Order. The Court’s
stamp of “Denied” is not a “prank,” as Plaintiff alleges but simply means of stating that Plaintiff
provided no factual or legal support sufficient to grant her motion in any respect. Plaintiff should be
aware that the “Denied” stamp is a valid exercise of the Court’s power and is a legitimate order, should
she encounter it in the future. The facts have not changed since the Court’s previous denial of Plaintiff’s
request for a preliminary injunction. The Court understands and is sympathetic to Plaintiff’s feeling that
she was wronged by a multitude of parties but the Court is unable to grant motions for preliminary
injunctions that are not warranted by facts or law. Plaintiff has yet to provide any valid explanation that
would cause the Court to take action in any of the matters listed in Plaintiff’s Motion. To the extent this
explanation serves to explain the adverse findings in the Court’s November 22, 2011 Order, Plaintiff’s
request is granted; but to the extent Plaintiff seeks a detailed explanation on each of her numerous
claims in the preliminary injunction, her request is denied.

The Clerk shall serve this minute order on all parties to the action.

Case 5:11-cv-01300-DOC   Document 24    Filed 12/02/11   Page 2 of 2   Page ID #:1178


