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Appellants, Oscar Becerra and Julian Abraham, appeal the dismissal of their
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complaint pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6).  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §

1291, and we affirm.  

The viability of Becerra’s and Abraham’s case depends entirely on whether

or not Mexican law prohibits Mexican nationals from driving an American rental

car into Mexico.  Although the district court gave them four opportunities--in the

form of amended complaints--adequately to allege and to demonstrate the viability

of this necessary legal proposition, they failed to do so.  As such, Appellants’

causes of action that are dependent upon the foreign law violation fail to state a

claim that crosses “the line from conceivable to plausible.” Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556

U.S. 662, 680 (2009) (internal quotation marks omitted). 

Appellants also fail to state a claim regarding the insurance policy. 

Assuming arguendo that Enterprise was Appellants’ insurance agent, Enterprise

was not negligent for failing to procure insurance for Appellants that would cover

legal issues in Mexico based upon Appellants’ request for insurance that would

“cover everything in Mexico.”  See Jones v. Grewe, 234 Cal. Rptr. 717, 721 (Cal.

Ct. App. 1987).  Enterprise did not conceal or misrepresent the terms of the policy,

which were written in both Spanish and English.  Finally, Enterprise did not take

any action that frustrated Appellants’ rights under the policy.  

AFFIRMED.  


