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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends dismissing Duchun
Goodwin’s pro se, in forma pauperis complaint against State Farm Insurance and the California
Department of Insurance. The recommendation concludes that the complaint fails to state cognizable
claims under Rule 8, RICO, the ADA, 18 U.S.C. §§ 241 and 1341, and 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and that
Plaintiff failed to prosecute and comply with an order granting leave to amend. The magistrate judge
recommends dismissal without leave to amend and directs the Clerk to randomly assign a district
judge; objections were due within fourteen days.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

WRITING FOR THE COURT Stanley A. Boone

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

DECIDED June 4, 2025

DOCKET 1:25-cv-00431-SAB
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se plaintiff proceeding in forma pauperis filed a civil action
against State Farm Insurance and the California Department of
Insurance. After screening the complaint, the magistrate judge found
that it failed to state a cognizable claim and granted leave to amend.
When plaintiff failed to amend or otherwise respond, the magistrate
judge issued findings and recommendations recommending dismissal
without leave to amend for failure to state a claim, failure to prosecute,
and failure to comply with a court order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the court may dismiss an in forma
pauperis complaint at any time if it is frivolous or malicious, fails to
state a claim, or seeks monetary relief from an immune defendant.
Failure to state a claim is assessed under the pleading standards of
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a), accepting factual allegations as
true and liberally construing a pro se complaint, but not accepting



legal conclusions as true. Dismissal for failure to prosecute or obey a
court order is evaluated under the Ninth Circuit’s five-factor
framework concerning expeditious resolution, docket management,
prejudice, disposition on the merits, and less drastic alternatives.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and stated a plausible claim for relief.

2. Whether the complaint stated a cognizable federal claim under RICO, the ADA, 18 U.S.C. §§ 241 or
1341, or 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

3. Whether the court could exercise federal-question or diversity jurisdiction over the action.

4. Whether dismissal was warranted because plaintiff failed to prosecute and failed to comply with the
order granting leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to comply with Rule 8 because it did not identify which facts supported each of the
eight asserted causes of action, explain how the facts related to the elements of those claims, or specify
which defendant was implicated by each claim.

2. Plaintiff failed to state a civil RICO claim because he did not adequately identify the predicate acts, the
participants, or the circumstances of the alleged racketeering activity, and any mail-fraud theory did not
satisfy Rule 9(b).

3. Plaintiff failed to state an ADA claim against either State Farm or the California Department of
Insurance because he did not allege the required elements of a Title II or Title III claim.

4. Plaintiff could not maintain standalone civil claims under 18 U.S.C. § 241 or § 1341 because those
criminal statutes do not create a private right of action.

5. Plaintiff failed to state a § 1983 claim because he did not allege that the defendants acted under color of
state law, deprived him of a constitutional or federal right, or personally participated in such a
deprivation.

6. Dismissal without leave to amend was warranted because plaintiff failed to file the amended complaint
ordered by the court or otherwise respond, despite an express warning that noncompliance could result
in dismissal.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, it is HEREBY RECOMMENDED that this action be DISMISSED without leave to amend for
Plaintiff’s failure to state a claim, failure to prosecute, and failure to comply with a court order.” (at 22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that State Farm improperly used its office address as his mailing address, intercepted or altered
mail and contact information, mishandled an insurance appraisal and relocation, and made allegedly false
statements concerning hotel accommodations, rental abatements, deductibles, benefits, and settlement. He also
alleged that the California Department of Insurance and one of its investigators failed to investigate his
complaints. Plaintiff asserted RICO, ADA, criminal-statute, § 1983, and state-law theories, and sought
subpoenas, emergency injunctive relief, damages, and declaratory relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on April 14, 2025. On April 28, 2025, the court issued a screening order finding no
cognizable claim and granting thirty days to file a first amended complaint, expressly warning that failure to
amend could result in dismissal without leave to amend. Plaintiff did not file an amended complaint or otherwise
respond. The magistrate judge recommended dismissal and directed the clerk to randomly assign the matter to a
district judge; objections were due within fourteen days.
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