UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Firsov v. Western Union Financial Services, Inc.

No. 25-cv-04727-NC (N.D. Cal. July 23, 2025) - No. 25-cv-04727-NC - Decided July 23, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California dismissed the action without

prejudice. The court found that the self-represented plaintiffs failed to pay the filing fee and failed to

establish federal subject matter jurisdiction because their Dodd-Frank claim lacked a private right of

action and their pleadings did not establish diversity jurisdiction. The court vacated the case

management conference and directed the Clerk to close the case.
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dismissed

Plaintiffs filed a civil action and a first amended complaint in federal
district court. After denying their applications to proceed without
paying the filing fee, the court dismissed the action without prejudice
for failure to pay the fee and failure to establish federal subject matter

jurisdiction.

The court independently examined its subject matter jurisdiction, with

the plaintiffs bearing the burden of establishing federal jurisdiction.

Unpublished federal district court order; persuasive but not binding

precedent beyond the case.

Sergey Firsov, lana Rodionova v. Western Union Financial Services,
Inc.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the action should be dismissed for plaintiffs' failure to pay the required filing fee.

2. Whether the first amended complaint established federal-question jurisdiction based on an asserted
Dodd-Frank Act claim.

3. Whether the first amended complaint established diversity jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1332.

HOLDINGS

1. Dismissal without prejudice was warranted because neither plaintiff paid the required filing fee by the
court-ordered deadline.

2. The first amended complaint did not establish federal-question jurisdiction because Section 1073 of the

Dodd-Frank Act does not provide a valid private cause of action for plaintiffs' allegations.

3. The first amended complaint did not establish diversity jurisdiction because it failed to allege Western

Union's citizenship and failed to allege an amount in controversy exceeding $75,000.

4. When a federal court determines that it lacks subject matter jurisdiction, it must dismiss the action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A federal court has an independent duty to determine whether it has subject matter jurisdiction over a case.”
(at 2)

“If a federal court determines that it does not have subject matter jurisdiction, it must dismiss the case.” (at
2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The action arose from a money transfer between Sergey Firsov in the United States and Iana Rodionova in
Uzbekistan. Plaintiffs alleged, among other things, that Western Union violated Section 1073 of the Dodd-Frank
Act by failing to provide proper disclosures and correct errors involving the money transfer. Their remaining
claims were based on state law, and the amended complaint sought less than $75,000 in damages while failing to

adequately allege Western Union's citizenship.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the action on June 4, 2025. The court denied their applications to proceed without paying the
filing fee, ordered them to pay the fee by July 11, 2025, and screened the initial complaint as deficient, including
for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. Plaintiffs filed a first amended complaint on June 17, 2025, but neither
plaintiff paid the filing fee, and the amended complaint did not establish federal-question or diversity
jurisdiction. The court dismissed the case without prejudice and vacated the scheduled case management
conference.
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