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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California recommends granting
defendants’ motions to dismiss a Truth in Lending Act action arising from a home-improvement
contract and financing arrangement. The court concludes that the claims are barred by res judicata
because they involve the same primary right, parties or parties in privity, and a final small-claims
judgment on the merits, and recommends dismissal without leave to amend.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs proceeding pro se filed an action under the Truth in Lending
Act. Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6), asserting claim preclusion based on a prior
Sacramento County Superior Court small-claims judgment. The
magistrate judge issued an order on requests for judicial notice and
plaintiffs' motion for trial, and findings and recommendations
recommending dismissal without leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded allegations
as true and construes them in the plaintiff's favor, but conclusory
statements and formulaic recitations do not suffice. The court may
consider materials incorporated into or relied upon by the complaint
and matters of public record. Claim preclusion may be resolved on a
motion to dismiss when it does not present disputed factual issues. Pro
se pleadings are liberally construed, and leave to amend is ordinarily
provided unless amendment would be futile.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential



PARTIES Jean-Paul Prentice, Virginia G. Prentice v. Wells Fargo Bank N.A.,
Leaf Filter North, LLC, Leaf Filter International, Inc.

TOPICS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Wells Fargo could join Leaf Filter's motion to dismiss.

2. Whether the court could take judicial notice of filings from plaintiffs' prior small-claims action and
whether plaintiffs' separate request for judicial notice should be granted.

3. Whether plaintiffs' Truth in Lending Act claims were barred by California claim preclusion based on the
prior small-claims judgment.

4. Whether the small-claims judgment was final and on the merits despite the absence of a right to appeal.

5. Whether plaintiffs should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The court permitted Wells Fargo to join Leaf Filter's motion to dismiss because the allegations and
asserted grounds were substantially similar and separate briefing would be redundant.

2. Plaintiffs' federal claims were barred by res judicata because they involved the same primary right and
injury, the same defendants, and a prior final judgment on the merits.

3. Leave to amend was properly denied because the claims were barred by res judicata and amendment
would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Res judicata “precludes a party from relitigating (1) the same claim, (2) against the same party, (3) when
that claim proceeded to a final judgment on the merits in a prior action.”” (at 8)

“A small claims court plaintiff, taking advantage of the speedy, inexpensive procedures and other benefits of
that court, accepts all of its attending disadvantages such as the denial of the right to an attorney or to an
appeal.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs alleged that Leaf Filter deprived them of the Truth in Lending Act rescission period and failed to
provide the required rescission notices while scheduling work during that period. They alleged that Leaf Filter
received approximately $7,999 financed through Wells Fargo, refused to rescind after notice, and that Wells
Fargo continued collection efforts. Before filing the federal action, Jean-Paul Prentice brought a substantially



similar small-claims action alleging deprivation of the cancellation period and seeking approximately $7,990;
the small-claims court entered judgment against him on March 26, 2025.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the federal complaint on May 5, 2025. Leaf Filter moved to dismiss and sought judicial notice of
filings from plaintiffs' prior small-claims action; Wells Fargo joined the motion. After briefing, the court granted
Leaf Filter's request for judicial notice, denied plaintiffs' request, denied plaintiffs' motion for trial as moot, and
recommended granting defendants' motions to dismiss without leave to amend. The findings and
recommendations were referred to the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1), subject to objections.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The findings and recommendations were submitted to the assigned district judge for review under 28 U.S.C. §
636(b)(1). Parties were given fourteen days to file objections.
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