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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin grants Steve Burnside leave to
proceed without prepaying the filing fee but dismisses his case for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.
The court dismisses his Credit Repair Organizations Act, defamation or false-statements, and civil
RICO claims, while finding that his wrongful-termination claim under Wisconsin law is sufficiently
stated but cannot proceed absent diversity jurisdiction. The court declines to rule on his emergency
motion for injunctive relief and directs the clerk to enter judgment.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The self-represented plaintiff filed a federal complaint, moved to
proceed without prepaying the filing fee, moved to expedite
consideration of that request, and sought emergency injunctive relief.
The court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A and
dismissed the case for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b), the court screened the complaint for
frivolousness, maliciousness, failure to state a claim, and claims
seeking relief from an immune defendant. The court liberally
construed the self-represented plaintiff's allegations but required
compliance with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2) and facial
plausibility under Ashcroft v. Iqbal. Subject-matter jurisdiction was
considered de novo as a threshold matter.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; nonprecedential
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure consumer protection employment law remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiff could proceed without prepaying the filing fee.

2. Whether the plaintiff had standing to assert a Credit Repair Organizations Act claim based on fees
allegedly charged to other consumers.

3. Whether the complaint stated a federal whistleblower or retaliation claim.

4. Whether the complaint stated a Wisconsin wrongful-termination claim in violation of public policy.

5. Whether the alleged false statement concerning the plaintiff's unemployment benefits stated a
defamation claim or supported a private action under Wisconsin's criminal unemployment-insurance
statute.

6. Whether the complaint stated a civil RICO claim based on the defendants' alleged credit-repair practices.

7. Whether the court had subject-matter jurisdiction over the remaining state-law wrongful-termination
claim through diversity jurisdiction.

8. Whether the court could rule on the plaintiff's motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary
injunction after determining that subject-matter jurisdiction was lacking.

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiff qualified to proceed without prepaying the filing fee because his financial submissions
showed that he lacked the ability to pay the fee up front, although he remained responsible for paying
the fee over time as able.

2. The plaintiff lacked standing to sue under the Credit Repair Organizations Act because he alleged that
the defendants charged upfront fees to other consumers, not that he personally paid such fees or was
otherwise directly affected by the alleged CROA violation.

3. The complaint did not identify an applicable federal or Wisconsin statutory whistleblower-protection
provision supporting the plaintiff's retaliation claim.

4. The plaintiff sufficiently stated, at the pleading stage, a Wisconsin state-law claim for wrongful
termination in violation of public policy based on his alleged refusal to participate in conduct he
believed violated federal law.

5. The plaintiff did not state a defamation claim because he did not allege that the defendants' statement
about his last day of work harmed his reputation, and he could not privately enforce Wisconsin's
criminal unemployment-insurance statute.

6. The plaintiff failed to state a civil RICO claim because he did not plead racketeering activity qualifying
under the exclusive list in 18 U.S.C. § 1961(1); alleged CROA violations do not constitute RICO
racketeering activity.



7. The court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction because, after dismissal of the federal claims, the remaining
claim arose under state law and complete diversity was absent.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The plaintiff has no standing—no legally protectable personal interest—to sue the defendant for a CROA
violation that he did not experience.”

“The court is not aware of any whistleblower statute that would apply to the plaintiff’s case.”

“The court ORDERS that that this case is DISMISSED for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff worked for The Credit Repair Shop and Steven A. Williams, providing credit-repair services. He
alleged that the defendants accepted upfront payments from customers between 2020 and 2024, that he objected
to this practice as allegedly unlawful under the Credit Repair Organizations Act, and that the defendants
reassigned and terminated him in February 2026. He also alleged that the defendants supplied incorrect
information about his last day of work to Wisconsin's unemployment-insurance division.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The plaintiff alleged that his private-employer defendants violated federal law, retaliated against him, defamed
him, and engaged in civil RICO violations. The court granted leave to proceed without prepaying the filing fee,
denied the expedited-review motion as moot, dismissed the federal claims for failure to state a claim, and then
dismissed the remaining Wisconsin wrongful-termination claim because complete diversity was absent. The
court declined to rule on the emergency motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction.
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