UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON

Donnie Yarn and Deshawn Murphy v. Trader Joe's

Yarn v. Trader Joe's - No. 3:25-cv-01403-SB - Decided December 5, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon granted Trader Joe’s motion to dismiss the
plaintiffs’ amended complaint. The court dismissed claims for breach of contract, defamation,
intentional infliction of emotional distress, and First Amendment violations under 42 U.S.C. § 1983,
allowing leave to amend. The court concluded that the plaintiffs had not adequately pleaded the
contract terms and breach, falsity for defamation, conduct sufficiently outrageous for ITED, or state

action by Trader Joe’s.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs, proceeding without counsel, filed an amended complaint

asserting breach of contract, defamation, intentional infliction of
emotional distress, and First Amendment claims under 42 U.S.C. §
1983. After removal from Oregon state court, Defendant moved to

dismiss for failure to state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a motion to dismiss, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, construes them in the light most favorable to the
plaintiff, and determines whether the complaint states a plausible
claim for relief. Pro se pleadings are construed liberally, but the court

may not supply essential elements that were not pleaded.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiffs plausibly pleaded a breach of contract claim based on an alleged settlement

agreement.

2. Whether Plaintiffs plausibly pleaded a defamation claim based on statements that they were banned or

unwanted at Trader Joe's.

3. Whether Plaintiffs plausibly pleaded an intentional infliction of emotional distress claim under Oregon
law.

4. Whether Plaintiffs plausibly pleaded that Trader Joe's was a state actor or acted under color of state law

for purposes of a First Amendment claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs failed to state a breach of contract claim because they did not allege the relevant terms of the
purported settlement agreement, how Trader Joe's breached those terms, Yarn's full performance and

lack of breach, or facts plausibly showing that Murphy was a third-party beneficiary.

2. Plaintiffs failed to state a defamation claim because they could not plausibly allege that statements

implying they were banned or unwanted on Trader Joe's property were demonstrably false.

3. Plaintiffs failed to state an ITED claim because the alleged harassment, false allegations, interference
with nonprofit activity, and public humiliation did not plausibly constitute an extraordinary transgression

of the bounds of socially tolerable conduct.

4. Plaintiffs failed to state a First Amendment claim under § 1983 because they did not plausibly allege that

Trader Joe's was a state actor or acted under color of state law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a motion to dismiss, a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state

a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.”” (Legal Standards)

“If the action of the [defendant] is not state action, our inquiry ends.” (Discussion § IV.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs alleged that they represented a nonprofit organization and raised funds from a table on a public
sidewalk outside a Trader Joe's store in Portland, Oregon. Yarn had previously resolved a dispute with Trader
Joe's through a settlement that was dismissed with prejudice, and Plaintiffs alleged that Trader Joe's later
continued harassing Yarn and falsely stated that he was banned from the premises. Plaintiffs also alleged that

Trader Joe's accused Murphy of being a vendor and banned him from the premises, although he claimed to be



present for restroom use and nonprofit representation. The amended complaint asserted breach of contract,

defamation, IIED, and First Amendment claims under § 1983.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the action in Multnomah County Circuit Court on July 8, 2025, and filed an amended complaint
on July 14, 2025. Trader Joe's removed the case to the District of Oregon on August 7, 2025, based on diversity
jurisdiction. Plaintiffs moved to remand, but the court denied that motion on November 3, 2025. The court
granted Trader Joe's motion to dismiss the amended complaint, allowing Plaintiffs fourteen days to file a second

amended complaint if they could cure the identified deficiencies in good faith.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. The court granted the motion to dismiss and dismissed the first amended complaint
with leave to amend. Plaintiffs may file a second amended complaint within fourteen days if they can cure the

identified pleading deficiencies in good faith; otherwise, the case will be dismissed with prejudice.
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