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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted Plaintiff Cyrus
Sanchez’s motion for voluntary dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(a)(2). The court
dismissed Sanchez’s claims without prejudice and declined to condition dismissal on further discovery
responses or a deposition. The court found that the parties agreed Sanchez had no viable claims and
that he was not a member of the putative class.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff Cyrus Sanchez moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
41(a)(2) for voluntary dismissal of his claims without prejudice. The
court considered whether dismissal should be granted and whether it
should be conditioned on additional discovery responses or a
deposition.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The decision whether to grant voluntary dismissal under Rule 41(a)(2),
whether dismissal should be with or without prejudice, and what terms
or conditions should be imposed is committed to the district court's
discretion. Dismissal should ordinarily be granted unless the defendant
demonstrates plain legal prejudice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Sanchez's claims should be voluntarily dismissed without prejudice under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 41(a)(2).

2. Whether dismissal should be conditioned on Sanchez providing further discovery responses and sitting
for a deposition.

HOLDINGS

1. Voluntary dismissal without prejudice was proper because the parties agreed that Sanchez's claims were
not viable, Sanchez was not a member of the putative class, and Defendant did not show plain legal
prejudice from dismissal.

2. The court declined to condition Sanchez's dismissal on further discovery responses or a deposition
because Defendant did not show that Sanchez possessed relevant information or that Defendant had
expended substantial resources preparing his discovery or deposition.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A district court should grant a motion for voluntary dismissal under Rule 41(a)(2) unless a defendant can
show that it will suffer some plain legal prejudice as a result.” (Legal Standard)

“Thus, the only remaining question is what conditions, if any, should be imposed on Plaintiff Sanchez’s
voluntary dismissal.” (Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bumpus brought a putative class action challenging the insurer's refusal to comply with California insurance
laws governing lapse and termination of life insurance policies. Sanchez, a beneficiary of a life insurance policy
issued to his late husband, was added as a named plaintiff after the defendant identified him as a potential class
member. Discovery revealed that the insured had voluntarily surrendered the policy, rather than allowing it to
lapse for nonpayment of premiums, and both parties agreed that Sanchez had no viable claim and was not a
member of the putative class. Defendant sought to condition dismissal on additional discovery responses and a
deposition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Patrick S. Bumpus filed a putative class action against U.S. Financial Life Insurance Company. Sanchez was
added as a named plaintiff in the first amended complaint in January 2024 after being identified as a potential
class member. After discovery indicated that the insured had voluntarily surrendered the policy and that Sanchez
had no viable claim, Sanchez moved for voluntary dismissal. Defendant did not dispute dismissal itself but



requested conditions requiring further discovery responses and a deposition. The court granted dismissal without
prejudice and declined to impose those conditions.
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