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Austin · No. 24-cv-04188-AMO · Decided September 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted Epiq Class Action and
Claim Solutions, Inc.’s motion to dismiss George Jarvis Austin’s first amended complaint, which Kia
Corporation joined. The court held that Austin’s claims concerning his class-action settlement
reimbursement were subject to the settlement’s arbitration provision or were inadequately pleaded
under Rules 8, 9, and 12(b)(6), and that his claims against judicial defendants were barred by judicial
immunity. Dismissal of equal protection and due process claims against Kia and Epiq was with
prejudice, while the remaining claims were dismissed with leave to amend by October 22, 2025.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff's self-represented first amended complaint asserted claims
arising from the alleged discriminatory distribution of class action
settlement funds. Epiq moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6), Kia joined the motion, and the court dismissed the
first amended complaint, in part with prejudice and otherwise with
leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts factual allegations as true
and construes the pleadings in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, but disregards conclusory allegations, unwarranted
factual deductions, and unreasonable inferences. The complaint must
contain sufficient nonconclusory factual content to make the claim
plausibly suggestive of entitlement to relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential



PARTIES George Jarvis Austin v. Kia Corporation, Epiq Class Action and Claim
Solutions, Inc., Judicial Defendants
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure arbitration civil rights consumer protection contracts

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Austin's claims challenging the final determination of his class settlement claim were subject to
the settlement agreement's arbitration provision.

2. Whether the first amended complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and plausibly stated
claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1981, the Lanham Act, fraud, fraudulent inducement, and negligence.

3. Whether Austin had standing to assert a Lanham Act false-advertising claim.

4. Whether the judicial defendants were absolutely immune from Austin's claims based on the conduct
alleged.

5. Whether dismissal should be with prejudice or with leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. To the extent Austin sought to challenge the final determination of his settlement claim, the settlement
agreement required him to pursue that challenge through arbitration.

2. The first amended complaint violated Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 because it did not clearly
identify which causes of action were asserted against which defendants or the factual basis for those
claims.

3. Austin failed to state a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1981 because he did not plausibly allege intentional
discrimination or discriminatory animus.

4. Austin lacked standing to assert his Section 43(a) Lanham Act claim because he did not allege injury to
a commercial interest in reputation or sales.

5. Austin failed to state fraud and fraudulent-inducement claims because the allegations were conclusory
and did not satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 9(b).

6. Austin failed to state a negligence claim because he did not allege nonconclusory facts establishing a
legal duty, breach, or causation.

7. The judicial defendants were absolutely immune from the claims alleged because Austin identified no
conduct performed outside their judicial capacities.

8. Dismissal of equal protection and due process claims against Kia and Epiq was with prejudice, while the
remaining claims were dismissed with leave to amend because amendment could not be deemed futile.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“To overcome a motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), the factual allegations in
the plaintiff’s complaint “ ‘must . . . suggest that the claim has at least a plausible chance of success.’ ”” (at
2)

“The FAC fails to plausibly allege any claim upon which relief can be granted.” (at 4)

“A prima facie section 1981 case . . . requires proof of intentional discrimination” (at 5)

“Federal judges are absolutely immune from civil liability for acts performed in their judicial capacity, and
their immunity extends not only to actions for damages but also for declaratory, injunctive, and other
equitable relief.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Austin was a class member in a Kia product-liability class action settlement and alleged that Kia and settlement
administrator Epiq fraudulently and discriminatorily reduced the reimbursement paid on his claim. He also
asserted claims based on Kia advertising and sought relief against fifteen district judges, alleging that they
engaged in nonjudicial acts and conspired to predetermine outcomes in his cases. The settlement agreement
contained an arbitration procedure for class members dissatisfied with the final determination of their claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Austin initiated the action on July 11, 2024, and filed the operative first amended complaint against Kia, Epiq,
and fifteen judges in the district. Epiq moved to dismiss, Kia joined, and the court decided the motion without
oral argument. The court granted the motion, dismissed equal protection and due process claims against Kia and
Epiq with prejudice, and dismissed the remaining claims with leave to amend by October 22, 2025.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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