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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

KEENAN K. COFIELD,
Plaintiff,
V. Civil Action No. 140494 (KBJ)

ANTHEM BLUE CROSS
BLUE SHIELD et al.,

N s = N N N N N

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Plaintiff Keenan K. Cofield is currently BMaryland stateprisoner
incarcerated in Westover, MarylaridIn the pro secomplaint, plaintiffalleges
that as a doctor and apparent owner of the Injury Center of Marybataeen
January 1 and December 31, 201k treated patientthat defendants Anthem
Blue Cross Blue Shield in Richmond, Virginia, and Anthem Blue CrosseBl
Shield in Woodland Hills, Californiainsured Plaintiff alleges thatduring that
time, he “submited hundreds of clainisfor paymentbut defendants
“knowingly, willingly, purposely, negligently, in a massive patteand issues,

violated and breached the contractual agreement and/or obligatioaytthe

' The Injury Center of Maryland ialsolisted as a plaintiffbut artificial
entities cannot appear in federal court without licensed cound&ilamond
Ventures, LLC v. Barreto452 F.3d 892, 900 (D.C. Cir. 2006) (citirRpwland v.
California Men's Colony 506 U.S. 194, 20D2 (1993));seealso Prunte v.
Universal Music Group484 F. Supp.2d 32, 38 (D.D.C. 2007)A] ny artificial
entity, whether a corporation, partnership or association, canroategd in
federal court without couns]”). Hence, the Injury Center of Maryland is
hereby dismissed as a parpyaintiff.
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claims of their members. (Compl, ECF No. 21 pp. 5961, 1.) As a result,
plaintiff allegedly “went out of business in 2012, with losses that edede . .
millions of dollars . . . .” (Id. 1 3.)

Anthem Health Plans of Virginia, Incd/b/aAnthem Blue Cross and Blue
Shield, andBlue Cross of Californiad/b/aAnthem Blue Crosstemoved this
case from the Superior Court of the District of Columbia pursuar28dJ.S.C.
8 1441(a)(b)based ordiversity jurisdiction. (Not. of Removal ECF No1l, {1
12-18.) Before this Court at presems defendants’ motiorfor dismissal under
Federal Ruls of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2) for lack of personal jurisdiction,
12(b)(3) for improper venue, 12(b)(5) for insufficient service of pIs;eand
12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim upon which relief daengranted. (Defs.’
Mot. to Dismiss, ECF No. 4.)

Plaintiff hasuntil June 23, 2014, to respond to defendantispositive
motion, seeMay 20, 2014 Orderbut has movedn the meantimeéo transfer the
case to the United States District Cotifor the Middle District of California
Los Angeles, CA.” EeeMot. to TransferPursuant to 28 U.S.(8] 1406(a), and
28 U.S.C.[8] 1391(1)(2), ECF No. 7at 1)? Given the statutory bases of
plaintiff’s motion, the Court finds that plaintiff has conceldg&he impopriety of

venuein this districtand will now rule on both partieggendingmotions.

> Since thee is no “Middle District of @lifornia” and thefederal district
court in Los Angeles is located in the Central Distrie¢e28 U.S.C. 884, the
Court assumes that plaintiff is seeking a transfer to the Centralibiof
California. Regardless,his is yet one moreivil action that plaintiff has filed
in the District of Columbia that does not belong hei®eeCofield v. FCC No.
14-522 (D.D.C. Jun. 3, 2014) (transferring case to the District of Maryland);
Cofield v. United States Attorney Gener&lo. 14111 (D.D.C. May 7, 204)
(same);Cofield v. Corizon, Ing No. 131442 (D.D.C. Dec. 12, 2013 (same)

2



Section 1391 of Title 28fothe United States Codeited by plaintiff,
generally“govern[s] the venue of all civil actions brought in [U.S.] district
courts.” 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1391(4)1). Under the circumstances presented here,
venue is proper in “a judicial district in which a substantial part & ¢vents or
omissions giving rise to the claim occurred . . .1d., 8 1391(b)(2) cf. § 1391
(b)(1) (creating venue if\a judicial district in which any defendant resides, if
all defendants are residents of the State in which the district stéalc); § 1391
(b)(3) (creating venue in the judicial district having personal jurisdictioerov
“any defendant’when “there isno district in which an action may otherwise be
brought”). Section 1406(a) of Title 28fdhe United States Codelsocited by
plaintiff, authorizes a district court to dismiss “a case laying venue in ttosagv
.. . district . . . or if it be in the ietrest of justice, [to] transfer such case to any
district . . . in which it could have been broughtld.

Plaintiff states that “[t]he [d]efendants who are properly named an
served in this case are located primarily in California, where nlcédents and
acts occurred in this district and jurisdiction.” Pl.’s Mot. to Traarsy 2.
Defendants countethat venue would not be proper in California beca(ke
Anthem-VA is not a resident of California2) plaintiff’s assertions as to where
the events occurredre “wholly conclusory’ and (3) the complaints allegations
do not establish “a substantial connectionGalifornia” (Defs.” Opp'n to Pl.’s
Mot. to Transfer, ECF No. 8, at-2.) The Court agreewith those reasons and
finds that the inerest of justicewould not besewed by transferring this case to

the Central District of California or any other judicial distric



Accordingly, the Court will deny plaintiff’'s motion to transfeand,
finding the venue question uncontested, wthntdefendants’'motion to dismiss
the caseunder Rule 12(b)(3jor improper venue A separate order accompanies

this Memorandum Opinion.

KeAoanjs Brown (Qa«oédon

Ketanji Brown Jackson
United States District Judge

Date: Jund9, 2014



