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Mohamed Haroun challenges the dismissal of his lawsuit alleging constitutional
violations in connection with a personal injury proceeding in state court. See 42 U.S.C.

ORDER

§§ 1983, 1985. We affirm.

" We have agreed to decide the case without oral argument because the briefs and
record adequately present the facts and legal arguments, and oral argument would not

significantly aid the court. FED. R. APP. P. 34(a)(2)(C).

Appeal from the United States District
Court for the Northern District of
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We accept as true all factual allegations in Haroun’s complaint, and we take
judicial notice of public court records from his other litigation. See Guerrero v. Howard
Bank, 74 F.4th 816, 819 (7th Cir. 2023). While riding in an Uber in 2017, Haroun was
involved in a car accident that left him with serious physical and psychological
disabilities. He filed a personal injury lawsuit against Uber Technologies, Inc., in the
Circuit Court of Cook County, Illinois. In 2022, after Haroun’s original counsel
withdrew from the case, attorneys at Owaynat Law Group and Faraj Legal Practice
Group —in Haroun’s words — “inserted themselves into the legal proceedings” and
pressured him to sign an unfavorable settlement agreement. They also coerced him into
transferring his medical care to doctors at Chicago Neurospine Surgery and Pain
Therapy Associates, who refused to treat him until he signed the settlement.

At a hearing over Zoom on July 31, 2023, Haroun'’s attorneys and a state-court
judge denied Haroun an interpreter, pressured him to accept the settlement, and
removed him from the hearing after he again refused to sign the agreement. In
Haroun’s absence, the attorneys misrepresented to the court that he would approve the
settlement.

Eventually, the attorneys coerced Haroun into signing the agreement. The
attorneys and doctors then misappropriated the funds for their own benefit and forged
legal documents to cover up their fraud.

Haroun filed this federal suit, alleging that the defendants denied him due
process under the Fourteenth Amendment, see 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and conspired to
obstruct justice in his state-court proceedings, see id. § 1985(2). He also alleged state-law
claims, including breach of fiduciary duty, legal and medical malpractice, civil
conspiracy, fraud, and intentional infliction of emotional distress. To support a federal
basis for his claims, Haroun added the allegation that the defendants engaged in “state-
actor Style collusion and obstruction of justice.”

The defendant doctors moved to dismiss the complaint for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction, see FED. R. C1v. P. 12(b)(1), or alternatively because Haroun failed to state a
claim upon which relief could be granted, id. 12(b)(6). Because Haroun had moved to
proceed in forma pauperis, the district court did not rule on the motion to dismiss but
instead screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915 and found that subject matter
jurisdiction was lacking. As the court explained, Haroun had not named a person acting
under the color of state law, so § 1983 could not confer federal-question jurisdiction
over his claims. The court dismissed the case without prejudice and gave Haroun until
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August 1, 2025, to amend his complaint to clarify the basis for subject matter
jurisdiction. The deadline for amendment came and went. Haroun appealed.!

On appeal, Haroun contests the district court’s jurisdictional ruling. He
maintains, following Dennis v. Sparks, 449 U.S. 24, 27-28 (1980), that private persons—
like the defendants—who conspire or act jointly with the state to deprive someone of
due process are themselves acting under color of state law.

The district court seems to have assumed that a § 1983 complaint that fails to
plausibly plead conduct under color of state law also falls outside federal subject matter
jurisdiction. See, e.g., Bovee v. Broom, 732 F.3d 743, 744 (7th Cir. 2013). But only those
claims that are wholly insubstantial and frivolous or “immaterial and made solely for
the purpose of obtaining jurisdiction” should be dismissed on jurisdictional grounds.
Restoration Risk Retention Grp., Inc. v. Gutierrez, 880 F.3d 339, 346—47 (7th Cir. 2018)
(quoting Bell v. Hood, 327 U.S. 678, 682-83 (1946)). Here, Haroun invoked a recognized
theory of state action, see Dennis, 449 U.S. at 27-28, and the district court did not find his
claims wholly insubstantial or immaterial. Without those findings, Haroun’s claims
should have been resolved on the merits rather than dismissed for lack of jurisdiction.
See Bovee, 732 F.3d at 744.

Even so, we may affirm the judgment because Haroun failed to state a claim
under § 1983 or § 1985. Private parties who conspire with the government to infringe on
a plaintiff’s constitutional rights may be liable under § 1983, but plaintiffs must support
their claims with more than “mere allegations of joint action or a conspiracy.” Scott v.
Univ. of Chi. Med. Ctr., 107 F.4th 752, 758 (7th Cir. 2024) (quoting Fries v. Helsper, 146
F.3d 452, 458 (7th Cir. 1998)). Haroun’s bare assertions of “state-actor Style collusion”
do not permit a plausible inference that the defendants conspired with the state-court
judge or any other state official to deprive him of due process. See id. Likewise, although
§ 1985(2) prohibits conspiracies to impede or obstruct justice to deny equal protection of
the laws, Haroun did not allege that the defendants were motivated by class-based

! On July 15, 2025, Haroun moved to “Vacate Unlawful Orders, Enforce Judicial
Recusal, and Demand Federal Intervention.” The district court denied the motion,
repeated its invitation for Haroun to file an amended complaint, and denied Haroun’s
accusations of bias. Haroun has since filed three more motions in the district court,
raising similar arguments of judicial bias. The district court warned Haroun that future
frivolous filings would risk sanctions.
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animus, as is required to state a claim under that provision. See Kowalski v. Boliker, 893
F.3d 987, 1001 (7th Cir. 2018).2

We have reviewed Haroun’s remaining arguments; none has merit.

AFFIRMED

2 Although we conclude that Haroun did not state a claim upon which relief can
be granted, we uphold the dismissal without prejudice. The defendants did not cross-
appeal, so we cannot alter the judgment to their benefit. See, e.g., Greenlaw v. United

States, 554 U.S. 237, 24445 (2008); 1000 Friends of Wisconsin Inc. v. United States Dep't of
Transp., 860 F.3d 480, 483 (7th Cir. 2017).
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