UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Stacey Lee et al. v. M. Power Auto Group

No. 5:25-cv-02565-SSS-MARX, United States District Court for the Central District of California (November
19, 2025)

SUMMARY

The court dismissed the action without prejudice after the plaintiffs failed to comply with an order
requiring them to submit completed in forma pauperis requests or pay the filing fee and to file an
amended complaint addressing equitable tolling. Applying the factors governing dismissal under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b), the court concluded that four of the five factors favored

dismissal.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court dismissed the action sua sponte without prejudice

after Plaintiffs failed to comply with an order requiring completed in
forma pauperis requests or payment of the filing fee and an amended

complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) for failure to
comply with a court order is an exercise of the district court's inherent

authority and requires consideration of five dismissal factors.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the action should be dismissed without prejudice under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b)

because Plaintiffs failed to comply with the court's order.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may dismiss an action without prejudice under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b)
when a plaintiff fails to comply with a court order, after considering the five dismissal factors: the public
interest in expeditious resolution, the court's need to manage its docket, prejudice to defendants, the
policy favoring disposition on the merits, and the availability of less drastic alternatives. Because four of

the five factors favored dismissal, the action was dismissed without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A district court has the inherent power under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) to dismiss an action for

failure to comply with the court’s order.”

“[I]n order for a court to dismiss a case as a sanction, the district court must consider five factors: ‘(1) the
public’s interest in expeditious resolution of litigation; (2) the court’s need to manage its docket; (3) the risk of
prejudice to the defendants; (4) the public policy favoring disposition of cases on their merits; and (5) the
availability of less drastic alternatives.”” (191 F.3d at 986)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs alleged violations of the Truth in Lending Act. The court ordered them to complete their IFP
applications or pay the filing fee and to amend their complaint to explain the basis for equitable tolling of the
statute of limitations. More than 30 days after the order, Plaintiffs had not filed completed IFP requests, paid the

filing fee, or filed an amended complaint.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a Truth in Lending Act complaint and a request to proceed in forma pauperis on September 29,
2025. The court postponed ruling on the IFP request and ordered Plaintiffs within 30 days to submit completed
IFP requests or pay the filing fee and to file an amended complaint addressing equitable tolling. Plaintiffs did

none of these things, despite the court's warning that noncompliance would result in dismissal without prejudice.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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