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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied the self-represented
plaintiff’s motion for an extension of time to prepare a letter concerning a request for return of the
filing fee. The court stated that the case had already been closed and that filing fees are generally not
refundable when a case is dismissed at an early stage.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should grant plaintiff an extension of time to prepare a filing concerning a request for
return of the filing fee after the case had been closed.



2. Whether a filing-fee refund request was legally meritorious where the case was dismissed at an early
stage.

HOLDINGS

1. Documents filed after the case's closing date will be disregarded, and the court will issue no orders in
response to future filings.

2. The court denied the motion for an extension of time because the anticipated request for return of the
filing fee was meritless; filing fees generally are not refundable when a case is dismissed at an early
stage.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Given that the filing fee covers the opening of a case, parties are not entitled to refunds of those filing fees
when the case is dismissed at an early stage.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff's case had been closed on December 8, 2025. After closure, plaintiff sought additional time to prepare a
typed letter concerning a request that the court return his filing fee. The court concluded that the anticipated
request was meritless because filing fees cover opening a case and generally are not refundable when a case is
dismissed at an early stage.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff's case was closed on December 8, 2025. On January 5, 2026, plaintiff filed a motion for an extension of
time to prepare a typed letter regarding a proposed request for return of the filing fee. The magistrate judge
denied the motion because filings after closure would be disregarded and the anticipated fee-refund motion was
meritless.
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