UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
LOUISIANA

Erice D. Magee v. Amazon Corporation, LLC, et al.

Civil Action No. 25-1241 (E.D. La. Jan. 30, 2026) - No. Civil Action No. 25-1241 - Decided February 2, 2026

SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses pro se Plaintiff Erice D. Magee’s Title VII and ADEA
claims against Amazon Corporation, LL.C and Robert Lamb. The court concluded that Magee failed to
properly serve either defendant despite two extensions and recommended dismissal without prejudice
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m) and Rule 41(b).
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Magistrate judge report and recommendation in a pro se Title VII and

ADEA action recommending dismissal without prejudice for failure to

properly serve the defendants and prosecute the case.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The report applies Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 4(m) and 41(b),
including the court's discretion to extend the service deadline absent
good cause and to dismiss for failure to prosecute or comply with the

rules or a court order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Magee demonstrated good cause requiring another extension of the deadline to serve the
defendants under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m).

2. Whether service on Amazon was valid when the summons returns did not identify a specific person,

officer, managing or general agent, registered agent, or other agent authorized to receive service.

3. Whether delivery of summons and complaint to an unnamed person at Amazon's corporate office could
constitute valid service on Robert Lamb.

4. Whether dismissal without prejudice was proper under Rules 4(m) and 41(b) for failure to serve the

defendants and prosecute the action.

HOLDINGS

1. Magee did not demonstrate good cause for another mandatory extension under Rule 4(m), and the court
declined to grant a further discretionary extension after already granting two extensions and issuing an

express warning.

2. Service on Robert Lamb was not proper because delivery of summons and complaint to an unnamed
person at Amazon's corporate office was not service at Lamb's dwelling or usual place of abode, and
neither Louisiana nor Washington law authorizes service of an individual at the individual's place of

employment.

3. Amazon was not properly served because the summons returns did not show personal service on an
officer, managing or general agent, registered agent, or other agent authorized by appointment or law to

receive service.

4. Dismissal without prejudice of Magee's claims against Amazon and Lamb was proper under Rules 4(m)
and 41(b) because he failed to effect proper service after multiple extensions and failed to prosecute the

case in accordance with the rules and court orders.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A plaintiff’s “pro se status neither excuses his failure to effect service nor excuses him for lack of knowledge
of the Rules of Civil Procedure.”” (Section II)

“Thus, delivery of the documents to an unnamed person at Amazon’s corporate office is not a proper as to Mr.
Lamb.” (Section II1.A)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Magee attempted to serve Amazon at an Amazon distribution facility and later at its Seattle headquarters, but the
returns did not identify the person or title of the person allegedly served. He did not file proof of service or a
waiver for Robert Lamb and appeared to propose service on Lamb at Amazon's corporate office. After receiving

two extensions and express warnings, Magee still did not establish proper service on either defendant by the
extended deadline.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Magee filed the action on June 17, 2025. The court issued a show-cause order and subsequently granted two
extensions of the service deadline, warning that failure to timely and properly serve the defendants would result
in a recommendation of dismissal. Magee filed notices and responses claiming service on Amazon and
attempting substitute service on Robert Lamb, but the returns did not identify a proper person served or
otherwise establish valid service. The report recommends dismissal without prejudice under Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure 4(m) and 41(b), subject to the parties' opportunity to object.
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