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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California adopts in part findings and
recommendations concerning defendants’ motions to dismiss Ryan McMahon’s claims. The court
dismisses the federal claims but grants leave to amend, concluding that it is not necessarily futile to
consider equitable tolling of the limitations period for the plaintiff’s § 1983 claims. The court also
permits plaintiff to include his state-law claims in an amended complaint.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court reviewed a magistrate judge's findings and
recommendations on defendants' motions to dismiss. No objections
were filed. The district court adopted the recommendations in part,
granted the motions to dismiss, dismissed the federal claims with leave
to amend, and permitted plaintiff to include state-law claims in an
amended complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court presumed the magistrate judge's factual findings
correct and reviewed the magistrate judge's legal conclusions de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the magistrate judge's findings and recommendations should be adopted regarding dismissal of
plaintiff's federal claims and declining supplemental jurisdiction over state-law claims.

2. Whether plaintiff's § 1983 claims were subject to a two-year statute of limitations.

3. Whether the difference between the relief sought in plaintiff's prior administrative proceedings and the
relief sought in his § 1983 action categorically barred equitable tolling.

4. Whether amendment of plaintiff's federal claims would be futile.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court presumed the magistrate judge's factual findings correct and reviewed the legal
conclusions de novo.

2. Plaintiff's § 1983 claims were governed by a two-year limitations period and were subject to dismissal as
untimely on the record presented.

3. The difference between the relief sought in plaintiff's prior administrative proceedings and the relief
sought in his § 1983 action was not necessarily a bar to equitable tolling.

4. Plaintiff was entitled to leave to amend his federal claims because amendment would not necessarily be
futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the difference in relief sought between plaintiff’s administrative proceedings and his § 1983 claim is not
necessarily a bar to a federal court equitably tolling the statute of limitations and allowing an amended claim
to go forward.” (at 3)

“Plaintiff’s federal claims are dismissed with leave to amend. Any amended complaint must be filed within
twenty-one (21) days.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

McMahon asserted First Amendment claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against Whitney and other defendants. He
filed suit almost four years after he knew or had reason to know the basis of his claims, while California's
applicable personal-injury limitations period was treated as two years. Before filing suit, McMahon had pursued
related administrative proceedings seeking relief different from that sought in the § 1983 action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The magistrate judge recommended dismissing plaintiff's federal claims as untimely and declining supplemental
jurisdiction over the state-law claims. The district court found the recommendations supported by the record and
proper analysis but concluded that amendment of the federal claims would not necessarily be futile because the
difference in relief sought in plaintiff's prior administrative proceedings did not categorically bar equitable
tolling. The court granted defendants' motions to dismiss and allowed amendment within twenty-one days.
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