UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Royalton McCamey v. Google and Alameda News Group

McCamey - No. 1:25-cv-01561-JLT-HBK - Decided December 29, 2025

SUMMARY

The document is Findings and Recommendations recommending dismissal without prejudice of

Royalton McCamey’s pro se civil rights action against Google and Alameda News Group. The

recommendation is based on Plaintiff’s failure to comply with a screening order, amend the complaint,

voluntarily dismiss the action, or otherwise prosecute the case.
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remanded

Findings and recommendations by a federal magistrate judge
recommending dismissal without prejudice of a pro se, in forma
pauperis civil-rights action for failure to obey a court order and failure

to prosecute.

Dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) for failure to
prosecute or comply with a court order is evaluated under five factors:
the public interest in expeditious resolution, the court's need to manage
its docket, the risk of prejudice to defendants, the public policy
favoring disposition on the merits, and the availability of less drastic

sanctions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

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

and Eastern District of California Local Rule 110 because Plaintiff failed to comply with a court order.

2. Whether Plaintiff's failure to take any action or request an extension constituted a failure to prosecute

warranting dismissal.

3. Whether the five-factor dismissal analysis supported dismissal despite the public policy favoring

decisions on the merits.

HOLDINGS

1. Dismissal without prejudice is warranted under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) and Eastern
District of California Local Rule 110 because Plaintiff failed to comply with the screening order and

failed to prosecute the action.

2. The complaint, as pleaded, failed to state a federal claim, did not establish an identifiable basis for

federal-question jurisdiction, and failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons set forth below, the undersigned recommends that the District Court dismiss this action

without prejudice for Plaintiff’s failure to comply with a court order and prosecute this action.” (at 1)

“In determining whether to dismiss an action, the Court must consider the following 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 sanctions.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed a largely blank form complaint identifying Google and Alameda News Group as defendants but
providing no defendant addresses, no factual statement, and only the phrase “Crime I didn’t commit” as the
requested relief. The complaint did not identify a specific federal question, and the defendants were private
companies with no alleged action under color of state law. After the court ordered Plaintiff to amend, stand on

the complaint, or voluntarily dismiss, Plaintiff took none of those actions and did not request additional time.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a form civil complaint on November 14, 2025, naming Google and Alameda News Group. The
magistrate judge issued a screening order under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii)-(iii), finding that the complaint

failed to state a federal claim, lacked an identifiable basis for subject-matter jurisdiction, and failed to comply



with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2). Plaintiff was given options to amend, stand on the complaint, or
voluntarily dismiss, but did none of those things and did not seek an extension. The magistrate judge therefore
recommended dismissal without prejudice under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) and Eastern District of
California Local Rule 110, subject to review by the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C).

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The document is a recommendation, not a final disposition. It recommends that the assigned district judge
dismiss the action without prejudice for failure to obey a court order and failure to prosecute. Parties may file
objections within 14 days under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C) and Local Rule 304(b).
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