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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California dismissed Allen Hammler’s
action after he failed to pay the filing fee within the deadline set after denial of his in forma pauperis
request. The court dismissed the case under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) for failure to
comply with court orders and directed the Clerk to close the case.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court sua sponte dismissed an incarcerated pro se
plaintiff's complaint after he failed to pay the filing fee within the
deadline established by a court order denying his request to proceed in
forma pauperis.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A district court may sua sponte dismiss an action under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 41(b) for failure to prosecute or failure to comply
with court orders after weighing the relevant dismissal factors; the
factors need not be expressly or mechanically addressed.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court order; precedential status not stated and no
reporter citation appears.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could sua sponte dismiss the action under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) for
Plaintiff's failure to comply with the order requiring payment of the filing fee.

2. Whether the relevant dismissal factors supported dismissal rather than a less drastic sanction.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may sua sponte dismiss an action under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) when a
plaintiff fails to prosecute the action or comply with a court order, including an order requiring payment
of the filing fee.

2. Dismissal was appropriate because the public interest in expeditious resolution, the court's need to
manage its docket, the presumed prejudice from unreasonable delay, and the unavailability of realistic
lesser sanctions outweighed the policy favoring disposition on the merits.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Before dismissing an action for either failure to prosecute, failure to obey a court order, or failure to follow
the local rules, a court must weigh several 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 of their merits; and (5) the availability of less drastic sanctions.” (at 1)

“In sum, the Court concludes that four of the five factors weigh in favor of dismissing this action in its
entirety.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Allen Hammler, an incarcerated pro se plaintiff, filed a civil complaint against pharmaceutical companies and
individual defendants. The court denied his request to proceed in forma pauperis and ordered him to pay the
filing fee within thirty days. He failed to pay the fee by the deadline and offered no explanation for the
noncompliance.
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