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SUMMARY

The document contains a magistrate judge’s Findings and Recommendations in a prisoner civil-rights
action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. It recommends dismissal with prejudice for failure to state a claim,
failure to obey a court order, and failure to prosecute after the plaintiff failed to file a second amended
complaint or otherwise respond to the court’s screening order.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Findings and recommendations by a magistrate judge recommending
dismissal with prejudice of a prisoner's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action for
failure to state a claim, failure to obey a court order, and failure to
prosecute.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the pleading-plausibility standard under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and Ashcroft v. Iqbal, and considered the
Ninth Circuit's factors governing dismissal for failure to prosecute or
obey a court order.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; findings and recommendations of a magistrate judge in a
district court action, with no reported citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the first amended complaint failed to satisfy Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 and state a
plausible claim for relief under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

2. Whether Plaintiff's supervisory-liability allegations were insufficient because they relied on respondeat
superior rather than personal participation, direction, knowledge, or a constitutionally deficient policy.

3. Whether the first amended complaint improperly joined unrelated claims and defendants under Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure 18 and 20.

4. Whether dismissal with prejudice was warranted because Plaintiff failed to obey the court's order and
failed to prosecute the action.

HOLDINGS

1. A prisoner's complaint must provide a short, plain, simple, concise, and direct statement containing
sufficient factual matter to state a facially plausible claim; conclusory allegations and threadbare recitals
are insufficient.

2. Supervisory personnel may not be held liable under section 1983 solely because of their positions or
under a respondeat superior theory; liability requires personal participation or direction, knowledge of
violations coupled with failure to act, a qualifying causal connection, or implementation of a
constitutionally deficient policy that is the moving force of the violation.

3. Unrelated claims against unrelated defendants may not be joined in one action; joinder under Rule 20
requires that the right to relief arise from the same transaction or occurrence and involve a common
question of law or fact, after which Rule 18 permits multiple claims against a properly joined party.

4. A district court may dismiss an action with prejudice for failure to prosecute, failure to obey a court
order, or failure to comply with local rules after considering the relevant dismissal factors, including the
public interest in expeditious resolution, docket management, prejudice, disposition on the merits, and
availability of less drastic sanctions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In short, the FAC consists neither of “short and plain” statements of Plaintiff’s claims, nor are the
allegations in it “simple, concise and direct” as Rule 8 requires.” (at 5)

“Liability may not be imposed on supervisory personnel for the actions or omissions of their subordinates
under the theory of respondeat superior.” (at 6)

“Plaintiff may not bring unrelated claims against unrelated parties in a single action.” (at 7)

“Accordingly, the Court finds that dismissal is the appropriate sanction and HEREBY RECOMMENDS that
this action be dismissed, with prejudice, for failure to state a claim, for failure to obey a court order, and for
Plaintiff’s failure to prosecute this action.” (at 9)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff is a state prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. His first amended
complaint asserted claims concerning COVID-19 exposure, medical prescriptions and treatment, dental floss, a
pillow, prison grievance procedures, access to courts, and legal mail against employees of California State
Prison–Corcoran. After the court found the amended complaint deficient and granted extensions to permit
amendment or another response, Plaintiff failed to comply with the court's October 10, 2025 order or otherwise
communicate with the court.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint asserting multiple constitutional and medical-care-related claims. On
August 27, 2025, the court screened the amended complaint, found that it failed to state a claim, and granted
leave to amend or otherwise respond. After granting extensions on September 11 and October 10, 2025, the court
warned that noncompliance could result in dismissal. Plaintiff filed neither a second amended complaint nor
another response, prompting these findings and recommendations.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The magistrate judge recommended dismissal with prejudice. The findings and recommendations were to be
submitted to the assigned United States district judge, with the parties given fourteen days to file objections.
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