
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION

R.R. v. Romeoville HIE Hotels, LLC
R.R. · No. No. 25 CV 993 · Decided December 10, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois granted Romeoville HIE Hotels,
LLC’s motion to dismiss for untimely service under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m). The court
dismissed the action without prejudice, concluding that the plaintiff failed to show good cause for
serving the defendant 111 days after filing but that dismissal under Rule 41(b) would be too severe.
The court also directed the plaintiff to comply with specified filing, pseudonym, and service
requirements if she refiles.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss the complaint for untimely service under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m) and for failure to prosecute and
comply with court orders under Rule 41(b).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m), requiring
dismissal or an extension when service is not timely, with a mandatory
extension upon a showing of good cause and discretionary extension
otherwise. It treated Rule 41(b) dismissal as a harsh sanction
appropriate only upon a record of delay or contumacious conduct,
prejudice, or the unavailability of lesser sanctions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the action should be dismissed without prejudice under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m)
because plaintiff failed to serve defendant within ninety days and did not show good cause or otherwise
justify an extension.

2. Whether the action should be dismissed with prejudice under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) for
failure to prosecute or comply with court orders.

HOLDINGS

1. Because plaintiff served defendant 111 days after filing, failed to show good cause for the delay, and did
not establish circumstances warranting a discretionary extension, the court dismissed the action without
prejudice under Rule 4(m).

2. Dismissal with prejudice under Rule 41(b) was too severe a sanction because defendant was not
prejudiced, the delay was not extreme, the court's calendar was not substantially affected, lesser
sanctions were available, and the action implicated a federal-law objective concerning sex trafficking.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If a plaintiff fails to serve a defendant “within 90 days after the complaint is filed, the court—on motion or
on its own after notice to the plaintiff—must dismiss the action without prejudice against that defendant or
order that service be made within a specified time.”” (Analysis)

“Dismissal with prejudice for want of prosecution should usually be used “only in extreme situations.””
(Analysis)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

R.R. alleged that Romeoville HIE Hotels violated the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act by
knowingly benefiting from sex trafficking through payments for hotel rooms that it knew or should have known
were used to traffic her. She filed the complaint on January 29, 2025, but did not serve defendant until May 20,
2025, 111 days later, and offered no good cause or explanation for the delay. She also failed to file two court-
ordered status reports, although the court found that these failures and the service delay did not prejudice
defendant or substantially affect the court's calendar.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on January 29, 2025, and served defendant 111 days later, beyond Rule 4(m)'s ninety-
day service period. Plaintiff also failed to comply with two orders requiring status reports, although she filed a
report after a third order. The court granted dismissal without prejudice under Rule 4(m), denied dismissal under
Rule 41(b), and directed entry of judgment and termination of the civil case.
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