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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California ordered plaintiff Tommie Lee
Jackson to show cause why his action should not be dismissed for failure to prosecute and failure to
comply with court orders. The court directed him to file an amended complaint and respond within
twenty-one days, warning that failure to do so would result in a recommendation of dismissal.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court previously granted plaintiff leave to amend his complaint
and ordered him to file an amended complaint within thirty days. After
plaintiff failed to respond or file the amended complaint, the court
issued an order to show cause why the action should not be dismissed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the court may dismiss an action, or recommend dismissal, based on a party's failure to
prosecute, failure to obey a court order, or failure to comply with local rules.

2. Whether plaintiff should be required to show cause why the action should not be dismissed after failing
to file the court-ordered amended complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. A federal court has inherent power to control its docket and may impose sanctions, including dismissal,
when a party fails to prosecute an action, obey a court order, or comply with applicable local rules.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court may dismiss an action based on a party’s failure to prosecute an action, failure to obey a court order,
or failure to comply with local rules.” (at 1)

“I will give plaintiff a chance to explain why the court should not dismiss the case for his failure to file an
amended complaint.” (at 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The court had granted Tommie Lee Jackson's motion to amend his complaint and ordered him to file an amended
complaint within thirty days. Jackson had not filed the amended complaint or any other response by the date of
the order to show cause.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On March 6, 2025, the court granted plaintiff's motion to amend and ordered an amended complaint within thirty
days. Plaintiff did not file an amended complaint or otherwise respond. The court ordered plaintiff to show cause
within twenty-one days why the action should not be dismissed and directed him to file an amended complaint if
he wished to continue the lawsuit.
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