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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California dismissed Matthew Chapman’s
action against the United States Forest Service with prejudice. The court found that Chapman failed to
obey orders requiring him to file a Second Amended Complaint or notice of dismissal and failed to
state a claim, after considering the applicable dismissal factors.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE After dismissing the claims in Plaintiff's First Amended Complaint and
granting limited leave to amend, the court dismissed the action with
prejudice because Plaintiff failed to file either a Second Amended
Complaint or a notice of dismissal as ordered.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Ninth Circuit's five-factor framework for
dismissal as a sanction for failure to obey court orders or comply with
local rules: the public interest in expeditious resolution, the court's
need to manage its docket, prejudice to the defendant, the policy
favoring disposition on the merits, and the availability of less drastic
sanctions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could dismiss the action with prejudice for Plaintiff's failure to obey orders requiring
him either to amend his complaint or file a notice of dismissal.

2. Whether the Ninth Circuit's five-factor dismissal framework supported dismissal with prejudice under
the circumstances.

3. Whether Plaintiff's failure to amend also warranted dismissal for failure to state a claim.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may use its inherent power and Local Rule 110 to dismiss an action with prejudice when
a party fails to obey court orders or comply with applicable local rules.

2. Dismissal with prejudice was warranted because the five relevant factors, including docket management,
prejudice, the limited remaining merits issue, and the availability of lesser sanctions, weighed in favor of
dismissal, while the merits policy did not overcome Plaintiff's repeated noncompliance.

3. The action was also properly dismissed for failure to state a claim because Plaintiff did not file the
permitted amendment alleging facts sufficient to state a claim concerning the alleged fourth permit.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“District courts have the inherent power to control their dockets and “[i]n the exercise of that power they
may impose sanctions including, where appropriate, . . . dismissal.”” (at 1)

“The fact that the Court allowed Plaintiff an additional twenty-one days to amend his complaint constitutes
an attempt at a less drastic sanction than dismissal.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff failed to file either a Second Amended Complaint or a notice of dismissal after being ordered to do so
within twenty-one days. The court had warned Plaintiff that failure to comply would result in dismissal with
prejudice. Plaintiff also failed to comply with a second order issued after the Ninth Circuit dismissed his
premature appeal, and he did not otherwise communicate with the court.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initiated the action on November 29, 2022, and proceeded pro se and in forma pauperis. The court
granted Defendant's motion to dismiss the First Amended Complaint in part and denied it in part, allowing
amendment only as to an alleged fourth permit. Plaintiff did not amend or voluntarily dismiss within the ordered
deadline. The Ninth Circuit dismissed Plaintiff's interlocutory appeal for lack of jurisdiction, and after the
mandate issued, the district court again ordered Plaintiff to amend or dismiss. Plaintiff again failed to comply,
leading to this dismissal with prejudice.
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