
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA

William Coney v. Jimenez, et al.
Coney · No. 2:25-cv-00822-APG-EJY · Decided January 21, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nevada dismissed William Coney’s 42 U.S.C. §
1983 action without prejudice because he failed to provide an updated address and submit a non-
inmate in forma pauperis application as ordered. The court concluded that the relevant dismissal
factors favored dismissal and directed the Clerk to enter judgment and close the case.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. After the
magistrate judge ordered him to update his address and submit a non-
inmate application to proceed in forma pauperis, plaintiff failed to
comply, and the district court dismissed the action without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the discretionary five-factor framework governing
dismissal for failure to obey a court order or comply with local rules.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown
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PRACTICE AREAS
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should dismiss the action without prejudice because plaintiff failed to update his
address as ordered.



2. Whether the five factors governing dismissal for failure to obey a court order favored dismissal under
the circumstances.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may dismiss an action when a party fails to obey a court order or comply with applicable
local rules, pursuant to the court's inherent power to control its docket.

2. The public interest in expeditious resolution, the court's need to manage its docket, the risk of prejudice
to defendants, and the inadequacy of less drastic alternatives outweighed the policy favoring disposition
on the merits; dismissal was therefore warranted.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Coney filed a § 1983 action alleging constitutional violations suffered while incarcerated. The magistrate judge
ordered him to update his address and submit a non-inmate IFP application by January 16, 2026. He did neither,
and mail from the court was returned as undeliverable, preventing the court and defendants from sending case-
related documents and orders.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 16, 2025, the magistrate judge ordered Coney to update his address and submit a non-inmate IFP
application by January 16, 2026. Coney did not comply, and court mail was returned as undeliverable. The
district court considered the Ninth Circuit's five dismissal factors and dismissed the action without prejudice,
directing the clerk to enter judgment and close the case.
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