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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma dismissed without prejudice
Plaintiff Paul T. Mak’s claims against Arc, Inc. and Liam McCarthy for failure to serve them within
the time required by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m). The court found that Plaintiff had neither
requested an extension nor demonstrated good cause for extending the service deadline.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court considered Plaintiff's response to an order to show cause
why his claims against Arc, Inc. and Liam McCarthy should not be
dismissed for failure to effect service of process within ninety days
after filing the Amended Complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m) to determine
whether dismissal was required for failure to serve defendants within
ninety days and whether an extension was warranted for good cause.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's claims against Arc, Inc. and Liam McCarthy should be dismissed without prejudice
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m) because they were not served within ninety days after the
Amended Complaint was filed.

2. Whether the court should extend the time for service based on a request for an extension or a showing of
good cause.

HOLDINGS

1. When Arc, Inc. and Liam McCarthy were not served within ninety days after the filing of the Amended
Complaint, and Plaintiff did not establish grounds for extending the service period, dismissal of the
claims against those defendants without prejudice was required under Rule 4(m).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“If a defendant is not served within 90 days after the complaint is filed, the court . . . must dismiss the action
without prejudice against that defendant.” (Order)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Arc, Inc. and Liam McCarthy were identified as former John Doe defendants and were named for the first time
in Plaintiff's Amended Complaint. Plaintiff represented that he had been unable to serve either defendant by
January 21, 2026. Although the court had previously granted multiple extensions concerning service on the John
Doe defendants, Plaintiff neither sought another extension nor demonstrated good cause for extending the
service period.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously directed Plaintiff to show cause regarding service on Arc, Inc. and Liam McCarthy.
Plaintiff acknowledged that he had been unable to serve those defendants as of January 21, 2026, did not request
an extension of time, and did not demonstrate good cause for an extension. The court dismissed the claims
against those defendants without prejudice.
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