
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEVADA

Grissel A. Gonzaga v. State of Nevada NDOC, et al.
Gonzaga · No. 2:24-cv-02353-RFB-MDC · Decided December 29, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nevada dismissed Grissel A. Gonzaga’s action
without prejudice after she failed to pay the filing fee or file a complete in forma pauperis application
and amended complaint as ordered. The court concluded that dismissal was warranted under the
applicable Ninth Circuit factors for failure to comply with a court order and directed the Clerk to close
the case.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court dismissed the action without prejudice after Plaintiff
failed to comply with an order requiring her to pay the filing fee or
submit a complete application to proceed in forma pauperis and to file
an amended complaint limited to her own claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Ninth Circuit's five-factor framework for
dismissal under a district court's inherent docket-management
authority or for failure to obey a court order: the public interest in
expeditious resolution, the court's need to manage its docket, prejudice
to defendants, the public policy favoring disposition on the merits, and
the availability of less drastic alternatives.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the action should be dismissed without prejudice because Gonzaga failed to comply with the
court's order concerning the filing fee or IFP application and the filing of an amended complaint.

2. Whether a further deadline or another lesser sanction constituted a meaningful alternative to dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may dismiss an action when a party fails to obey a court order, after considering the
applicable five dismissal factors. Those factors favored dismissal because Gonzaga failed to satisfy the
filing-fee or IFP requirement and failed to file the required amended complaint.

2. The court was not required to set another deadline because repeating an ignored order would not be a
meaningful alternative to dismissal where there was no indication that the plaintiff needed additional
time or had not received the order.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this action is DISMISSED without prejudice based on Gonzaga’s failure to
satisfy the matter of the filing fee and file an amended complaint in compliance with this Court’s May 15,
2025, order.” (at 3)

“Courts “need not exhaust every sanction short of dismissal before finally dismissing a case, but must explore
possible and meaningful alternatives.”” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The court had ordered Gonzaga to pay the $405 filing fee or submit a complete IFP application and to file an
amended complaint asserting only her own claims. The deadline passed without payment, an IFP application, an
amended complaint, a motion for extension, or any other response. The court found no indication that Gonzaga
needed additional time or that she had not received the order.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gonzaga initially attempted to bring a class action on behalf of herself and 29 other pro se inmates. On May 15,
2025, the court dismissed the complaint without prejudice and permitted Gonzaga to pursue her individual
claims if she paid the filing fee or filed a complete IFP application and submitted an amended complaint within
60 days. Gonzaga did none of those things, did not seek an extension, and did not otherwise respond, so the
court dismissed the action without prejudice and directed the clerk to close the case.
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