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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Arkansas dismissed Jabares Kenyon
Garrison’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action with prejudice under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) after
he failed to respond to the defendants’ motion for summary judgment and failed to comply with orders
directing him to respond and show cause. The court concluded that his intentional noncompliance, the
late stage of the case, and the defendants’ expenditure of resources warranted dismissal with prejudice.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff's civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 was before the
district court on Plaintiff's failure to comply with court orders and
failure to prosecute after Defendants filed a motion for summary
judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 41(b) dismissal for failure to prosecute or failure to comply
with a court order is committed to the district court's discretion;
dismissal with prejudice is appropriate when the record shows
intentional noncompliance, clear delay, or contumacious conduct,
assessed in light of the conduct's impact on the defendants and the
administration of justice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the action should be dismissed under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) because Plaintiff
failed to comply with court orders and failed to prosecute.

2. Whether the dismissal should be with prejudice given Plaintiff's intentional noncompliance and the
resources expended by Defendants.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may dismiss an action sua sponte under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) when the
plaintiff fails to comply with court orders or fails to prosecute, and Plaintiff's repeated failure to respond
to the court's orders warranted dismissal.

2. Dismissal with prejudice was warranted because Plaintiff's intentional failure to comply with court
orders, together with the relatively late stage of the case and the significant resources expended by
Defendants, justified the drastic sanction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At the same time, however, ‘dismissal with prejudice under Rule 41(b) is a drastic sanction which should be
exercised sparingly.’” (Discussion)

“The district court’s exercise of this power is within the permissible range of its discretion if there has been a
clear record of delay or contumacious conduct by the plaintiff.” (Discussion)

“Plaintiff’s Complaint (ECF No. 1) is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE based on Plaintiff’s failure to
prosecute this case and his failure to obey the orders of the Court.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff proceeded pro se and in forma pauperis in a § 1983 civil-rights action. After Defendants moved for
summary judgment, the court ordered Plaintiff to respond and later ordered him to show cause for failing to
respond. Both orders were mailed to Plaintiff and were not returned as undeliverable, but Plaintiff filed no
response to either order.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Defendants filed a motion for summary judgment on February 2, 2026. The court ordered Plaintiff to respond by
February 24, 2026, but he filed no response. The court then ordered Plaintiff to show cause by March 25, 2026,
and Plaintiff again failed to respond. The court dismissed the complaint with prejudice under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 41(b).
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