UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH

Pedro Emmanuel Jacques v. Dallas Earnshaw

Jacques v. Earnshaw

- No. 2:25-cv-00250 DBB - Decided December 2, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Utah dismissed Pedro Emmanuel Jacques’s 28

U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition without prejudice for failure to prosecute and failure to comply with

orders to show cause. Applying the Ehrenhaus factors, the court found that Petitioner’s failure to

respond, update his address, or otherwise communicate with the court warranted dismissal and that

lesser sanctions would be ineffective. The court also denied a certificate of appealability.
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Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. After
the court issued two orders to show cause concerning failure to
prosecute and petitioner failed to respond, the district court dismissed

the petition without prejudice and denied a certificate of appealability.

Dismissal for failure to prosecute under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 41(b) is committed to the district court's discretion and
requires consideration of the nonexclusive Ehrenhaus factors;
dismissal with prejudice is appropriate only when those factors

outweigh the strong preference for decisions on the merits.

Unknown; memorandum decision and dismissal order from a federal

district court with no reporter citation.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court could sua sponte dismiss the habeas action under Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 41(b) for failure to prosecute and failure to comply with court orders.

2. Whether the Ehrenhaus factors supported dismissal despite petitioner's pro se status and the preference

for resolving cases on the merits.

3. Whether a certificate of appealability should be denied.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may sua sponte dismiss an action under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) when a

petitioner fails to prosecute or comply with court orders.

2. Dismissal without prejudice was warranted because petitioner's prolonged failure to respond to two
show-cause orders, failure to update his address, and failure to communicate interfered with the judicial

process, demonstrated culpability, followed clear warnings, and rendered lesser sanctions ineffective.

3. A certificate of appealability was denied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Ehrenhaus factors are not “a rigid test; rather, they represent criteria for the district court to consider

[before] imposing dismissal as a sanction.”” (at 921)
“failure to respond to court orders cannot be ignored.” (at 1062)

“The federal courts are not a playground for the petulant or absent-minded; our rules and orders exist, in
part, to ensure that the administration of justice occurs in a manner that most efficiently utilizes limited

judicial resources.” (at 855-56)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioner filed a federal habeas petition on March 31, 2025. The court issued two orders requiring petitioner to
show cause why the action should not be dismissed, but petitioner did not respond to either order. Petitioner also
failed to contact the court after filing the petition or update his address, and more than eight months elapsed

without any further filing or communication.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner filed the habeas petition on March 31, 2025. The court determined that the claims were frivolous and
issued an order on September 9, 2025, requiring petitioner to show cause why the petition and certificate of
appealability should not be denied. After petitioner failed to respond, the court issued a second show-cause order
on October 22, 2025, warning that the action would be dismissed if petitioner did not respond. Petitioner never
responded, updated his address, or otherwise communicated with the court, so the court dismissed the action

without prejudice.
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