UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Deonca Williams v. American Arbitration Association Inc., et al.

Williams - No. Civil Action No. 25-12412 (JXN)(CF) - Decided January 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey administratively terminated and closed

the action as duplicative of a previously filed case involving Citibank, the American Arbitration

Association, and the same underlying arbitration dispute. The court stated that the plaintiff could seek

to amend the earlier action to add the additional defendants and related allegations.
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A pro se plaintiff filed a complaint and an application to proceed in
forma pauperis. On sua sponte screening, the court determined that the
action duplicated a previously filed and pending action involving the

same subject matter and nearly identical claims.

Sua sponte screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), including whether
the action is frivolous, malicious, or fails to comply with applicable

pleading standards.

Unpublished memorandum order; nonprecedential
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1. Whether the court could terminate a complaint as duplicative during in forma pauperis screening.

2. Whether the complaint should be administratively terminated because it duplicated a previously filed

pending action involving the same subject matter and substantially identical claims.

3. Whether plaintiff could pursue claims against additional defendants by moving to amend the previously

filed action.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may dismiss or otherwise terminate a duplicative complaint as part of its authority to

administer its docket, including during screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e).

2. A plaintiff seeking to assert claims against additional defendants arising from the same common set of

facts may seek to amend the previously filed action rather than maintain a duplicative separate case.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As part of its general power to administer its docket, a district court may dismiss a duplicative complaint”
(629 F. App'x at 198)

“prohibiting a plaintiff from “maintain[ing] two separate actions involving the same subject matter at the

same time in the same court and against the same defendant”” (563 F.2d at 70)

“Plaintiffs generally must bring all claims arising out of a common set of facts in a single lawsuit, and federal
district courts have discretion to enforce that requirement as necessary ‘to avoid duplicative litigation.”” (567
U.S. at 34)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The complaint arose from Citibank's collection action in the Superior Court of New Jersey concerning a Sears
Mastercard credit account and the parties' subsequent arbitration through the American Arbitration Association.
Plaintiff alleged that Citibank and the AAA were working together to compel arbitration and deny her the
opportunity to have the issues heard in federal court. The court found that the complaint duplicated a pending
action against Citibank involving the same arbitration, subject matter, and nearly identical claims and factual

allegations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed this federal action against Citibank N.A. and the American Arbitration Association concerning a
state-court collection action and related arbitration. The court screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)
(2), found it duplicative of Williams v. Citibank N.A. et al., Civil Action No. 25-01044 (MCA)(JBC),
administratively terminated the action, directed that the order be docketed for informational purposes in the

earlier case, and closed this matter.
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