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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania dismissed Christie B.
Jordan’s pro se prisoner civil rights action against AT&T and other defendants with prejudice.
Applying Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) and the six Poulis factors, the court concluded that
Plaintiff failed to prosecute, failed to comply with orders requiring an amended complaint, and did not
state a plausible federal claim.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se prisoner civil-rights action dismissed sua sponte with prejudice
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) for failure to prosecute
and failure to comply with court orders.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For dismissal under Rule 41(b), the court weighed the six Poulis
factors, considering the strong policy favoring decisions on the merits.
In assessing the merits factor, the court applied the Rule 12(b)(6)
plausibility standard rather than a summary-judgment standard.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished and nonprecedential

PARTIES Christie B. Jordan v. AT&T, UPMC Altoona, Google, Inc. USA, Elon
Musk

TOPICS

motions to dismiss civil procedure section 1983 civil rights



PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure civil rights prisoner litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

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

2. Whether the Poulis factors supported dismissal with prejudice.

3. Whether the asserted claims were sufficiently meritorious under the Rule 12(b)(6) pleading standard to
weigh against dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court has authority to dismiss an action sua sponte when a litigant fails to prosecute or comply
with a court order, provided the court exercises caution and gives the plaintiff an opportunity to explain
the noncompliance.

2. Dismissal with prejudice was warranted because the balance of the Poulis factors favored dismissal.

3. Jordan's claims lacked sufficient merit because the pleadings did not state a plausible federal claim or a
constitutional violation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a district court has authority to dismiss an action sua sponte if a litigant fails to prosecute or to comply with
a court order.”

“dismissals with prejudice or defaults are drastic sanctions, termed ‘extreme’ by the Supreme Court, and that
they “must be a sanction of last, not first, resort.””

“Cases should be decided on the merits barring substantial circumstances in support of the contrary
outcome.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jordan filed a pro se prisoner civil-rights complaint against AT&T, UPMC Altoona, Google, Inc. USA, and Elon
Musk, alleging assault with bioweapons, identity theft, kidnapping, and defamation. The court found the initial
complaint deficient and gave her an opportunity to amend. Jordan did not timely amend; instead, she submitted a
filing listing various alleged violations without sufficient factual or legal support. The court concluded that she
failed to state a plausible federal claim and failed to comply with the court's amendment and show-cause orders.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Jordan initiated the action on March 6, 2025, and was later granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis. The court
screened the complaint, dismissed it without prejudice for failure to state a claim, and granted leave to amend.
After Jordan failed to file an amended complaint by the deadline, the court issued an order to show cause; her
subsequent filing did not cure the pleading deficiencies or explain her failure to comply. The court applied the
Poulis factors and dismissed the action with prejudice.
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