UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

ALABAMA

Jibrail Malik Muhammad, Sr. v. Tyrone Hatcher

Civil Action No. 2:26-00055-JB-B - No. Civil Action No. 2:26-00055-JB-B - Decided June 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Alabama overruled the plaintiff’s

objections under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72(a) to a magistrate judge’s order requiring an

amended complaint. The court held that the order was neither clearly erroneous nor contrary to law

and directed the plaintiff to file an amended complaint within thirty days, warning that failure to

comply could result in dismissal.
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affirmed

Plaintiff filed a Rule 72(a) objection to a magistrate judge's
nondispositive pretrial order requiring him to amend his complaint to

correct shotgun pleading defects.

Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72(a), a district court must
modify or set aside a magistrate judge's order on a nondispositive
pretrial matter only if the order is clearly erroneous or contrary to law.
The standard is extremely deferential; clear error requires an abuse of
discretion or a definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been
made, while an order is contrary to law if it fails to apply or misapplies

relevant statutes, case law, or procedural rules.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the magistrate judge's order requiring Muhammad to amend his complaint to correct shotgun
pleading deficiencies was clearly erroneous or contrary to law under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
72(a).

2. Whether the district court should overrule Muhammad's objections and affirm the magistrate judge's

order.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court will not alter a magistrate judge's nondispositive pretrial order under Rule 72(a) absent

clear error or a ruling contrary to law, and Muhammad failed to establish either ground.

2. Muhammad was directed to file an amended complaint complying with the magistrate judge's order
within thirty days; failure to do so would result in dismissal for failure to comply with court orders or

otherwise pursue the litigation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The “clearly erroneous or contrary to law” standard of review is “extremely deferential.””

“Relief is appropriate under the “clearly erroneous” prong of the test only if the district court “finds that the
Magistrate Judge abused his discretion or, if after viewing the record as a whole, the Court is left with a

R

definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been made.

“An order is contrary to law when it fails to apply or misapplies relevant statutes, case law or rules of

procedure.”

“If Plaintiff desires to continue with his case, he is DIRECTED to file an amended complaint in compliance

with the Magistrate Judge's order (Doc. 3) within thirty (30) days from the date of this Order.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Muhammad's initial pro se complaint recited numerous events spanning decades without a causal connection,
attempted to state multiple causes of action in a single count, and failed to connect specific factual allegations to
actual claims. The magistrate judge granted him an opportunity to correct those defects by filing an amended
complaint before recommending dismissal. Muhammad instead filed extensive objections challenging the

magistrate judge's procedural analysis and order.
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