








IV. DIS7Trecmn

The Court finds that the Poulis factors warrant dismissal of Plaintiff’s case. I
pro se litigant, Plaintiff is solely responsible for prosecuting his claim. 2 Hoxwort}
Robinson & Co., 980 F.2d 912, 920 (3d Cir. 1992). Second, Defendant = prejudiced
Plaintiff’s failure to prosecute. Prejudice occurs when a plaintiff’s failt  to prosecut
the defendant’s ability to prepare for trial. See Ware v. Rodale Press, Inc., 322 F.3d %
(3d Cir. 2003). Here, Plaintiff’s failure to take any action in this case since June 201
to respond to discovery requests, and his failure to attend his own deposition impede
ability to prepare his trial strategy.

As to the third factor, there is a history of dilatoriness inasmuch as Plaintiff di
respond to discovery requests or respond to the Motion to Dismiss for F  ure to Pros
to the fourth factor, since Plaintiff has taken no action for a lengthy period of time, th
unable to discern whether his failure to prosecute is willful or in bad fait... Asto the:
there are no alternative sanctions the Court could effectively impose. B¢ wse Plainti
pro se and in forma pauperis, it is doubtful that monetary sanctions wou__ be effectiv
sixth factor, the merits of the claim, the Court cannot determine this fact  based upor
of the pleadings and lack of discovery.

Given Plaintiff’s failure to take any action in this case since Jun¢ )11, the fai
provide any discovery, and the failure to respond to Defendant’s Motior ~ Dismiss, t

finds that the Poulis factors weigh in favor of dismissal.
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