UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Sara L. Shriqui v. Belinda Btesh

Shriqui v. Btesh - No. 25-1042 (MAS) (TJB) - Decided February 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey grants Sara L. Shriqui’s application to

proceed in forma pauperis and screens her complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B). The court

dismisses without prejudice her intentional infliction of emotional distress claim for failure to state a

claim, finding that the alleged Facebook posts did not sufficiently constitute extreme and outrageous

conduct under New Jersey law. The court permits her defamation claim to proceed.
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The district court screened a pro se civil complaint after granting the

plaintiff's application to proceed in forma pauperis.

The court applied the same failure-to-state-a-claim standard used
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), accepting well-
pleaded factual allegations as true and drawing reasonable inferences
in the plaintiff's favor, while disregarding legal conclusions couched as

factual allegations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint's intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claim stated a plausible claim under
New Jersey law.

2. Whether the complaint's defamation claim should be dismissed at the screening stage under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B).

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state an intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claim because it did not
adequately allege that defendant's Facebook statements were sufficiently extreme and outrageous to go

beyond all possible bounds of decency.

2. The defamation claim was sufficiently pleaded to proceed and was not dismissed under 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e)(2)(B).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons set forth below, Plaintiff’s first cause of action shall be dismissed without prejudice for
failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. Plaintiff’s second cause of action, however, shall

proceed.”

“In order to make out an IIED claim pursuant to New Jersey law, a plaintiff must adequately allege that: (1)
the defendant acted intentionally; (2) the defendant’s conduct was “so outrageous in character, and so
extreme in degree, as to go beyond all possible bounds of decency, and to be regarded as atrocious, and
utterly intolerable in a civilized community”; (3) the defendant’s actions proximately caused the plaintiff
emotional distress; and (4) that distress was “so severe that no reasonable [person] could be expected to
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endure it.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Defendant allegedly made a Facebook post and Facebook Live video about plaintiff on January 14, 2025, and
February 2, 2025. The statements accused plaintiff of bringing drug-addicted individuals into defendant's home
to steal valuables, being a drug addict, stealing and cashing checks, and participating in a fraudulent check-
stealing scheme; the video also alleged that plaintiff was a danger to her children and that they should be taken
away. Plaintiff alleged that the publications led to unsolicited communications, harassment of her family, and

continuing unwelcome communications.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a complaint alleging intentional infliction of emotional distress and defamation based on
statements published by defendant on Facebook. The court granted in forma pauperis status, screened the
complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B), dismissed the intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claim

without prejudice for failure to state a claim, and allowed the defamation claim to proceed.
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