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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted a defendant’s motion
to dismiss Ahmed Mohamed Elghembri’s claims concerning religious exercise, equal protection, and
RLUIPA. The court held that the complaint contained confusing and conclusory allegations and did
not specifically show a substantial burden on religious practice or disparate treatment of similarly
situated persons. The complaint was dismissed with leave to amend by November 3, 2025, and several
other pending motions were denied.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss the first amended complaint under
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8 and 12(b)(6). The district court
granted the motion, dismissed the claims with leave to amend, denied
four other motions or notices filed by the plaintiff, and directed the
plaintiff to file a second amended complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court determines whether the
complaint contains enough factual matter to state a claim for relief that
is plausible on its face. The court generally considers only the contents
of the complaint and does not consider new allegations raised in
opposition papers.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the first amended complaint plausibly stated a Free Exercise Clause claim under Rules 8 and
12(b)(6).

2. Whether the first amended complaint plausibly stated an Equal Protection Clause claim by alleging
differential treatment of similarly situated persons.

3. Whether the first amended complaint plausibly stated a claim under RLUIPA by alleging a substantial
burden on religious exercise.

4. Whether the plaintiff's additional motions and notices concerning alleged failures to respond, mail, and
receipt of a reply warranted relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a Free Exercise claim because it did not allege specific facts showing that
defendant substantially burdened plaintiff's religious practice; the generalized and confusing allegations
were insufficient under Rules 8 and 12(b)(6).

2. The complaint failed to state an Equal Protection claim because plaintiff did not identify similarly
situated persons or groups who received different treatment, and his allegation that defendant acted
discriminatorily was conclusory.

3. The complaint failed to state a RLUIPA claim because it did not allege specific facts showing that
plaintiff's religious exercise was substantially burdened.

4. The plaintiff's four motions or notices concerning defendant's alleged failure to respond, mail issues, and
receipt of defendant's reply were denied because the record showed he received the relevant filings and
the court could provide no relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Elghembri’s free exercise and statutory claims suffer from the same defect: he fails to allege specific facts in
his complaint that defendant substantially burdened his religious practice.” (at 1)

“A motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) should be granted if the complaint does
not proffer “enough facts to state a claim for relief that is plausible on its face.”” (at 2)

“The federal pleading standard “demands more than an unadorned, the-defendant-unlawfully-harmed-me
accusation.”” (at 3)

“The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment commands that no State shall ‘deny to any
person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws,’ which is essentially a direction that all persons
similarly situated should be treated alike.” (at 4)

“The complaint is DISMISSED with leave to file an amended complaint on or before November 3, 2025.” (at
6)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was incarcerated at San Quentin State Prison, where defendant Fasih served as Imam or Kateep.
Plaintiff alleged that Fasih used a Jumu'ah sermon to express jealousy and hatred, disrupted the quietness and
sanctity of the service, and refused an accommodation request for plaintiff's service in a discriminatory manner.
The complaint asserted violations of the Free Exercise Clause, the Equal Protection Clause, and RLUIPA, but
did not provide specific facts explaining how plaintiff's religious practice was substantially burdened or how
similarly situated persons were treated differently.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ahmed Mohamed Elghembri, a state prisoner, filed claims against prison chaplain Fasih concerning Jumu'ah
services under the Free Exercise Clause, the Equal Protection Clause, and RLUIPA. Fasih moved to dismiss
under Rules 8 and 12(b)(6). The court found the allegations confusing, conclusory, and insufficiently specific,
dismissed the complaint with leave to amend by November 3, 2025, and warned that failure to amend could
result in dismissal under Rule 41(b).

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Plaintiff may file a proper second amended complaint on or before November 3, 2025, using the
court's form, including all claims and defendants he wishes to pursue, without incorporating prior complaints by
reference. Failure to do so may result in dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b).
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