UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY,
CAMDEN VICINAGE

El Aemer El Mujaddid v. Lynn A. Wehling

Mujaddid v. Wehling - No. Civil No. 25-738 (ESK)(EAP) - Decided March 3, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey denies Plaintiff El Aemer El
Mujaddid’s motion to disqualify the New Jersey Office of the Attorney General from representing
Defendant Lynn A. Wehling and denies Plaintiff’s motion to strike. The Court grants Defendant’s
cross-motion to vacate the Clerk’s entry of default, concluding that Plaintiff failed to establish a
disqualifying conflict or violation of the New Jersey Rules of Professional Conduct and that Wehling
qualifies as a state employee for purposes of defense and indemnification under the New Jersey Tort
Claims Act.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court resolved the plaintiff's motion to disqualify defense counsel,

the plaintiff's motion to strike filings, and the defendant's cross-motion
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55(c) to vacate the Clerk's entry
of default. The court denied both plaintiff's motions and granted

defendant's motion to vacate default.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Motions to disqualify counsel are reviewed under the district court's
inherent authority to supervise attorneys and require the moving party
to satisfy a heavy burden and high standard of proof. A Rule 55(c)
motion to set aside an entry of default is committed primarily to the
district court's discretion and is evaluated under the factors of
prejudice, meritorious defense, and culpable conduct, with doubtful

cases generally resolved in favor of adjudication on the merits.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

. Whether the New Jersey Office of the Attorney General should be disqualified from representing
defendant based on alleged conflicts of interest, violations of the New Jersey Rules of Professional

Conduct, alleged misconduct, or defendant's status as a county employee.

. Whether plaintiff's purported representation letter and internal billing records required striking filings

previously submitted by defense counsel.

3. Whether defendant demonstrated good cause under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55(c) to set aside
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the Clerk's entry of default.

OLDINGS

Plaintiff failed to show an actual conflict of interest or any violation of the cited New Jersey Rules of

Professional Conduct warranting disqualification of the New Jersey Office of the Attorney General.

. A county prosecutor's detective acting in an investigatory or law-enforcement capacity is treated as a
State employee for purposes of vicarious liability and defense under the New Jersey Tort Claims Act;
plaintiff therefore failed to establish that the Attorney General's Office was prohibited from representing
defendant.

. Plaintiff lacked standing to challenge the Attorney General's decision to represent defendant, and

N.J.S.A. 59:10A-2 did not prohibit representation merely because defendant was accused of misconduct.

. The motion to strike was denied because plaintiff offered no authority establishing that the date of a
representation letter controlled when the Attorney General's Office could appear on behalf of a state

employee.

. Good cause existed to set aside the Clerk's entry of default because plaintiff would not suffer legally
cognizable prejudice, defendant presented facially meritorious preclusion defenses, and the default

resulted from an administrative calendaring error rather than culpable conduct.

EY QUOTATIONS

“For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff’s Motion to Disqualify Counsel, ECF No. 18, is DENIED; Plaintiff’s
Motion to Strike, ECF No. 40, is DENIED; and Defendant’s Cross-Motion to Vacate the Clerk’s Entry of
Default, ECF No. 17, is GRANTED.” (Conclusion)



“Because a balance of the relevant factors weigh in favor of vacating the Clerk’s Entry of Default,

Defendant’s Cross-Motion is granted.” (Discussion § C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleges that defendant, formerly a detective with the Cumberland County Prosecutor's Office,
participated in constitutional violations and falsified warrant applications connected to plaintiff's 2010 arrest and
criminal proceedings. Plaintiff also alleges that his identity remains misassociated with another indicted
individual in New Jersey public records despite an expungement in 2024. The present action asserts nineteen
federal and state causes of action, many of which overlap with allegations raised in plaintiff's prior state and
federal lawsuits. Defendant missed the deadline to respond to the amended complaint because of an

administrative calendaring error and later sought to vacate the Clerk's entry of default.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on January 25, 2025, and amended his complaint on May 10, 2025. After defendant
failed to respond by the deadline, the Clerk entered default on June 23, 2025. Defendant moved to vacate the
entry of default, while plaintiff moved to disqualify the New Jersey Office of the Attorney General and to strike
filings submitted on defendant's behalf. The court decided the motions without oral argument and granted
vacatur of the Clerk's entry of default.
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