UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Eric Hildebrandt et al. v. siParadigm LL.C; Health Lynks, LL.C; Aziz
Saad; Chris Weidman; John and Jane Does 1-10; and ABC Corps. 1-
10

Hildebrandt - No. 23-21835 - Decided December 31, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey dismissed, without prejudice,

Plaintiffs’ 229-page consolidated complaint under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8 because it was
excessively prolix, unclear, repetitive, internally contradictory, and failed to provide adequate notice of
the claims. The court denied Defendants’ motion to strike and alternative motion to dismiss as moot.
Plaintiffs were granted thirty days to file an amended pleading, with failure to do so resulting in

dismissal with prejudice.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to strike the consolidated complaint under Federal

Rules of Civil Procedure 12(f) and 8(a)(2), or alternatively to dismiss
under Rule 12(b)(6). The court sua sponte dismissed the consolidated
complaint for failure to comply with Rule 8 and denied defendants'
motions as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For purposes of evaluating pleading sufficiency, the court accepts
well-pleaded allegations as true and draws reasonable inferences in
plaintiffs' favor. Whether a pleading satisfies Rule 8 is a context-

dependent determination committed to the district court's discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the consolidated complaint complied with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2)'s

requirement that a pleading contain a short and plain statement showing entitlement to relief.

2. Whether the complaint was so prolix, contradictory, vague, ambiguous, and unintelligible that dismissal

under Rule 8 was appropriate.

3. Whether plaintiffs should be granted leave to amend after dismissal for failure to comply with Rule 8.

HOLDINGS

1. The consolidated complaint did not comply with Rules 8(a)(2) and 8(d)(1) because it was excessively
prolix, unclear, contradictory, repetitive, and failed to provide defendants fair notice of the claims and
comprehensible factual allegations.

2. The court could dismiss the consolidated complaint on its own initiative for failure to comply with Rule
8.

3. Plaintiffs were granted thirty days to file an amended pleading, and the dismissal was without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Here, Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Complaint, which is 229 pages and contains 1,734 paragraphs, is

“unnecessarily complicated and verbose.”” (Section I11.A)

“The Court dismisses Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Complaint without prejudice. Plaintiffs have thirty (30) days to
file an amended pleading. If Plaintiffs do not file an amended pleading within that time, this action will be

dismissed with prejudice.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs were employed by defendants as sales managers and sales specialists and alleged claims involving
unpaid commissions, contract breaches, fraud, retaliation, age and disability discrimination, and sexual
harassment. They filed a 229-page consolidated complaint containing 1,734 paragraphs and numerous

subparagraphs. The complaint contained contradictory employment timelines and damages allegations, repetitive



allegations, unclear references to potentially applicable statutes, and citations to irrelevant or fabricated

authorities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed an initial complaint, amended complaint, and second amended complaint asserting numerous
employment, contract, wage, discrimination, retaliation, and related claims. After the court consolidated filings
from this action and case number 24-cv-00265, plaintiffs filed a 229-page consolidated complaint containing
1,734 paragraphs. The court concluded that the pleading was excessively prolix, contradictory, repetitive,
unclear, and failed to give defendants fair notice of the claims. The complaint was dismissed without prejudice,
with thirty days to amend; failure to amend would result in dismissal with prejudice.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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