
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
FLORIDA, TAMPA DIVISION

Andray McWilliams v. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
and United States

McWilliams · No. 8:25-cv-03445-MSS-AAS · Decided February 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida grants the defendants’ motion for a
more definite statement under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(e). The court finds that the amended
complaint is an impermissible shotgun pleading because it contains vague and conclusory allegations,
fails to link facts to specific claims and defendants, and includes allegations concerning nonparties.
The court also directs the plaintiff to provide facts sufficient to establish proper venue and requires a
second amended complaint by February 27, 2026.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(e) for a
more definite statement and requested that plaintiff comply with Rule
8. The court granted the motion and required plaintiff to file a second
amended complaint addressing pleading deficiencies and venue.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a)'s short-and-
plain-statement requirement and Rule 12(e)'s standard for determining
whether a pleading is too vague or ambiguous to permit a reasonable
response. The court also considered venue under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(e)
(1), including whether a substantial part of the relevant events
occurred in the Middle District of Florida.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff's amended complaint was so vague, conclusory, and improperly structured that
defendants could not reasonably prepare a response under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8 and 12(e).

2. Whether the amended complaint adequately identified which defendants were responsible for which
alleged acts and which factual allegations supported each claim.

3. Whether plaintiff's amended complaint alleged sufficient facts to permit the court to determine whether
venue was proper in the Middle District of Florida under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(e)(1).

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint was an impermissible shotgun pleading because it consisted largely of
conclusory, vague, and immaterial allegations, failed to link factual allegations to cognizable claims, and
did not specify which defendant was responsible for which acts or omissions.

2. A motion for a more definite statement was appropriate because the amended complaint failed to satisfy
minimal federal pleading requirements and was too unintelligible to permit defendants to frame a
responsive pleading.

3. The amended complaint did not allege sufficient facts to permit the court to determine whether venue
was proper in the Middle District of Florida, so plaintiff was required to include additional venue-related
facts in the second amended complaint.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A party may move for a more definite statement when a pleading’s lack of clarity makes it unreasonable to
prepare a response.” (at 2)

“The most common type—by a long shot—is a complaint containing multiple counts where each count adopts
the allegations of all preceding counts, causing each successive count to carry all that came before and the
last count to be a combination of the entire complaint.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that he suffered a stroke, was transported to a psychiatric ward, became wheelchair-bound, and
experienced other impairments. He alleged that the EEOC failed to provide meaningful accommodations,
relocation assistance, mediation, or career support, and described communications concerning EEOC filing



deadlines. His amended complaint also referred to conduct by the USPS and its postmaster, neither of whom was
named as a defendant.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initially sued the EEOC in Florida state court. The EEOC removed the action to federal court and
moved to dismiss for lack of jurisdiction and failure to state a claim. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint adding
the United States and asserting claims under the ADA, Fifth Amendment, APA, and FTCA. The court denied the
original motion to dismiss as moot and granted defendants' subsequent motion for a more definite statement.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Defendants' motion for a more definite statement was granted. By February 27, 2026, plaintiff was ordered to
file a properly pleaded second amended complaint containing information sufficient to determine whether venue
is proper.
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