UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Mahmoud Elmilligy v. Alex Vargas

Civil Action No. 25-13601 (SDW) (SDA) (D.N.J. Mar. 6, 2026) - No. 25-13601 (SDW) (SDA) - Decided March

6, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey denied Mahmoud Elmilligy’s

application to proceed in forma pauperis because it provided insufficient information about his

financial circumstances. The court also sua sponte dismissed his complaint without prejudice under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a), finding that the conclusory

allegations concerning alleged First and Fourteenth Amendment violations did not provide fair notice

of the claims. Plaintiff was granted thirty days to file an amended complaint.
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Plaintiff filed a civil-rights complaint and an application to proceed in
forma pauperis. The district court sua sponte reviewed the complaint
under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
8(a), denied the in forma pauperis application, and dismissed the

complaint without prejudice with leave to amend.

Sua sponte screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) and review of
pleading sufficiency under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a),

including whether the complaint states a plausible claim for relief.
unpublished and nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff demonstrated financial inability to pay the filing fee sufficiently to proceed in forma
pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(a)(1).

2. Whether the complaint satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a) by providing a short and plain

statement of the claims and grounds for relief.

3. Whether the complaint should be dismissed without prejudice under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B) for

failure to state a claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff was not entitled to proceed in forma pauperis because his application contained little to no

information concerning his financial affairs and repeatedly listed zero as an answer.

2. The complaint did not satisfy Rule 8(a) because its bare and conclusory allegations failed to provide fair

notice of the claims or the grounds on which they rested.

3. The complaint was dismissed without prejudice for failure to state a claim upon which relief may be

granted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court to draw the

reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that his First and Fourteenth Amendment rights and other protections under 42 U.S.C. § 1983
were violated by Alex Vargas, a New Jersey Department of Child Protection and Permanency investigator,
during a 2023 investigation and subsequent events. Plaintiff filed a two-page complaint containing bare and
conclusory allegations. His in forma pauperis application repeatedly listed zero or provided little information

about his financial affairs.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff submitted several nonconforming in forma pauperis applications, but the court considered only the
application filed January 28, 2026. After reviewing the application and the two-page complaint, the court found
the financial disclosures insufficient and the complaint conclusory and inadequate to provide fair notice of the
claims. The court denied in forma pauperis status, dismissed the complaint without prejudice, and allowed thirty

days to file an amended complaint.
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