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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 
DIVISION OF ST. THOMAS AND ST. JOHN 

DR. NAIM DAHDAH, MD, ) 
Plaintiff, ) CASE NO. 3:25-cv-00026 

v. ) 
) 

VIRGIN ISLANDS DEPARTMENT OF  ) 
HUMAN SERVICES, GARY SMITH, in his ) 
official capacity as the Director of the Virgin ) 
Islands Medicaid Program, and  ) 
CARLA HUGGINS, in her official capacity as ) 
the Medicaid Claims Supervisor, et al. ) 

Defendants. ) 

ORDER 

Plaintiff Naim Dahdah (“Plaintiff”) is a pro se litigant. Before the Court are several motions 

filed by Plaintiff. The first two being the motion [ECF 121] to replace prior filings containing 

personally identifiable information and an accompanying motion [ECF 122] to seal original 

exhibits and substitute with redacted exhibits 1 through 13.1 Also before the Court is Plaintiff’s 

motion [ECF 123] to file a second amended complaint and motion to seal original exhibits and 

1 In reviewing the record, it appears Plaintiff may be under the impression that he must present all of his evidence at 
the outset of his litigation for the Court’s consideration. This is not procedurally correct. Rule 8 of the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure provides the general rules of pleading. Specifically, this rule provides as follows: 

(a) Claim for Relief. A pleading that states a claim for relief must contain:

(1) a short and plain statement of the grounds for the court's
jurisdiction, unless the court already has jurisdiction and the claim
needs no new jurisdictional support;

(2) a short and plain statement of the claim showing that the pleader is
entitled to relief; and

(3) a demand for the relief sought, which may include relief in the
alternative or different types of relief.

Fed.R.Civ.P. 8(a). It is important to note that the complaint is merely the commencement of the lawsuit, with several 
stages of litigation to follow. While a plaintiff may choose to attach documents as exhibits to his or her complaint, this 
act does not equate to said documents having been entered as evidence. That is not the purpose of the pleading stage 
of litigation. 
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substitute redacted exhibits contemporaneously. Lastly, Plaintiff has filed three second amended 

complaints, two of which he has filed on the docket as motions. See [ECF 124], [ECF 125], and 

[ECF 126]. To date, no Defendant has made an appearance and none have responded to the motions 

and purported motions recited above. Moreover, the deadline to have responded to said filings has 

since expired. For the reasons to follow, the Court shall deny the motion at [ECF 121], grant in 

part and deny in part the motion at [ECF 122], find moot the motion at [ECF 123], and terminate 

the motions at [ECF 124] and [ECF 125] as they are not motions. The Court shall further strike the 

second amended complaints filed at [ECF 124] and [ECF 125], as they are superfluous. 

In its order of September 2, 2025, the Court noted that several of the exhibits accompanying 

Plaintiff’s complaint included unredacted personal identifiable information (“PII”) in contradiction 

of Rule 5.2(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.2 [ECF 113] at 2. The Court further noted 

that since it appeared said PII was associated with Plaintiff, that Plaintiff had waived the privacy 

protection provided under the rule by filing same without redaction or under seal. Id. at n. 7; see 

also Fed.R.Civ.P. 5.2(h). Thereafter, Plaintiff filed motions at [ECF 115] and [ECF 116] that, in 

part, sought to seal and/or replace all previously filed exhibits that contain PII. In doing so, Plaintiff 

failed to identify which of the filings he sought to seal and replace, simply stating instead that PII 

was contained in several exhibits. See [ECF 115] ¶ 2; see [ECF 116] ¶ 2; see also [ECF 120] at 2. 

In denying the motions as they pertained to the requests to seal and/or replace, the Court noted that 

it was not its responsibility to cull through Plaintiff’s numerous filings to determine which may or 

may not contain his PII information. Id. at 2–3. 

In the present motion [ECF 121] to replace prior filings containing PII, Plaintiff identifies 

the following previously filed exhibits as containing PII: 

(1) Complaint / Legal Claim and Damages Summary [ECF 1–1]; 
(2) Exhibit A – Initial Provider Correspondence [ECF 1–2]; 

 
2 The Court also noted that subsequent exhibits also included unredacted PII as well. See [ECF 113] at 6, n. 18. 
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(3) Exhibit B – Partial Payment Remittance History [ECF 1–3]; 
(4) Exhibit C – Formal Certified Complaints [ECF 1–4]; 
(5) Exhibit D – DHS Vendor Registration Delay [ECF 1–5]; 
(6) Exhibit E – Final Notice of Intent to Sue [ECF 1–6]; 
(7) Exhibit F – Damages & Financial Impact Summary [ECF 1–7]; 
(8) Exhibit G – Business Suppression: D-Brand [ECF 1–8]; 
(9) Exhibit H – GVIBuy Registration Chain [ECF 1–9]; 
(10) Exhibit I – CMS, AHCA, DOJ Complaint Follow-Up [ECF 1–10]; 
(11) Exhibit J – Timeline Declaration [ECF 1–11]; and 
(12) Exhibit K – Executed Provider Agreements [ECF 1–12].3 
 

[ECF 121] at 4–5. A review of the accompanying proposed redacted documents attached to the 

motion, however, shows there to be numerous problems. While the Court does not endeavor to 

address every issue herein––that would be too time-consuming––it does highlight several such 

issues in the paragraphs that follow. 

 First and foremost, almost all of the lettered exhibits recited in Plaintiff’s table above (other 

than Exhibit A) do not correspond with the actual exhibits filed.4, 5 For example, Exhibits C and D 

are found in [ECF 1–5]6, while Exhibits E, F, and G are found in [ECF 1–6]7. Second, in the 

proposed redacted versions of the exhibits, Plaintiff now identifies the exhibits by numbers, as 

opposed to letters, as was done when initially filed.8 He also revises the language in several of the 

cover-pages to the exhibits. Third, Plaintiff attaches only a portion of the complaint in his redacted 

version of said document. Compare [ECF 121–2] with [ECF 1–1]. Fourth, in the filing at [ECF 

 
3 Although Plaintiff provides a table identifying twelve exhibits, his motion thereafter seeks to replace thirteen exhibits 
(i.e., exhibits 1–13), with the motion attaching thirteen redacted exhibits for replacement. [ECF 121] ¶¶ 7–8. 
 
4 Half of Exhibit B is found in [ECF 1–3], while the other half is found in [ECF 1–4]. 
 
5 According to the table provided in Plaintiff’s motion, Exhibit C is found at [ECF 1–4], Exhibit D is found at [ECF 
1–5], and so on. See [ECF 121] at 4–5. A comparison of the exhibits that accompany [ECF 1], however, show that the 
table is mostly incorrect.  
 
6 In [ECF 1–5], Exhibit C is found on pages 1–20, while Exhibit D is found on pages 21–32. 
 
7 In [ECF 1–6], Exhibit E is found on pages 1–14, Exhibit F is found on pages 15–26; and Exhibit G is found on pages 
27–31. 
 
8 By way of example, compare [ECF 121–3] with [ECF 1–2]. 
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121–4]––which purports to be a redacted version of [ECF 1–3]––an “Exhibit L” is included that 

was not part of the original Exhibit B. [ECF 121–4] at 2–3. Moreover, the proposed redacted 

version of Exhibit B now consists of 138 pages, whereas its purported predecessor only consists 

of 115 pages.9  

 Issues other than those recited above have also been observed by the Court as well. For 

example, Plaintiff contends that [ECF 121–5] is a redacted version of [ECF 1–4]. See [ECF 121–

5] at 1. That’s not correct, with it instead appearing that [ECF 121–5] is the Exhibit C portion of 

the former filing at [ECF 1–5]. As for the Exhibit D portion of [ECF 1–5], it is set forth in the 

redacted version at [ECF 121–6]. Similar issues exist with the filings at [ECF 121–7] and [ECF 

121–8], which address individually Exhibits E and F respectively, with these lettered exhibits 

having initially been included in one filing (along with Exhibit G) in [ECF 1–6]. As for the Exhibit 

G portion of [ECF 1–6], the Court has been unable to locate its counterpart in the proposed redacted 

versions that accompany Plaintiff’s motion. Finally, Plaintiff includes a proposed redacted Exhibit 

L without stating which “Exhibit L” is to be replaced.10 See [ECF 121–14]. Moreover, Exhibit L 

was not one of the original exhibits filed with Plaintiff’s initial complaint. See [ECF 1–1] through 

[ECF 1–10]. 

 While the Court strongly suspects there may be many more inconsistencies and issues as it 

relates to the purported redacted versions of the initial exhibits, suffice it to say the above examples 

are more than sufficient to show there to be a problem with the suggested filings. What Plaintiff 

must understand is that a redacted document is to be identical to its unredacted counterpart, with 

the only difference being the redactions themselves. In other words, other than the redactions, the 

 
9 Part of the original Exhibit B is found in [ECF 1–3], while the remaining portion is found in [ECF 1–4]. These two 
filings combined consist of 115 pages. By comparison, [ECF 121–4] consists of 138 pages. 
 
10 The Court notes there have been at least two “Exhibit L” filings in this matter. See [ECF 64–1] and [ECF 110–1]. 
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documents are to mirror one another. Since this is not the case with the purported redacted versions 

presently before the Court, the motion to replace shall be denied. Although Plaintiff has already 

waived the protection provided under Rule 5.2 as it pertains to his own PII contained in his prior 

filings that were not redacted or made under seal,11 the Court shall nonetheless grant Plaintiff’s 

motion to seal the original exhibits at [ECF 1–1] through [ECF 1–10].12 The Court does so, 

however, with the caveat that Plaintiff must file redacted versions of said documents by no later 

than July 20, 2026 if these filings are to remain under seal. In doing so, the Court notes the docket 

is replete with many other filings and/or exhibits that Plaintiff failed to redact his own PII. This 

tangled albatross is of Plaintiff’s own doing, and thus if he wishes to address any of these other 

filings it will be upon Plaintiff to wade through the more than one hundred filings he has made to 

date in this matter. 

 As for the motion [ECF 123] to file second amended complaint and motion to seal original 

exhibits and substitute redacted exhibits contemporaneously, the Court has already granted 

Plaintiff’s motion at [ECF 117] to file a second amended complaint. See [ECF 120]. With that said, 

the relief emphasized in the motion concerns the proposed redacted exhibits that are to accompany 

the second amended complaint. See generally [ECF 123]. The request to substitute these redacted 

exhibits with the prior exhibits that contain PII is redundant to the request sought in the motions.13 

[ECF 121] and [ECF 122]. As for the redacted documents themselves, Plaintiff does not seek to 

file these under seal, but instead simply seeks permission to submit filings that redact PII. Such 

 
11 Fed.R.Civ.P. 5.2(h). 
 
12 The Court notes that [ECF 1–1] is not an exhibit to the complaint but instead includes a letter to the Clerk of Court, 
a proposed civil cover sheet, three proposed summonses, a legal claim and damages summary, and an exhibit index. 
 
13 As noted earlier in this order, the docket is replete with exhibits that Plaintiff has filed in this matter, leaving the 
Court to speculate as to which prior “filings containing PII” that Plaintiff is referring to. See Plaintiff’s proposed order 
at [ECF 123–1]. Indeed, the Court often has difficulty even discerning to which pleading / motion the prior standalone 
exhibits and/or supplemental exhibits are purportedly exhibits to, with the Court questioning whether some might be 
freestanding documents that have been inappropriately filed in this matter. 
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permission, however, is not required unless the Court orders otherwise.14 See Fed.R.Civ.P. 5.2(a). 

As no such order has been entered, the Court finds this request, as well as the other relief sought 

in the motion, to be moot. 

 With respect to the two second amended complaints at [ECF 124] and [ECF 125] that were 

filed as motions, neither are motions, but are instead pleadings. It may be that Plaintiff merely filed 

the documents using the incorrect docketing entry. Regardless of the reason, however, given that 

the filings are not motions they shall be terminated by the Court. Moreover, it is perplexing as to 

why Plaintiff would file in total three separate second amended complaints. See [ECF 124]; [ECF 

125]; and [ECF 126]. Not only are such filings redundant and needlessly bloat the docket, but they 

also further serve to confuse and call into doubt exactly which second amended complaint governs. 

As the second amended complaint at [ECF 126] includes the accompanying exhibits and is the last 

to be filed, the Court will treat this pleading as controlling and strike those pleadings at [ECF 124] 

and [ECF 125]. In doing so, the Court would be remiss if it did not note that the second amended 

complaint that was filed, [ECF 126], is not the version of the second amended complaint that was 

approved by the Court.  

 In its order at [ECF 120], the Court expressly granted Plaintiff leave to amend his complaint 

for a second time “as set forth in [ECF 117–2].” See [ECF 120] at 3. Such an order does not mean 

that Plaintiff can subsequently fine-tune said pleading or make any other additions or revisions. In 

this instance, the Court notes that the second amended complaint at [ECF 126] adds references to 

exhibits where the second amended complaint at [ECF 117–2] had no such references.15 The Court 

 
14 As will be addressed later in this order, what is troublesome to the Court is that Plaintiff now seeks to include a 
plethora of exhibits that were not referenced in the proposed second amended complaint that Plaintiff initially sought 
leave to file. See [ECF 117–2]. Indeed, it was this prior proposed second amended complaint that the Court allowed. 
See [ECF 120]. Notwithstanding Plaintiff’s subsequent unilateral revisions and additions to said pleading, however, 
the Court shall permit the second amended complaint and accompanying exhibits filed by Plaintiff at [ECF 126], with 
the strong caution that should Plaintiff have any future filings that take liberties with and/or disregard the Court’s 
orders, such filings may result in sanctions to Plaintiff. 
 
15 Compare [ECF 126] with [ECF 117–2] ¶¶ 1–3, 7, 9–10, 13, 16–21, 23, 28–30, 32–35, 41.  
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also notes that the second amended complaint at [ECF 126] renumbered the prayers for relief. 

Compare the prayers of relief at [ECF 126] with [ECF 117–2]. When a party seeks leave to file an 

amended pleading, it provides the proposed final version of said pleading should the motion be 

granted. This means that the party is to file the actual pleading as approved by the Court. While 

the Court in this instance shall permit the second amended complaint at [ECF 126] and its 

accompanying exhibits to stand as filed, Plaintiff is strongly cautioned against taking such liberties 

in the future. Should he do so, Plaintiff may be subject to sanctions. 

 Finally, Plaintiff has filed a notice [ECF 127] of Plaintiff’s status request, wherein he 

“respectfully seeks guidance from this Honorable Court as to the status of the pending pleadings 

so that the case may proceed in an orderly and efficient manner.” First and foremost, the Court is 

limited in what guidance it can provide a party.16 While the Court is appreciative of Plaintiff’s pro 

se status, it is nonetheless a pro se plaintiff’s responsibility to be familiar with, as well as perform, 

all duties imposed upon counsel under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and this Court’s Local 

Rules of Civil Procedure.17 In layman’s terms, Plaintiff is expected to abide by the requisite 

procedural rules. In this instance, the Court has granted leave for Plaintiff to file a second amended 

complaint, which Plaintiff filed on November 13, 2025. See [ECF 120] and [ECF 126]. In its order 

at [ECF 113], the Court went into great detail to address the procedural requirements associated 

with service of summons and the accompanying complaint. See [ECF 113] at 8–12.  

 Again, the rule governing summons and service is set forth in Rule 4 of the Federal Rules 

of Civil Procedure. Under this rule, service of a summons and complaint must be made on all 

 
16 “[P]ro se litigants do not have a right to general legal advice from judges. ‘[C]ourts need not provide substantive 
legal advice to pro se litigants’ because federal courts must ‘treat pro se litigants the same as any other litigant.’” 
Taylor v. State of New Jersey, 2019 WL 460220, at *2 (D.N.J. Feb. 6, 2019) (citing Mala v. Crown Bay Marina, Inc., 
704 F.3d 239, 245 (3d Cir. 2013)) (internal citations omitted).  
 
17 The Local Rules of Civil Procedure for the District Court of the Virgin Islands can be found on the Court’s website 
at www.vid.uscourts.gov. 
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named defendants within 90 days of the filing of the complaint. Fed.R.Civ.P. 4(m). Should a 

defendant not be served within this timeframe, the court––on motion or on its own after notice to 

the plaintiff––must dismiss the action without prejudice as against that defendant or order that 

service be made within a specified time. Id. Furthermore, it is the responsibility of the plaintiff to 

present a properly completed summons to the clerk for signature and seal. Fed.R.Civ.P. 4(a) and 

(b). Once the clerk issues the summons, a plaintiff is responsible for having said summons and the 

complaint served within the 90-day period. Fed.R.Civ.P. 4(c). 

 As the second amended complaint [ECF 126] was filed on November 13, 2025, Plaintiff 

had 90-days, or until February 11, 2026, in which to serve Defendants. To date, Plaintiff has yet to 

file proof with the Court that such service was perfected. Indeed, the record is devoid of the Clerk 

having even received summons from Plaintiff, let alone issuing same. Even absent good cause, 

however, it is within the Court’s discretion to decide whether to dismiss a case without prejudice 

or extend time for service. See Christopher v. Dir. of Virgin Islands Bureau of Internal Revenue, 

2014 WL 3733774, at *3 (D.V.I. 2014) (citing Petrucelli v. Bohringer & Ratzinger, 46 F.3d 1298, 

1305 (3d Cir. 1995). In this instance, given Plaintiff’s pro se status, coupled with the likely little, 

if no, prejudice sustained by Defendants, who have yet to appear, the Court will extend the time 

for Plaintiff to serve the second amended complaint by an additional 92-days from today’s date, or 

by no later than September 21, 2026. Should Plaintiff fail to properly serve Defendants within this 

timeframe, the present lawsuit may be dismissed by the Court on its own after notice to Plaintiff 

or on motion. 

 Finally, the Court advises Plaintiff that he might find the Court’s website of assistance, as 

it includes a “pro se initiative” tab, as well as a “forms” tab, the latter of which has various forms 

that can be utilized by parties in civil actions, including a summons form in a civil action (form 

AO 440). 
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 The premises considered, it is hereby 

 ORDERED that Plaintiff’s motion [ECF 121] to replace prior filings containing personally 

identifiable information is DENIED for the reasons stated herein; it is further 

 ORDERED that Plaintiff’s motion [ECF 122] to seal original exhibits and substitute with 

redacted exhibits 1 through 13 is GRANTED IN PART and DENIED IN PART. As set forth 

herein, the attachments at [ECF 1–1] through [ECF 1–10] are to be SEALED, with the Clerk of 

Court DIRECTED to seal said documents. Only the parties and the Court are to have access to 

these documents. It is further ORDERED that Plaintiff’s motion to substitute these attachments 

with the redacted exhibits is DENIED as set forth herein, with Plaintiff having up to and including 

July 20, 2026 to file revised redacted versions of the attachments at [ECF 1–1] through [ECF 1–

10]. Failure of Plaintiff to provide such revisions as directed may result in the attachments at [ECF 

1–1] through [ECF 1–10] being unsealed by the Court sua sponte; it is further 

 ORDERED that the Court finds as MOOT Plaintiff’s motion [ECF 123] to file second 

amended complaint and motion to seal original exhibits and substitute redacted exhibits 

contemporaneously for the reasons stated herein, it is further 

ORDERED that Plaintiff’s second amended complaints at [ECF 124] and [ECF 125], 

which were filed incorrectly as motions, are TERMINATED. It is further ORDERED that the 

Court STRIKES Plaintiff’s second amended complaints at [ECF 124] and [ECF 125], as these 

pleadings are redundant and confuse the docket. The Court further DIRECTS the Clerk of Court 

to STRIKE the filings at [ECF 124] and [ECF 125]; it is further 

ORDERED that Plaintiff’s second amended complaint at [ECF 126] is the operative 

complaint in this action; and it is further 

ORDERED that Plaintiff SHALL HAVE up to and including September 21, 2026 to 

serve each of the Defendants with summons, the amended second complaint [ECF 126], and the 
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accompanying attachments / exhibits [ECF 126–1] through [ECF 126–14], failure of which may 

lead to the dismissal of his lawsuit without prejudice. 

ENTER: 

Dated:  June 21, 2026      /s/ G. Alan Teague   
        G. ALAN TEAGUE 

        U.S. MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
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