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Appendix A
[Filed: Feb. 24, 2026]

United States Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit

In Re AZAD ALAMGIR KABIR,

Petitioner

2026-128

On Petition for Writ of Mandamus to the United
States District Court for the District of New Jersey in
No 2 25 - ¢v-1 5207 - EP- JSAU Judge Evelyn Padin

ON PETITION

Before TARANTO, MAYER, and STARK, Circuit Judges.
PER CURIAM.

ORDER

In the underlying patent infringement case, the dis-
trict court revoked Dr. Azad Alamgir Kabir's privi-
leges for filing documents electronically using the Al-
ternate Document Submission (“ADS”) system, after
finding he had “abused the ADS system and burdened
the Clerk of Court with numerous filings that are not
capable of being docketed.” Dkt. No. 1 92 at 5 --6. He
now petitions for a writ of mandamus seeking, among -
other things, to transfer or reassign the case to “en-
sure reliable docket access.” Pet. at 5 . .

A writ of mandamus is an extraordinary remedy
and may only issue if petitioner has shown an indis-
putable right to the relief requested and that there are
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no other ad-equate means to attain that relief. Cheney
v. U. S Dist. Ct. for D. C., 542 U. S . 367 , 380--81
(2004). Dr. Kabir has shown no clear and indisputable
right to file documents via CM/ECF or ADS, and at
least for that reason, has shown no right to transfer or
to disturb the district court’s rulings regarding such
privileges. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 5 (d)(3 )(B)(3) (explain-
ing a self- represented litigant “may file electronically
only if allowed by court order or by local rule’). 1As to
Dr. Kabir’s other challenges on the merits of his case,
including his entitlement to filing another amended
com-plaint, we cannot say that a post- judgment ap-
peal is inadequate.

Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED THAT:

The petition is denied.

For THE COURT

Seal of the
United States Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit
s/ Jarrett B. Perlow
February 24, 2026 Jarrett B. Perlow
Date Clerk of Court

1 Dr. Kabir appears to express confusion as to how to file with
the district courtl but the February 3 1 2026 order does not re-
strict his filing via maill courthouse drop box, or delivery to that
court’s Clerk’s Office. See D. N. J. Alternative Document Submis-
sion at 2 (explaining “the other filing methods provided for self-
represented litigants’).
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Appendix B
[Filed: Jan. 21, 2026]
ECF No. 178

[Docket Entry Order]

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT DISTRICT
OF NEW JERSEY

AZAD ALAMGIR
KABIR

Civil Action
No. 2:25-cv-15
207 (EP) (JSA)

Plaintiff,
V.

WEBMD LLC, THOUGHTI
INC., and JOHN DOE 1
(believed to be OpenAl,
Inc.),

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

TEXT ORDER: Despite several instructions,
Plaintiff's Opposition to THOUGHTI’s Motion to Dis-
miss, D.E. 159 , does not comply with this Court’s Ju-
dicial Preferences and this District’s Local Rules.
Plaintiff's opposition to THOUGHTY's Motion to Dis-
miss contains hallucinated citations. D.E. 159 at 24-
25 (relying on hallucinated citation Fairfield Indus. v.
EP Energy E&P Co., No. 20-2753, 2021 WL 5495573
(S.D. Tex. Nov. 22, 2021); see also D.E. 130 at 30.
Plaintiff has been instructed twice that he may not
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include hallucinated citations in his briefing. See, e.g.,
D.E. 117 (“Hallucinated citations will not be excused,
and the Court may sanction Plaintiff for further uses
of hallucinated citations.”); D.E. 138 (“The Court reit-
erates its previous warning that hallucinated cita-
tions will not be permitted under any circumstances.”).
The Court will therefore STRIKE Plaintiff's Opposi-
tion to THOUGHTYs Motion to Dismiss. Because
- Plaintiff has received numerous opportunities to file
compliant oppositions over the past two months and
has not, despite warnings that Plaintiff may suffer
sanctions, the Court will consider THOUGHT’s Mo-
tion to Dismiss unopposed because Plamtlff has failed
to properly respond.
On the other hand, Plamtlffs Opposition to -
WebMD’s Motion to Dismiss appears compliant. D.E.

169 . WebMD'’s reply, filed on 1/20/2026 is proper. So
Ordered by Judge Evelyn Padin on 1/21/2026. (bt)
(Entered: 01/21/2026)
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Appendix C
[Filed: Feb. 3, 2026]

NOT FOR PUBLICATION

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

AZAD ALAMGIR KABIR,
No. 25¢v15207 (EP)
Plaintiff, (JSA)

V. MEMORANDUM
ORDER

WEBMD LLC,
THOUGHT: LLC, and
JOHN DOE 1,

Defendants.

This matter comes before the Court upon pro se
Plaintiff Azad Alamgir Kabir ‘s attempt to directly
communicate with the Undersigned in violation of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, this District’s Local
Rules, the Undersigned’s Judicial Preferences, the
Procedural Guide for Pro Se Litigants,! this District’s

1 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, DISTRICT OF NEW JeRSEY,
THE PROCEDURAL GUIDE FOR PRO SE LITIGANTS,
https://www.njd.uscourts.gov/sites/njd/files/ProSePacket_1 .pdf
(last accessed January 16, 2026) (hereinafter the “Procedural
Guide for Pro Se Litigants”) at 24 (emphasis in original).



https://www.njd.uscourts.gov/sites/njd/files/ProSePacket_l
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E-Filing Policies and Procedures, 'and this District’s
Alternate Document Submission (“ADS”) Filing Guid-
ance, 2 all of which require communications with this
Court to be served and filed on the docket. Plaintiff
has also submitted two motions seeking to vacate
prior orders issued by this Court, obtain direct
CM/ECF filing access, schedule for a telephonic con-
ference to discuss his technical difficulties, and com-
pel the docketing of his submissions. D.Es. 158 &
165.4

Because Plaintiff has repeatedly attempted to cir-
cumvent various applicable rules, this Court will RE-
VOKE Plaintiff’s privileges of submitting documents
through ADS. This Court will also DENY Plaintiff's
pending Motion with prejudice. In addition, the
Court has reviewed Plaintiff's multiple and volumi-

"'nous filings and cautions Plaintiff that as the Court
decides the pending motions to dismiss, D.Es. 104 & |
05, further misconduct may result in the imposition of
a pre-filing injunction or another sanction.

1 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY,
E-FILING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES,
https://www.njd.uscourts.gov/sites/njd/files/PoliciesandProce-
dures2014.pdf (last visited January 16, 2026) (hereinafter “E-
Filing Policies and Procedures”).

2 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT, DISTRICT OF NEW JeRSEY,
ADS-PRO SE SUBMISSION SYSTEM,
https://www.njd.uscourts.gov/ads-%E2%80%93-pro-se-submis-
sion-system (last visited January 16, 2026)° (hereinafter “ADS
Technical Rules”).

4 It appears that Plaintiff has filed his motion twice: once
through the ADS system and once through physical drop off. The
Court will therefore refer to both D.E. 158 and D.E. 165 as a sin-
gle “Motion.”



https://www.njd.uscourts.gov/sites/njd/files/PohciesandProce-dures2014.pdf
https://www.njd.uscourts.gov/ads-%25E2%2580%2593-pro-se-submis-sion-system
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I. BACKGROUND

Plaintiff filed this action against Defendants
WebMD, LLC, THOUGHT!I LLC, and John Doe for pa-
tent infringement, copyright infringement, and trade
secret misappropriation. D.E. 95 (“Third Amended
Complaint”) ,r,r 22-23. Plaintiff alleges he is the cre-
ator and owner of proprietary databases containing
features that Defendants are using without Plain-
tiff's authorization. Id. In support of his case, Plaintiff
has filed several motions seeking emergent relief, see,
e.g., D.Es. 16, 17, 28, and numerous other lengthy mo-
tions and exhibits, see, e.g., D.Es. 60, 64, 67-70, 72-75,
78,101,112, 115, 119; see also D.Es. 82 & 110, see gen-
erally Dkt.

In submitting his filings, Plaintiff has repeatedly
attempted to file documents that do not comply with
either this District’s Local Rules, the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure, the Undersigned’s Judicial Prefer-
ences, the E-Filing Policies and Procedures, or the
ADS Technical Rules. See, e.g., Dkt. at November 21,
2025, November 24, 2025, November 25, 2025, Decem-
ber 1, 2025, December 4, 2025, December 9, 2025; see
also D.Es. 110 & 157. As a result of Plaintiff's non-
compliance, some of his filings cannot be docketed. See
D.Es. 153 & 163. '

On January 6, 2026, Plaintiff contacted the Chief
Judge of the District Court, the Hon. Renee Marie
Bumb, for assistance filing documents that do not
comply with the ADS system. See D.E. 170. On Janu-
ary 15, 2026, at 1:21 AM, Plaintiff directly emailed the
Undersigned notice that he was seeking to petition
the Third Circuit for a writ of mandamus seeking to
compel this Court to permit Plaintiff to file




App-8

submissions that have otherwise been undocketed by
the Clerk of Court for failure to comply with the ADS
Technical Rules.

In his Motion, Plaintiff requests (1) a teleconference
with the Court to address his CM/ECF issues; (2) that
this Court’s prior order be altered or amended to re-
flect the submission dates of Plaintiff's filings (as op-
posed to their docketing dates) 5; (3) that this Court’s
prior orders at D.Es. 155 and 157, which instructed
Plaintiff to coniply with the rules and provided him
extensions to do so, be vacated; and (4) that his re-
. quest, at D.E. 75, to directly file his submissions on
the docket be granted. Motion at 11-12.

II. RELEVANT RULES APPLICABLE TO PRO
SE PLAINTIFFS

A. The Undersigned’s Judicial Preferences

Section [.C (Preliminary General Matters: Pro Se
Litigants) of the Undersigned’s Judicial Preferences
explicitly contains, in relevant part, the following
guidelines: o

Pro se (unrepresented) litigants are ad-

~ vised that ex parte (one-sided) and/or
personal communications and submis-
sions are not advised and will generally
not be accepted. All substantive corre-
spondence with the Court should be filed
on the CM/ECF docket. Any writings
sent to the Court will generally be posted
on the public CM/ECF docket.

5 Plaintiff's submission dates are already reflected by the
docket. '
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Section I.D (Preliminary General Matters: Corre-
spondence with the Court) of the Undersigned’s Judi-
cial Preferences further explains:

Before corresponding with the Court, lit-
igants must consult the relevant rules
for the Third Circuit, the District of New
Jersey, this document, and the docket on
the CM/ECF system. In general, com-
munications with the Court should be
made through the CM/ECF, not by fax, -
emalil, or phone call to chambers. Every
communication requesting the Court’s
input must indicate the requesting
party’s efforts to first confer with the
other party(ies) to resolve the matter.

B. This District’s Local Rules

Local Civil Rule 5.2.4 explains that “[a] party who
is not represented by- counsel must file documents
with the Clerk as a Paper Filing.”

C. E-Filing Policies and Procedures

This District’s E-Filing Policies and Procedures also
require that “[a] party who is not represented by coun-
sel must file documents with the Clerk as a Paper Fil-
ing.” E-Filing Policies and Procedures at 2.

D. The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5(d)(3)(B) explains
that:

“A person not represented by an attorney:
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may file electronically only if al-
lowed by court order or by local
rule; and

may be required to file electroni-

cally only by court order, or by a

local rule that includes reasonable
" exceptions.” '

E. Using the Alternative Document Sub-
mission System

The Technical Rules for using the ADS system spec-
ify that “[a]s with any document submitted in federal
court, documents submitted through ADS must com-
ply with all relevant local and federal rules.... For ad-
ditional guidance please refer to the Procedural Guide
for Pro Se Litigants.” ADS Technical Rules.

The ADS Technical Rules for usmg the ADS system
further instructs: “If you are submitting documents
using ADS, do not mail additional copies of those doc-
uments to the Clerk’s Office.” Id. (emphasis in origi-
nal). It continues on to warn that “[t]he ADS system
is provided for your convenience. The privilege of sub-
mitted a document through ADS may be revoked due
to continuous non-compliance of the ADS filing guide-
lines.” Id.-

F. Procedural Guide for Pro Se Litigants

The Procedural Guide for Pro Se Litigants states
that “[a]ll original papers submitted for consideration
for consideration to the Court are to be filed with the
Clerk of this Court.... Any request for court action
shall be set forth in a motion, properly filed and
served.” Procedural Guide for Pro Se Litigants at 24.
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The Procedural Guide for Pro Se Litigants further
states that “[nJo direct communication is to take place
with the District Judge or United States Magistrate
Judge with regards to this case. All relevant infor-

mation and papers are to be directed to the
Clerk.” Id. (italics added). -

ITII. DISCUSSION

The aforementioned rules make clear that unrepre-
sented parties may file their submissions only
through the Clerk of Court. See, e.g., L. Civ. R. 5.2.4;
E-Filing Policies and Procedures at 2; Procedural
Guide for Pro Se Litigants at 24. There are no excep-
tions. Nor 1s there any requirement that unrepre- -
sented parties be granted electronic access for filing.
Fed. R. Civ. P. 5(d)(3)(B); Procedural Guide for Pro Se
Litigants at 24. The Court will therefore DENY Plain-

tiff's request to file directly through CM/ECF with
prejudice. The Court will also DENY Plaintiff's re-
quest that this Court file his submissions itself with
prejudice as Plaintiff must go through the Clerk of
Court.

Moreover, use of the ADS system to submit filings
electronically is a privilege. ADS Technical Rules.
Plaintiff, however, has abused the ADS system and
burdened the Clerk of Court with numerous filings
that are not capable of being docketed. See, e.g., Dkt.
at November 21, 2025, November 24, 2025, November
25, 2025, December 1, 2025, December 4, 2025, De-
cember 9, 2025; see also D.Es. 110 & 157. In attempts
to circumvent the limitations required by the ADS
system, Plaintiff has filed some of his submissions
through both the ADS system and via paper in direct
violation of the ADS Technical Rules, which prohibits
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unrepresented parties from mailing additional copies
of filings that have already been submitted via ADS.
ADS Technical Rules. See, e.g., Motion; D.E. 170 (ac-
knowledging the “receipt of multiple, redundant com-
munications to the Clerk’s Office assertmg your com-
plaints about ADS”).

This Court has repeatedly warned Plaintiff that it
will not consider undocketed submissions. See D.Es.
138, 155, 157. Yet, in another attempt to communicate
with this Court without complying with the submis-
sion rules for docketing, Plaintiff has even gone as far
-as directly contacting both the Chief Judge of this Dis-
" trict and the Undersigned in direct contravention of
the Undersigned’s Judicial Preferences and the Proce-
dural Guide for Pro Se Plaintiffs. See Section LC. of
the Undersigned’s Judicial Preferences; Procedural
- Guide for Pro Se Plaintiffs at 24. The Court will there-
fore REVOKE Plaintiffs ADS privileges and will in-
struct the Clerk of Court not to docket any ADS sub-
missions made by Plaintiff. Plaintiff must submit his
filings through paper copy or must otherwise seek rep-
resentation who can file documents electronically on
his behalf. The Court will also DENY with preju-
dice Plaintiff's repeated requests for a teleconference
with this Court to discuss his issues with the ADS sys-
tem. If Plaintiff has questions about paper filing, he .
may contact the Clerk of Court. A

Next, Plaintiff also requests that the Court Vacate
prior orders instructing Plaintiff that he must comply
with the various rules. Those orders not only made
clear that Plaintiff must comply with the aforemen-
" tioned rules, they provided him with extensions to file
oppositions to Defendants’ pending motions to dismiss
that comply with the applicable rules. See, e.g., D.E.
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157. Plaintiff has since filed one opposition that ap-
pears to comply with this District’s Local Rules. See
D.Es. 159. The Court will not vacate the extensions it
has granted Plaintiff or its instruction that he must
comply with applicable rules. Accordingly, the Court.
will DENY Plaintiff's request to vacate its prior or-
ders with prejudice.®

Plaintiff's latest opposition to THOUGHT1’s Motion
to Dismiss, however, does not comply with the afore-
mentioned rules or with this Court’s prior orders be-
cause it relies on hallucinated quotations. See, e.g.,
D.E. 159 at 24-25 (citing non-existent Fairfield Indus.
v. EP Energy E&P Co., No. 20-2753, 2021 WL 5495573
(S.D. Tex. Nov. 22, 2021)); D.Es. 117 & 138. This
Court has already warned Plaintiff that “[h]alluci-
nated citations will not be excused, and the Court may
sanction Plaintiff for further uses of hallucinated cita-
tions.” D.E. 117; see D.E. 138 (“The Court reiterates
its previous warning that hallucinated citations will
not be permitted under any circumstances.”).” If
Plaintiff continues to inappropriately subject this
Court to a barrage of filings, directly contact the Un-
dersigned, and/or rely on hallucinated citations or on
the undisclosed use of generative artificial intelli-
. gence, Plaintiff may be subject to a pre-filing injunc-
tion or another sanction that this Court deems appro-
priate.

IV. CONCLUSION AND ORDER

For the reasons previously set forth,

6 If Plaintiff seeks to file a motion for relief from a judgment
or a motion for reconsideration, he must file a motion consistent
with Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 59 and 60.

7 The Undersigned therefore struck Plaintiff’s filing. See Dkt.
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IT IS on this 3t day of February 2026,

ORDERED that Plaintiffs Alternate Document
Submission privileges are REVOKED; and it is fur-
ther

ORDERED that the Clerk of Court will not docket
any filing submitted by Plaintiff through the Alter-
nate Document Submission system; and it is further

ORDERED that all of Plaintiffs requests in his
Motion, D.E. 158 & D.E. 165, are DENIED with prej-
udice. '

/s/ Evelyn Padin
Evelyn Padin, U.S.D.J
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Appendix D
[Filed: Apr. 14, 2026]
NOTE: This order is nonprecedential.

United States Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit

In Re AZAD ALAMGIR KABIR,

Petitioner

2026-128

On Petition for Writ of Mandamus to the United
States District Court for the District of New Jersey in
No 2 25 - ¢v-1 5207 - EP- JSAU Judge Evelyn Padin

ON PETITION

Before MOORE, Chief Judge, MAYER!, LOURIE, DYK,
PRrosST, REYNA, TARANTO, CHEN, HUGHES, STOLL,
CUNNINGHAM and STARK, Circuit Judges?.

PR CURIAM.
ORDER

On March 13, 2026, Azad Alamgir Kabir filed a pe-
tition for rehearing en banc [ECF No. 25]. The petition
was first referred to the panel that issued the order,
and thereafter the petition was referred to the circuit
judges who are in regular active service.

1 Circuit Judge Mayer participated only in the decision on the
petition for panel rehearing. ,
2 Circuit Judge Newman did not participate.
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Upon consideration thereof,

IT IS ORDERED THAT:

The petition for panel rehearing is denied.
The petition for rehearing en banc is denied.

For THE COURT
- Seal of the
United States Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit
/s/ Jarrett B. Perlow
April 14, 2026 Jarrett B. Perlow
Date Clerk of Court




