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SUMMARY

The Eastern District of New York granted the New York City Board of Elections’ motion for an anti-
filing injunction against pro se plaintiff Skiboky Stora. The court found that Stora had a substantial
history of vexatious and unsuccessful litigation, had caused needless expense and burdens, and was
unlikely to be deterred by lesser sanctions. The injunction bars Stora from filing further federal actions
against the Board or its personnel in the Eastern or Southern Districts of New York without leave of
the applicable Chief Judge.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE After dismissing Plaintiff's underlying ballot-access action, the district
court considered the New York City Board of Elections' request for an
anti-filing injunction barring Plaintiff from filing future federal actions
against the Board or its personnel in the Eastern or Southern Districts
of New York without leave of the applicable chief judge.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Second Circuit's standards governing anti-filing
injunctions, requiring consideration of five substantive factors, notice
and an opportunity to be heard, and a narrowly tailored injunction.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should impose an anti-filing injunction based on Plaintiff's history of
vexatious and repetitive litigation.

2. Whether Plaintiff received adequate notice and an opportunity to be heard before the anti-filing
injunction was imposed.

3. Whether the proposed injunction was sufficiently narrow and tailored to avoid being overbroad.

HOLDINGS

1. An anti-filing injunction was warranted because Plaintiff's substantial history of vexatious and baseless
litigation, lack of an objective good-faith expectation of prevailing, needless expense and burden
imposed on the Board and courts, and the inadequacy of lesser sanctions outweighed the countervailing
consideration of his pro se status.

2. A district court may not impose an anti-filing injunction sua sponte without notice and an opportunity to
be heard, and those requirements were satisfied because the Board requested the injunction in advance,
briefed it, and the court gave Plaintiff additional time to respond.

3. The anti-filing injunction was appropriately limited because it barred only new federal actions against
the New York City Board of Elections or its personnel in the Eastern or Southern Districts of New York
and permitted potentially meritorious filings with leave of the applicable chief judge.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The filing of repetitive and frivolous suits constitutes the type of abuse for which an injunction forbidding
further litigation may be an appropriate sanction.” (Discussion, Part I)

“The unequivocal rule in the Second Circuit is that a district court “may not impose a filing injunction on a
litigant sua sponte without providing the litigant with notice and an opportunity to be heard.”” (Discussion,
Part I)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff had filed at least seven prior actions in the Eastern District of New York and at least seven additional
actions in various courts involving the New York State or New York City Boards of Elections. The actions were
unsuccessful, and several were dismissed for failure to prosecute or failure to comply with court orders. In the
present action, Plaintiff again sought emergency ballot-access relief shortly before a general election, and the
district court determined that the action was barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine and claim preclusion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an action seeking an order requiring the New York City Board of Elections to place him on the
ballot as a candidate for Mayor of New York City and also sought reversal of a New York state appellate
decision. The district court dismissed the action under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine and claim preclusion, and



reserved decision on the Board's anti-filing-injunction request to give Plaintiff an additional opportunity to
respond. After multiple extensions and an untimely submission, the court granted the anti-filing injunction.
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