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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Colorado orders Plaintiff John T. Hessert to show
cause why filing restrictions should not be imposed based on his numerous, repetitive, and duplicative
filings. The proposed restrictions would require him to obtain leave of court before filing additional
motions or documents and would require mailed submissions, proposed filings, legal-basis
declarations, and certifications. The court also denies his Consolidated Third Motion to Correct
Clerical Errors in Docket Entries.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The district court considered whether to impose filing restrictions on a
pro se plaintiff after extensive repetitive and duplicative filings. The
court denied the plaintiff's Consolidated Third Motion to Correct
Clerical Errors and issued an order to show cause requiring the
plaintiff to explain why proposed filing restrictions should not be
imposed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A district court's decision to impose filing restrictions is reviewed for
abuse of discretion.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court order; precedential status not stated
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiff's repetitive, duplicative, and excessive filings justified proposed filing restrictions.

2. Whether the court could impose filing restrictions without first providing notice and an opportunity to
respond.

3. Whether the plaintiff's Consolidated Third Motion to Correct Clerical Errors in Docket Entries should be
denied.

HOLDINGS

1. A federal district court may impose carefully tailored filing restrictions on an abusive litigant when the
court describes the litigant's abusive filing history, establishes procedures for seeking permission to file,
and provides notice and an opportunity to respond before the restrictions take effect.

2. The plaintiff's excessive, repetitive, and duplicative filings, continued after multiple warnings and
adverse rulings, constituted abusive and vexatious litigation conduct sufficient to warrant an order to
show cause concerning proposed filing restrictions.

3. The Consolidated Third Motion to Correct Clerical Errors in Docket Entries was denied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A filing restriction is appropriate where the Court has (1) described a litigant’s history of abusive filings, (2)
provided guidelines for what the litigant must do to obtain permission to submit additional filings, and (3)
given the litigant notice and an opportunity to respond before the restrictions are implemented.” (Order
Regarding Filing Restrictions)

“The Court does not impose these restrictions through this Order. Before these restrictions will be imposed,
Plaintiff must be provided notice and an opportunity to oppose these restrictions.” (Order Regarding Filing
Restrictions)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

John Hessert filed approximately 49 motions or other documents seeking affirmative relief and at least 17
additional filings during the first five months of the action. Many filings were repetitive or duplicative, including



multiple requests for temporary restraining orders, recusal, alternative service, docket corrections, and fee
waivers, even after the court ruled on or explained the relevant issues. The court concluded that the filing
pattern, continued after repeated warnings and admonishments, was abusive and vexatious and was consuming
substantial judicial resources.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initiated the action on November 24, 2025. During the ensuing five months, he filed approximately 49
motions or other requests for affirmative relief and at least 17 additional filings, including repetitive motions for
injunctive relief, recusal, alternative service, docket corrections, and fee waivers. The court had previously
warned that continued excessive and duplicative filings could result in filing restrictions. The court referred two
temporary-restraining-order motions to Magistrate Judge N. Reid Neureiter, whose recommendation to deny
them remained subject to plaintiff's objections. This order denied plaintiff's third motion to correct clerical errors
and required him to show cause before proposed filing restrictions could take effect.
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