UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT

In re Stanley Price

No. 20-30419, United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit (May 3, 2021)

SUMMARY

The Fifth Circuit denied Stanley Price’s motion to proceed in forma pauperis and dismissed his appeal
as frivolous, upholding the district court’s pre-filing injunction that required Price to obtain court
authorization before filing future actions. The court held that the right of access to courts is not
absolute and that barring a litigant from filing without consent is an appropriate sanction for filing
multiple meritless lawsuits, especially against judges entitled to absolute immunity. Key topics include
pre-filing injunctions, frivolous appeals, judicial immunity, and the Baum factors for evaluating such

restrictions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the filing restrictions violate the constitutional right of access to the courts.
2. Whether the district judge should recuse herself based on alleged bias.

3. Whether the district court abused its discretion in imposing the pre-filing injunction.

HOLDINGS

1. The filing restrictions do not violate the constitutional right of access to the courts because the right is
neither absolute nor unconditional, and there is no constitutional right to prosecute a frivolous or
malicious action. Barring a litigant from filing future complaints without court consent is an appropriate

sanction for filing multiple meritless lawsuits.

2. Price's assertions of judicial bias based on adverse rulings and orders are unavailing because judicial

rulings, standing alone, almost never constitute a valid basis for recusal.

3. The district court did not abuse its discretion because it explicitly considered the relevant Baum factors
(history of litigation, good faith basis, burden on courts, adequacy of alternative sanctions) and other

circumstances, and Price made no showing of abuse.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The right of access to the courts is neither absolute nor unconditional and there is no constitutional right of

access to the courts to prosecute an action that is frivolous or malicious.” (at 2)

“Our inquiry into whether the appeal is taken in good faith is limited to whether the appeal involves legal

points arguable on their merits (and therefore not frivolous).” (at 2)

“a court must weigh all the relevant circumstances, including the following factors: (1) the party’s history of
litigation, in particular whether he has filed vexatious, harassing, or duplicative lawsuits; (2) whether the
party had a good faith basis for pursuing the litigation, or simply intended to harass; (3) the extent of the
burden on the courts and other parties resulting from the party’s filings; and (4) the adequacy of alternative

sanctions.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stanley Price has a history of filing civil actions against federal and state judges based on their unfavorable
judicial decisions, despite being aware of judicial immunity. The district court imposed a pre-filing injunction
requiring him to obtain authorization from a district judge before filing any future lawsuits. Price appealed the

order and moved to proceed in forma pauperis.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The district court for the Eastern District of Louisiana imposed a pre-filing injunction on Stanley Price due to his
pattern of filing meritless lawsuits against judges. Price appealed the order and moved for leave to proceed IFP.

The district court certified the appeal as not taken in good faith.

DISPOSITION



dismissed
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