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SUMMARY

The Ninth Court of Appeals of Texas denied Scott Mitchell Obeginski’s petition for writ of mandamus
challenging a sanctions order requiring him to attach highlighted copies of legal authorities cited in
filings. The court held that the trial court had authority to impose the sanction, retained plenary power
when it issued the order, and had not unconstitutionally restricted Obeginski’s access to the courts.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court had authority to sanction Obeginski for citing fictional legal authority.

2. Whether the trial court had authority to require Obeginski to attach highlighted copies of cited legal
authorities to filings made in any court.

3. Whether the sanctions order was void because the trial court lacked jurisdiction or had lost plenary
power.

4. Whether the challenged directive unconstitutionally restricted Obeginski's access to the courts.

5. Whether Obeginski was entitled to mandamus relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court possessed the authority to sanction Obeginski for citing fictitious legal authority in filings
made in the underlying case because Obeginski had appeared and the court had personal jurisdiction
over him and inherent power to sanction improper conduct.

2. The directive requiring Obeginski to attach highlighted copies of the authorities he cited was sufficiently
related to his repeated citation of fictitious cases and was not shown to be an excessive sanction.

3. The sanctions order was not void because the trial court had jurisdiction over the parties and subject
matter, had authority to enter the order, and acted while it retained plenary power.

4. Obeginski did not establish that the directive unconstitutionally restricted his access to the courts.

5. Mandamus relief was unavailable because Obeginski failed to show a clear abuse of discretion and an
inadequate remedy by appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Generally, for a sanction to be just a direct relationship must exist between the offensive conduct and the
sanction imposed, and it must not be excessive.” (at 4)

“We hold that the order is not void.” (at 5)

“Accordingly, we deny Relator’s petition for writ of mandamus.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Obeginski repeatedly cited fictitious cases in filings in the 284th District Court. The trial court sanctioned him
and ordered that, whenever he filed a plea, pleading, motion, brief, or similar document in any court, he attach
copies of all cited legal authorities and highlight the supporting portions. Obeginski had appeared in the
underlying case, and the trial court signed the sanctions order while it retained plenary power over the case.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The 284th District Court of Montgomery County imposed sanctions after finding that Obeginski had cited
fictional legal authority. The sanctions order required him to attach copies of cited authorities to filings made in
any court. Obeginski moved to vacate the challenged portion of the order and sought mandamus relief, arguing



that the trial court lacked authority to issue the directive, had lost plenary power, and unconstitutionally
restricted court access. The court of appeals denied the petition and denied pending motions as moot.
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