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SUMMARY

The Eastern District of Wisconsin imposes a filing restriction on inmate Matthew X. Winters after
determining that he had filed or attempted to file more than twenty civil rights claims across multiple
cases within a short period. The order limits Winters to two open cases before the court at a time,
excludes habeas corpus petitions concerning his criminal convictions, and requires him to identify
which two of five pending cases he wishes to pursue. The remaining cases are to be administratively
closed subject to possible reopening, and Winters may seek modification or rescission of the

restriction after three years.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Sua sponte order addressing five pending prisoner civil-rights actions
and imposing a prefiling restriction based on the plaintiff’s filing of

more than twenty complaints or proposed complaints in a short period.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The order reflects the district court’s exercise of its inherent authority
and All Writs Act authority to control abusive litigation; no separate

appellate standard of review was applied.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; limited persuasive value

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure  civil rights  remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court may impose a prefiling restriction on a litigant who has filed an excessive

number of repetitive or abusive complaints.

2. Whether the appropriate restriction must be narrowly tailored and preserve meaningful access to the
federal courts.

3. Whether Winters should be limited to proceeding with no more than two open cases before the court,

subject to an exception for habeas petitions relating to his criminal convictions.

HOLDINGS

1. A federal district court may use its inherent authority and the All Writs Act to impose a prefiling

restriction against a vexatious litigant whose conduct abuses the judicial process.

2. A filing restriction must be narrowly tailored to the type of abuse and may not absolutely bar access to
the courthouse; on these facts, limiting Winters to two open cases before the court, while exempting

qualifying habeas petitions, was appropriate.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A federal court’s inherent powers include “the ability to fashion an appropriate sanction for conduct which
abuses the judicial process.”” (at 3)

“A filing restriction must, however, be narrowly tailored to the type of abuse, and must not bar the courthouse
door absolutely.” (at 4)

“Courts have consistently approved filing bars that permit litigants access if they cease their abusive filing
practices,” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Winters, an inmate at the Kenosha County Detention Center, filed five § 1983 civil-rights cases within several
months, generally concerning his care at the detention center. His filings included an amended complaint with
ten attached complaints and another complaint with eleven attached complaints. The court concluded that he was

attempting to bring more than twenty different cases in a short time span.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Matthew X. Winters filed five § 1983 cases in the Eastern District of Wisconsin concerning his care at the

Kenosha County Detention Center. One case included an amended complaint attaching ten additional

complaints, and another included eleven attached complaints. The court ordered Winters to proceed with only

two of the five open cases, administratively closed the remaining cases subject to reopening, and imposed a

filing bar limiting him to two open cases before the court, with an exception for habeas petitions concerning his
criminal convictions.
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