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LOUISIANA
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana denied two motions for

attorney’s fees filed by a non-party and by previously dismissed defendants. The court held that the

movants had not shown by clear and convincing evidence that Plaintiff acted in bad faith, vexatiously,

wantonly, or for oppressive reasons. The court also concluded that Plaintiff’s refusal to honor an

alleged redaction agreement and her filing of claims in a forum lacking personal jurisdiction did not

warrant sanctions.
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The district court considered a non-party intervenor's motion for
attorney's fees and a motion for attorney's fees filed by previously
dismissed defendants, both seeking sanctions under the court's

inherent authority based on alleged bad-faith litigation conduct.

A court may use its inherent authority to award attorney's fees as a
sanction for bad-faith, vexatious, wanton, or oppressive conduct, but
that authority must be exercised with restraint and discretion, and bad

faith must be established by clear and convincing evidence.
nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether D.M. was entitled to attorney's fees under the court's inherent authority based on Brown's
alleged misuse of the litigation, refusal to honor an alleged redaction agreement, and public allegations

concerning D.M.

2. Whether the previously dismissed defendants were entitled to attorney's fees under the court's inherent
authority based on Brown's alleged bad-faith accusations and filing of claims in a forum lacking
personal jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. Attorney's fees were unwarranted because D.M. failed to prove by clear and convincing evidence that
Brown acted in bad faith, vexatiously, wantonly, or for oppressive reasons.

2. The dismissed defendants were not entitled to attorney's fees because they did not establish by clear and

convincing evidence that Brown's claims or jurisdictional arguments were made in bad faith.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Each litigant pays his own attorney’s fees, win or lose, unless a statute or contract provides otherwise.”
(Legal Standard)

“A court should invoke its inherent power to award attorney’s fees only when it finds that ‘fraud has been
practiced upon it, or that the very temple of justice has been defiled.’” (Legal Standard)

“For the foregoing reasons, both D.M.’s Motion for Attorney’s Fees (Doc. 101) and Defendants Andrea
Stewart, and Anti Fraud Warriors, LLC’s Motion for Attorney’s Fees (Doc. 105) are DENIED.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brown filed claims against various defendants based on alleged online stalking, harassment, threats, attacks,
intimidation, and defamation. The court dismissed claims against Andrea Stewart, Gerald Palmer, and Anti Fraud
Warriors, LLC for lack of personal jurisdiction. Brown later included allegations concerning non-party D.M. in
filings, and the court ordered redaction of references to D.M.'s legal name. D.M. and the dismissed defendants
sought attorney's fees based on alleged bad-faith conduct, but the court found no clear and convincing evidence
of sanctionable behavior.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Brown filed suit alleging that the defendants engaged in online stalking, harassment, threats, attacks,
intimidation, or defamation. The court previously dismissed the claims against Stewart, Palmer, and Anti Fraud

Warriors, LLC for lack of personal jurisdiction. After intervenor D.M. obtained partial relief requiring redaction



of references to her legal name, D.M. and the dismissed defendants separately moved for attorney's fees and

sanctions; the court denied both motions.
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