IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

No. 21-8050

Armstrong v. Philadelphia School District
(E. D. Pa. 2-99-cv-00825)

ORDER

By order entered October 14, 2005, Mr. Armstrong was enjoined from filing, without prior
authorization of this Court, any appeal, petition for writ of mandamus, petition for rehearing,
or motion to reopen related to his discharge as a teacher in the Philadelphia public school
system, the property located at 1731 East Wynsam Street, Philadelphia, PA, and his asbestos
litigation with the Budd Company. This Court further ordered on February 24, 2016, that Mr.
Armstrong may file only one motion for authorization to file a new action, petition, or motion in
any twelve-month period.

On November 22, 2021,Mr. Armstrong filed an appeal from an order entered in the
above-captioned District Court action, which relates to his discharge as a teacher in the
Philadelphia public school system. Mr. Armstrong did not seek prior authorization from this
Court to file an appeal as required by by this Court’s October 14, 2005 injunction order.
Additionally, the Court denied Mr. Armstrong’s most recent motion for authorization on
December 9, 2020, in 20-8043. Mr. Armstrong is therefore not permitted to file a
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new motion for authorization until December 8, 2021. Accordingly, the foregoing unauthorized

appeal is dismissed.

For the Court

Dated: December 1, 2021
LML/cc Mr. Arthur O Armstrong
Kate Barkman, Clerk.



UNITED STATES COURT APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT
. C.A. No. 05-8029 Filed Oct., 14, 2005

Armstrong v. School District of Philadelphia, et al

ORDER
Present: SLOVITER, FUENTES, and NYGAARD, Circuit Judges

In appearing that Arthur O. Armstrong, a frequent litigant in this Court, has filed numerous
duplicative actions in this Court derived from cases originally heard and finally determined in
the federal court of the Third Circuit from action related to this discharge from the Philadelphia
public school system, the foreclosure of his Wynsam Street property and his asbestos litigation
with the Budd Company
and it further appearing that Arthur O. Armstrong’s filings in the various appeals and other
actions contain frivolous legal arguments and that the filings are vexatious and abusive of the
judicial process.
it is hereby ORDERED that Arthur O. Armstrong be enjoined from filing, without prior
authorization of this Court, any appeals, petition for writ of mandamus, petition for rehearing,
motion to reopen matter in this Court, or any other filing related to any of the following:
(1) His discharge as a teacher in the Philadelphia School District and any of its employees,
the Philadelphia Board of Education and its members and the Philadelphia Federation of
Teachers and its members.

(2) The property located at 1731 East Wynsam Street, Philadelphia Pennsylvania, including

but not limited to



action regarding the mortgage foreclosure on said property; the
Appellant’s tax liability with respect to said property; the Internal Revenue Service’s
action with regard to said property; the Internal Revenue Service or .its employees; any
actions against mortgag.e companies, banks or employees thereof involved in any aspect
of the sale, transfer or foreclosure of said property; and any actions against legal counsel for
the internal Revenue Service, rﬁortgage companies or banks involved in any aspect of the sale,
transfer or foreclosure of said property.
(3) His asbestos litigation with the Budd Company, including but not
limited to action against the Budd Company, its employees or legal counsel.
It is further ORDERED that Arthur O. Armstrong be Required, as part of
seeking this Court’s authorization for future filing, to certify that “(1) the
claims he wishes to present are new claims never before raised and
- disposed of on the merits by any federal court; (2} he believes the
facts alleged in his action to be true; and (3) he knows of no reason to
believe his claims are foreclosed ‘by' controlling law.” See Abdul-Akbar v
Watson, 901 F.2d 329, 333 (Cir. 1990) Arthur O. Armstrong is furthe_red
advised that, upon failure to certify or upon false certification, he may be found in contempt
The injunction warned that, “upon failure fo certify or upon false certification, he may be
found in contempt of court and punished accordingly |

IT IS SO ORDERED, By the Court
s/Richard L. Nygaard .
Circuit Judge




Case 15-8117 Document 003112215662 Date filed
02/24/2016

IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT

C. A. No. 15-8117

Armstrong v. School District of Philadelphia, et al

Present: AMBRO, SHWARTZ, and GREENBERG, Circuit
Judges

By order entered October 14, 2005, Mr. Armstrong was enjoined from filing, without prior
authorization of this Court, any appeal, petition for writ of mandamus, petition for rehearing,
or motion to reopen related to his discharge as a teacher in the Philadelphia public school
system, the property located at 1731 East Wynsam Street, Philadelphia, PA, and his asbestos
litigation with the Budd Company. The Injunction required that, in seeking permission for
future filings, Mr. Armstrong certify “(1) the claims he wishes to present are new claims never
before raised and disposed of on the merits by any federal court; (2) he believes the facts
alleged in his action to be true; and (3) he knows of no reason to believe his claims are
foreclosed by controlling law.” The injunction warned that, “upon failure to certify or upon

false certification, he may be found in contempt of court and punished accordingly.



Since 2005, Mr. Armstrong has sought permission to file at least 69 times, each application
was denied because it did not meet the terms of the injunction. By order dated January 4,
2016, Mr. Armstrong was ordered to show cause within 14 days why he should not .be further
sanction which sanction could include, a fine and further restriction on filing. Mr. Armstrong
submitted additional motions for authorization date January 4, 2016, but no response to the
show cause order By order dated January 22, 2016, the Court imposed sanctions. Mr.
Armstrong filed a motion for reconsideration alleging that he never received the show cause
order. By order dated February 10, 2016, the Court granted the motion to reconsider and
granted Mr. Armstrong 14 days to file a response. Mr. Armstrong has now filed a response.
Having considered the response, the Court now enters the following order

The Court has determined that Mr. Armstrong’s filing of frivolous actions and motions
warrants sanctions. Fed R. App. Proc. 60(b), permits a litigant to seek relief from a final order.
The rule does not permit litigants to file repetitive, frivolous motions seeking relief from final
orders. Accordingly, it is hereby ordered.

No actions will be taking on the submissions dgted January 4, 2016, January 29, 2016 and

February 4, 2016. Mr. Armstrong is fined $100.00. Mr. Armstrong must send a



check to the Clerk’s Office for $100.00 payable to the Clerk, United States Court of Appeals.

It is further ordered that Mr. Armstrong may not filed motion seeking authorization of this
Court to file any appeal, petition for a writ of mandamus, petition for rehearing, motion to
reopen matter in this Court or in any District Court related to his discharge as a teacher in the
Philadelphia, PA, and his asbestos litigation with the Budd Company before February 1, 2018.
No motions for authorization will be accepted if the $100.00 fine has not been paid. Any motion
for authorization may not exceed 5 pages. Any motion for authorization must cover any and all
cases in which Mr. Armstrong seeks authorization to file a new action, petition or motion. Mr.
Armstrong must certify (1) the claims he wishes to present are new claims never before raised
and disposed of on the merits by any federal court, (2) he believes the facts alleged in his action
to be true, and (3) he knows of no reason to believe his claims are foreclosed by controlling
law..Mr. Armstrong may file only one motion for authorization to file a new action, petition, or
motion in any twelve-month period. The Clerk will not docket more than one motion in any
twelve-month period

By the Court,
s/ Thomas L. Ambro, Circuit Judge

Dated: February 24, 2016
Arthur O. Armstrong
Jason R. Wiley, Esq.
Robert M. Wynne, Esq.
Annette Givhan, Esq.
Barbara A. Fein, Esq.



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN

DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA
ARTHUR O. ARMSTRONG : CIVIL ACTION
vs. Entered February 16, 1999:
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF :NO.99-cv-0825

PHILADELPHIA, et al

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

HUTTON, J. September 28, 1999
Pro se Plaintiff. Arthur O. Armstrong (“Plaintiff” or “Armstrong”) filed this instant action on or
about February 16,1999, alleging a claim of conspiracy under federal statutory law.

Armstrong is a frequent litigant in this Court, .Indeed, at least five civil actions filed by
Armstrong are currently pending on the docket. It appears that every current and previous
lawsuit filed by Armstrong in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania concerns the same
transaction—Armstrong’s August 25, 1992, dismissal from his job as a science teacher in the
School District of Philadelphia on the grounds of his incompetence and violations of school
regulations. As recognized by my colleague, senior judge John P. Fullam, Armstrong “has been
devoting a great deal of time and effort to the apparent goal of making the school authorities

rue the day they fired him.” Armstrong v. School Dist. Of Philadelphia, Nos. CIV. A.96-4277.

CIV..A. 68-5480, 1996 WL 537844, at*1 (E. D. Pa. Sept, 17, 1996).
Judge Fullam’s prescient remarks of three years ago
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impress this Court as a conspicuous understatement. Not only has Armstrong continued his
campaign of harassment against any and all parties even remotely related to his 1992
dismisssal, said campaign has continued in the face of repeated defeats on adjudicated claims.
Armstrong puts forth frivolous legal arguments in equally frivolous lawsuits that are vexations
and abusive of the judicial process. Therefore, consistent with the recent actions of the Third
Circuit Court of Appeals and the United States District Court for the Middle District of North
Carolina, this Court enjoins Armstrong from filing any actions in the Eastern District
Pennsylvania without receiving the prior authorization of this Court. Accordingly, Plaintiff is
enjoined from filing complaints relating in an way to his discharged from his job with the School
District of Philadelphia

BACKGROUNDS.

The School District of Philadelphia terminated Armstrong’s employment on or about August
25, 1992. Since that date, Armstrong has ﬁl_ed lawsuits, including the suit currently under
consideration, in various jurisdictions seeking various remedies against numerous defendants.
While this in itself is not necessarily vexatious, each suit focuses upon the same basic set of
facts concerning Armstrong’s dismissal from the School District of Philadelphia. Indeed,
Armstrong filed at least twenty-four suits in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania alone since the
date of his dismissal. He also appealed a sufficient number of adverse district court decisions to
prompt the Third Circuit Court of Appeals to enjoin Armstrong “from filing, without prior
authorization of [Third Circuit], any appeal or petition for writ of mandamus/prohibition related

to any



appeal or pétition for a writ of mandamus/prohibition related to his discharge as a teacher in
the Philadelphia School District, the Philadelphia Board of Education and its individual
members, and the Philadelphia Federation of teachers.” (See Third Circuit Court of Appeals
Order No.97-1094, Aug., 14, 1997). Moreover, Armstrong is enjoined from filing any
pleadings or submissions in the United States District Court for the Middle District of North
Carolina. (See Middle District of North Carolina Order No. 97-01028, June 12, 1998)..

In the instant action, Armstrong names as Defendants the School District of Philadelphia,
Willig, Williams & Davidson, the Philadelphia Federation of Teachers, Harold Diamond,
Catherine Reisman, and the Harold Diamond Law Office, Armstrong alleges that the above
named Defendants “were active and willful conspirators acting in a conspiratorial demeaner
against the Plaintiff to deny him his constitutional right in order to defraud him out of his
teaching position.” (Fl. 's Compl. Para. 6). He seeks Inter alia CONPENSATORY damages under

42 U.S.C.S. 1985(3) and 1986 (Fl. ‘s Compl para 6). Defendants in the instant action filed

various motion for dismissal and summary judgment.

DISCUSSIOM
Federal courts are invested with the equitable power to issue injunctions when such
issuance is necessary to effectuate orders of the court and to avoid relitigation of identical or
similar issues. In re Packer Ave. Assoc., 884 F. 2d 745, 747 (3d Cir. 1989. The all Writs Act, which
codifies this equitable power, provides in pertinent part that “all courts established by Act of

Congress may issue all writs necessary



or appropriate in aid of their respective jurisdiction and agreeable to the usages and principles
of the law.” 28 U.S.C.S. 1651 (a) (1999). Section 1651 (a) therefore authorities district courts to
issue an injunction, thereby restricting the excess to federal courts of parties who repeatedly file
frivolous litigation. Abdul-Akbar v. Watson, 901 F.2d 329 332 {3d Cir, 1990); Wexler v. Citibank,
No. CIV.A. 94-4172, 1994 WL 580191, at *7 (E. D. Pa .Oct 21, 1994). Moreover, “[Flederal court
have both the inherent power and the constitutional obligation to protect their jurisdiction from
conduct which impairs their ability to carry out Article 1li functions.’ In re Martin-Trigona, 737 F.
2d 1254, 1261 (2d Cir. 1984). Pro se litigants are not entitled to any special handling or exceptions
and therefore do not have license to abuse the judicial process with impunity. Waxler, 1994 WL
580191, at *61. Mallonv.  Padova, 806 F. Supp. 1189 (E. D. Pa. 1992.
The Court therefore has broad discretion to  protect its jurisdiction. Lvsiak v. Commissioner of
internal Revenue, 816 F. 2d 311, 313 (7* Cir. 1987). Enjoining a plaintiff from filing additional
action is an appropriate sanction to curb frivolous litigation, Id..
in the instant action, Armstrong has filed at least twenty-five lawsuits alleging groundless

claims relating to his dismissal by the School District of Philadelphia. This Court recognizes

that Armstrong litigious conduct in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania rises to the level

whereby the All Writs Act by be invoked. Although this remedy is extreme, the court is of the

view that such action is warranted in this circumstance. It is imperative that this Court ensure

that it limited resources are allocated in such a



way as to promote and protect the interests of justice. Cognizant that this Court should be

flexible when dealing with a pro se litigant, see in McDonald, 489 U. S. 180, 184, 109 S. Ct.

519, 520, (1972), The time has come where this Court can no longer tolerate Armstrong’s

abuse of the judicial system.

Accordingly, this Court enjoins Arms3trong from access to the federal court system without
prior leave of this Court. Leave of Court will be granted upon Armstrong’s showing through a
properly filed petition that the proposed filing: (1) can survive a challenge under Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure 12; (2) is not barred by principles of claim or issue preclusion: (3)is not
repetitive or violative of a court order; and (4) is in compliance with Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 11. The drder and Injunction will not apply to the filing of timely notices of appeal
from this Court to the Third Circuit Court of Appeals and papers solely in furtherance of such
appeals. Finally, the Court grants all of Defendants’ pending motions, denies all of
plaintiff's pending motions, and orders the clerk of Court to mark as closed this case (99-cv-825)
and all other pending civil actions including, but not limited to, 99-3424, 99-4587, 99-4586,, and

99-4699) in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania in which Armstrong is a plaintiff.

An appropriate Order follows..



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

Arthur O. Armstrong CIVIL ACTION

, Vs.
No. 99=0825

.School District of Philadelphia, et al
ORDER

AND NOW on the 28" day of September, 1999, this court enters the following order and

injunction.

(1) The Court GRANTS Defendant School District of Philadelphia’s motion for Summary
Judgment {docket No 5)

(2) The Court GRANTS Defendants Harold Diamond, et al Motion to dismiss (docket No 8:
and
(3) The Court GRANTS Defendants Federation of Teachers, Willig Williams and Davidson

and Catherine Reisman’s Motion for summary judgment (docket No 10).

To pfotect the integrity of the courts, all defendants and any potential defendants from

the harassment of further frivolous litigation initiated by Armstrong, the Court issues

the following injunctions.

(1) The Court enjoins Armstrong or any entity acting on his behalf from filing any
action in any court, state or federal against Defendants named in
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(2) The instant action without first obtaining leave of this Court.

(3) The Court enjoins Armstrong or any entity acting on his behalf from filing any new
action or proceedings in any federal court without first obtaining leave of this
Court.

(4) The Court enjoins Mr. Armstrong from filing any further papers in any case, either
pending or terminated in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania without first
obtaining leave of this Court.

Because Armstrong has ignored previous injunctions issued against him the Court
finds it is likely that Armstrong will attempt to ignore this Court’s action; therefore
The Court ORDERS THE CLERK OF COURT to refuse yo accept any submissions,
except petition for leave of Court, unless such submission is accompanied by an

‘ order of this Court grant leave. In the event Armstrong succeeds in filing papers,
on authority of this Court, upon such notice, the clerk of court shall, under
authority of this Court’s order, immediately and summarily strike the pleading or
filing.
Leave of Court will be forthcoming upon Armstrong’s demonstrating throuth a

properly filed petition, that the proposed petition (1) can



Survive a challenge under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12; (2) is not barred by principles of
claim or issues- preclusion; )3} is not repetitive or violative of a court order; and (4) is in
compliance with Federal Ruie of Civil Procedure 11.

The Court orders Armstrong to attach a copy of this order and injunction to any petition
for leave of court.

The court orders the clerk of court to file and enter into the docket this memorandum
Opinion, ordér and injunction and provide a copy of same to all parties in eéch case against
which Armstrong has actions pending in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania.

The Court orders the clerk of court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania to provide a copy
of the accompanying Memorandum, Opinion and injunction to the clerk of court for the Middle
District of North Carolina.

The court denies Armstrong’s Motion to amend Caption (Docket No. 15).

The Court denies Armstrong’s motion to litigate School Officials (Docket No. 14).

The Court denies any remaining motions not specifically enumerated
herein.

The Court orders the clerk of court to mark this case and all other cases pending in the
Eastern District of Pennsylvania CLOSED.

By the Court

s/Herbert J. Hufton



+. IN TH UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

ARTHUR O. ARMSTRONG : MISCELLANEOQUS
: NO.
MEMORANDUM
NEWCOMER. S. J. July, 2001

Currently before the Court is pro se Plaintiff, Arthur O. 3Armstrong, whose numerous recent
filings fail to comply with prior court orders.
BACKGROUND
Pro se Plaintiff Arthur O. Armstrong (Armstrong”} is a well known litigant in the
Eastern District of Pennsylvania. Since 1994, he has commenced at least 27
lawsuits in this district alone. Not only has Armstrong failed in each cause of
action, but he has also been subject to numerous sanctions and injunctions’ Armstrong’s
persistence in .presenting this Court with meritiess actions and motions has
become a vexatious abuse of the judicial process and has impeded the courts’ ability to fulfill its
Article 11l FUNCTIONS. Armstrong has repeatedly failed to comply with court orders and
injunctions set forth by Judge Herbert J. Hutton of the Eastern District of Pennsylvania and
William L Osteen of the Middle District of North Carolina. Recently, Armstrong has inundated
this court with numerous motion and pleadings that do not comply with Judge Osteen or Judge

Hutton’s orders. This court has had enough of Plaintiff’s behavior.



Il STATEMENT OF FACTS

Because Armstrong has filed so many lawsuits, the court will group his cases according to
subject matter. The first set of lawsuit filed by Armstrong in the eastern District of Pennsylvania
involved asbestos related damages. (hereinafter the “asbestos Cases”). The first was Armstrong

vs the Budd Company where Judge Charles R. Weiner dismissed Armstrong’s complaint with

prejudice for failure to state a claim. And ordered him to pay the defendant’s costs and
attorney’s fees. Additionally, Judge Weiner prohibited Armstrong from filing further civil actions
or motions relating to asbestos exposure against the Budd Company or its counsel, unless,
the action or motion is accompanied by a doctor’s report. Nevertheless, Armstrong disregarded
the court’s order and filed a subsequent suit against The Budd Company. Judge Joseph McGlynn
dismissed the second suit and fined Armstrong $500.00 for failure to comply with Judge
Weiner’s order.

Armstrong, then commenced twenty-four lawsuits against the Philadelphia School District
and the Philadelphia Board of Education, (herein the “School Board cases. All of these suits
related to his discharge from the Philadelphia School District, prompting Judge Hutton to

characterize Armstrong’s behavior as a “campaign of harassment.” Armstrong vs School District

of Philadelphia, No. 99-cv-0825, 1999 WL 773507 at *1 (E. D.. Pa. Sept.7 at *1 (E. D.. Pa. Sept.9,

1999). Judge Hutton then enjoined Armstrong from



filing any federal lawsuits in any district of Pennsylvania without the leave of the court
(hereinafter the Hutton order”). Hutton order at *3. The Hutton order specified that the court
would not grant leave unless Armstrong demonstrated through a properly filed motion, that
the proposed filing met certain specification.” Additionally, Armstrong was to attach a copy of
the Hutton’s order to any petition for leave of the court Id.. Subsequently, the Third Circuit
Court of Appeals also +enjoined Armstrong from appealing decisions relating to his discharge
against the Philadelphia School district, the Philadelphia Broad of Education and the

Philadelphia Federation of Teachers. Armstrong vs the School District of Philadelphia, No.

97-1094 (3" Cir. August 14, 1997).

The third group of cases Armstrong has filed challenge the IRS’ seizure of his Philadelphia
residence (hereinafter the IIRS Case”). That case was filed here, and this Court dismissed
Armstrong’s amended complaint for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. Notwithstanding, this
court’s determination, Armstrong filed two motion for summary judgment and one motion to
reopen the action after the case had been decided.. However, the court denied all of
Armstrong’s motions as moot. Even then, Armstrong filed a motion to reopen the case , two
motions for summary judgment, and a motion for leave to file the amended complaint, all of
which were denied.

Four days after the disposition of the IRS case, Armstrong filed suit against the United

States in this Court.



However the Court granted summary judgment in favor of the defendants; Six days after the
case was closed, Armstrong filed an amended.

Then, in 1998, Armstrong filed a complaint against Firstrust Bank (hereinafter “Firstrust”) for
fraud..” Once again, summary judgment was entered in favor of the defendants. Following this
Court’s decision, , Armstrong filed an additional motion for summary judgment which the Court
denied as moot. Repeating his past behavior, Armstrong filed two motions for summary
judgment and a motion for reconsideration of the court’s order granting summary judgment.

Armstrong appealed, but the Third Circuit affirmed this Court’s decision.

Disturbingly, Armstrong has not only been abusing this district. In 1998, Judge William L.

Osteen of the Middle District of North Carolina, in Armstrong vs. Koury Corporation, 16 F. Supp.

2d 616, 618 {M. D. N. C..1998, issued an order and injunction in response to Armstrong’s
predatory litigation in the face of sanctions and in disregard of the injunction” hereinafter
“Osteen Order”). The purpose of that order was to protect “the court .. and any potential
defendants from the harassment of frivolous and vexatious litigation initiated by Plaintiff.” Id.
At 622. Importantly, the court enjoined -without first obtaining leave of the court. Also,

because Armstrong ignored previous injunction, Judge Osteen ordered him to demonstrate that



any proposed filing: (1) can survive a challenge under Rule 12 of the IFederal Rules of Civil
Procedure: (2) does not violate principles of issue or claims preclusion; (3) is not repetitive
or violative of a court order; and (4) complies with Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure. id. The Appellate court upheld the injunction and thus, Armstrong must stjll seek
leave of the court before initiating any federal lawsuit.

Currently, Armstrong has mailed to this court, but not filed, over thirteen .motions
pertaining to many of the aforementioned cases. With regard to the School District cases,
Armstrong has filed a motion alleging conspiracy between Judge Hutton and Third Circuit Judge
Carol Mansmann and a motion for summary judgment. Additionally, he has mailed one motion
against Firstrust for constitutional violations “ accompanied by a motion for summary
judgment, and a motion to supplement the caption to include the City of Philadelphia.
Furthermore, Armstrong has sent multiple motions and miscellaneous pleadings directly to the
U. S. Attorney in Armstrong vs, United States case. In Armstrong vs. United States. Armstrong
has also sent a letter to this court alleging conspiracy between the District Court and the IRS.
Finally, Armstrong has asked this Court for permission to file a lawsuit against Comroe, Hing &
Associates for wantonness and grossness and has supplemented his request with +a motion for
summary judgment.

Ik DISCUSSION
Armstrong’s consistence failure to comply with court orders necessitates responsive action on

the part of tis Court. The Court has therefore chosen to take such action under Rule 11.



The purpose of Rule 11 9f the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure is to deter... frivolous

lawsuits and to streamline the administration of the federal courts.” Martin v. Farmer First

Bank, 151 F.R.D. 44, 47 (E. D. Pa. 1993. Section (b) (2) requests representations to the court to
be warranted by existing law.. Courts have interpreted this section to allow them to impose

sanctions when pleadings are filed in contraventions of court orders. See Morley v. Civa-Celgy

Corp., 66 F. 3d 21 (2d Cir. 1995), See also James Wm, Moore, et al., Moore federal Practice

statute 11,11[7] [a] (3d ed. 2000) explaining that section (b) (2) applies to the law of the case).
Moreover courts implement a standard of “objectives reasonableness” when evaluating claims
under Rule 11. Martin, 151 F. R. D. at 48. Therefore a Plaintiff must conduct a “reasonable
inquiry” to ensure that this standard is met. Id., at 47. Although court rarely use Rule 11, they
may choose to impose sanctions in sufficiently extraordinary circumstances. See Id.

Pro se plaintiffs are held in less “stringent standards” than practicing
attorneys. Hines vs Kerner, 404 U. S. 519, 520 (1972). However, because federal courts must
protect their Article Iil functions, pro se plaintiffs “and not entitled to any special handling or

exceptions.” Wexler v Citibank, No. CIV. A. 95-40172, 1994 WL 580191 at *6 (E. D. Pa. Oct. 21

1994). Further, pro se plaintiffs are not shielded from Rule 11 sanctions. See Block v.
Hunsicker, No. 88-6488, 1988 WL 120742 at * 3 (E. D. Pa. Nov. 9, 1988). Rule 11 ( ¢ ) (2) states

that the court’s discretion in sanctioning is limited by “what



is sufficient to deter repetition of such conduct of comparable conduct from others similarly
situated.”

Armstrong, a pro se plaintiff and a self described “simii-professional litigator,” is subject to
the requirements of Judge Hutton and Judge Osteen’s orders, issued under the All Writs Act,
section 1651 (a), which enables district court to limit access to federal courts of parties
responsible for the filing of frivolous motions. Hutton order at *2, Osteen order a2t *620.
Armstrong has disobeyed these orders by failing to demonstrate that his filings met each
order’s requirements. indeed, he did not state that his proposed filings complied with the
individual criteria set forth by the Hutton and Osteen orders. Instead, Armstrong merely
attached a blanket statement of alleged compliance with Judge Osteen’s order and entirely
ignored Judge Hutton’s order.

Armstrong proposed filings are violative of the judges’ orders and thus, cannot be warranted
by existing law. Armstrong’s delinquent behavior, coupled with his “intolerable abuse of (the)
judicial process” justifies sanctions under Rule 11. Osteen’s order at 621. However, as
mandated by Rule 11, the court will first order Armstrong to show cause why he should not be
sanctioned.

l Clarance C. Newcomer, S. J.




FOOTNOTES

1 Armstrong v. the Budd Co., No. 95-cv-07287, filed Nov., 20, 1995
.2. Armstrong v. The Budd Co. No 97-cv-03887 (E. D. Pa. filed June 6, 1997.
3. These cases includes: Armstrong vs. Philadeiphia Bd., No 94-3544, (E. D. Pa.)

filed June 9, 1994). Armstrong vs. Philadelphia Fed 'n of Teachers, No. 96-4277 (E. D. Pa. filed
-June 10, 1996). Armstrong v. School District of Philadelphia, No. 96-5480 (E. D. Pa. filed Aug. 7,
1996). Armstrong v. Sch Dist of Philadelphia, No. 96-5740 (E. D. Pa. filed Aug. 19, 1996),
Armstrong v. Waiter, No. 96—5925 (E. D. Pa. filed Aug. 28, 1996). Armstrong v. Sch Dist. Of
Philadelphia, No. 97-6130. (E. D. Pa., filed Sept. 30, 1997) Armstrong v. Sch Dist. of Philadelphia,
No. 99-00825 (E. D. Pa. filed February 16, 1999). Armstrong v. Sch Dist. Of Philadelphia, No.
99-03424 filed July 6, 1999).
4. The court enjoins Armstrong of any entity acting on his behalf, from filing any new action or
proceeding in any federal court without first obtaining leave of this Court. Id., at * 3.
5. The proposed filing must be able to survive a challenge under Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 12; (2) is not barred by principles of claim or issue preclusion; (3) is not repetitive

the federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11 1d. |
6. Armstrong v, Internal Revenue Serv. No. 95—06_642 (E. D. Pa. filed Oct 18, 1995).

7. Armstrong v. United States, 97-00393 (E. D. Pa; ﬁlgd Jan., 17, 1997).



FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT

All persons or naturalized in the United States or the State in which they reside, no State shall
make or enforce any law which shall abridge any privileges or immunities of the citizens of the
United States, nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty or property without due
process of law; nor deny to any person within it jurisdiction the equal protection of the law.

42 U.S.C.5.1983
Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any
State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subject or caused to be subjected, any citizen of
the United States, or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any
rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws of the United States shall
be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for
redress.

Article B-Viil
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

A grievance is a complaint involving the work situation, that there is a lack of policy, that the
policy or practice is improper and unfair, or there has been a deviation from or
misinterpretation or misapplication of a practice or policy; or that there has been a violation,
misinterpretation, misapplication, inequitable or otherwise improper application of any
provision of this Agreement |
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