Note to readers: To navigate within this document use the set of icons listed above on the Acrobat toolbar.

These opinions are made available as a joint effort by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals and the
District of Columbia Bar.

Notice: This opinion is subject to formal revision before publication in the Atlantic and
Maryland Reporters. Users are requested to notify the Clerk of the Court of any formal
errors so that corrections may be made before the bound volumes go to press.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS
No. 98-CV-1873
JBRIL L. IBRAHIM, A/K/A/ GRANT ANDERSON, APPELLANT,
V.

DistriCT OF COLUMBIA, APPELLEE.

Appeal from the Superior Court
of the District of Columbia

(Hon. Joan Zeldon, Tria Judge)
(Submitted April 25, 2000 Decided April 27, 2000)’
Jibril L. Ibrahim, pro se.

Robert R. Rigsby, Interim Corporation Counsel, with whom CharlesL. Reischel, Deputy
Corporation Counsd, and Shella Kaplan, Assstant Corporation Counsd, were on the brief for gppellee

Before ScHwELB, Associate Judge, and PRYor and BELSON, Senior Judges.

BELSON, Senior Judge: On April 15, 1998 Jibril L. Ibrahim, dso known as Grant Anderson, an
inmatea the Centra Faality in Lorton, Virginia, filed alawsuit againg the Didrict of Columbia, the prison
warden and employeesof the Central Facility, including thelaw librarian, the associate warden for
programsand the principa of the prison school. Thecomplaint aleged negligence and congtitutiona
violations such asdenid of accessto the law library and refusal to establish a proper inmate grievance

advisory committee.

" Thedecisoninthiscasewasoriginaly released asaMemorandum Opinion and Judgment on
April 27, 2000. This court decided sua sponte to publish it.
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The Digtrict of Columbiafiled amotionto dismissor for summary judgment, and in addition
requested that the court enjoin gppellant from filing any futurelawsuitsinthetria court without leave of
court. Thet request was basad upon gppdlant’ shigory of litigetion—brahim having filed atotd of twenty-
fivelawsuitsin the Superior Court as of September 15, 1999. Three of the actionsweredismissed at
gppellant’ srequest, two of the actionswere settled, and two more, including the current action, were
pending. Eighteen of thelawsuits have been dismissad by the court for reasonsthat induded fallureto Sate
aclam, lack of adequate proof of service, falureto set forth avalid congtitutional claim and want of

prosecution.*

Thetrid court dismissad gopdlant’ slawvsuit and granted the Didrict’ srequest for aninjunction after
the court found that appel lant’ sfilingsin the Superior Court had been “prodigious’ and marked by
“repeated filingsof frivolousdams’ condituting “an abuse of thejudicd sysem.” Theinjunction requires
that prior tofiling adam gopdlant must filean gpplication with the court certifying that hisdamismede
in good faith, isnat frivolous and has not been previoudy digposed of onthe merits. Appelant assertson
goped that thetrid court dbusaditsdiscretionin enjoining himfromfiling any new complantsor petitions

in the Superior Court without first seeking leave of court. We disagree and affirm.

Itis“well settled thet acourt may employ injunctiveremediesto protect theintegrity of the courts

!t On December 23, 1999 this court remanded the case of Ibrahimv. University of the Digtrict
of Columbia, 742 A.2d 879 (D.C. 1999) to thetrial court, Sating that “ disputed issues of materia fact
reman astowhether gppellant earned thedegree” The case had been dismissed by thetrid court onJune
29, 1998 for failure to state a claim.
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and the orderly and expeditiousadminigration of jugtice” Urbanv. United Nations, 248 U.S. App. D.C.
64, 768 F.2d 1497, 1500 (1985) (citation omitted). “The goa of fairly dispensing justice. . . is
compromisad when the Court isforced to devoteitslimited resourcesto the processing of repetitiousand
frivolousrequests.” InreSndram, 498 U.S. 177,180 (1991). SeeCorleyv. United Sates, 741 A.2d
1029, 1030 (D.C. 1999). Juridictionshavetaken variousmeasuresto ded with prodigiouslitigatorswho
abuse the court system. See Visser v. Supreme Court of California, 919 F.2d 113, 114 (Sth Cir. 1990)
(limiting, inter alia, filing of mandamus petitions); Castro v. United Sates, 775 F.2d 399, 408-10 (1t
Cir. 1985) (upholding digtrict court’ sinjunction barring litigantsfrom filing on matters contained in prior
lawauits). The Supreme Court hasimposed limitationson thisgppd lant and other litigantswho continuoudy
filemeritlessdams, denying themthe privilege of procesding in forma pauperis. InreGrant Anderson,
511 U.S. 364 (1994) (per curiam); Inre Sassower, 510 U.S. 4 (1993) (per curiam); InreMcDonald,

489 U.S. 180, 184 (1989) (per curiam).

AppdlantreliesonInrePowel, 271 U.S. App. D.C. 172, 851 F.2d 427 (1988) (per curiam).
InrePowdl involved alitigant who filed Sxteen daimsover aperiod of twenty-eight months. Fveof those
cas=swerediamissed by Powdl| ether voluntarily or by consent. Theremaining caseswerepending a the
timethedidtrict court issued theinjunction. Finding that theissuance of aninjunction by thedidtrict court
was not warranted, the Circuit stated, “ merelitigiousness a one does not support the issuance of an

injunction.” 1d. at 179, 851 F.2d at 434.

In contradt, during thelast decade gppd lant hasfiled twenty-fivedamswith thetria court, eighteen



4

of which weredismissed for reasonsthat included failure to sate aclaim and lack of adequate proof of
savice. Atthetimethetria court granted theinjunction, gppellant had aready been deemed a“ prolific
filer” by the United States Supreme Court in its decison withdrawing appellant’ sin forma pauperis
privilege. The Supreme Court Stated that within three years appdlant had filed twenty-two separate
petitionsand motions, induding three petitionsfor certiorari, Sx motionsfor reconsderation and thirteen
petitionsfor extraordinary writs. All of the petitionsand motionswere denied without any recorded dissert.

In re Grant Anderson, supra, 511 U.S. at 364.

Appdlant has dso been enjoined from making futurefilingswith the United States Didtrict Court
for the Didtrict of Columbiawithout leave of court. Anderson v. Digtrict of Columbia Pub. Defender
Servs, 881 F. Supp. 663 (D.D.C. 1995). Inissuing aninjunction against appdlant, the United States
Didtrict Court emphasized that gppellant hed filed thirty-threefedera court complaintsand “noneof his
complantsor gppedsha d] beenfoundto havemerit.” Id. at 666 (citation and quotation omitted). Just
recently, the United States Court of Appeelsfor the Didrict of Columbia Circuit took note of gopdlant’'s
“profuse and meritless’ complaints. 1brahima/k/a Grant Anderson v. Didtrict of Columbia and the
Board of Trustees of the Univ. of the District of Columbia, 208 F.3d 1032, 2000 U.S. App. LEXIS

6775 (D.C. Cir. 2000) (quoting Anderson, supra, 881 F. Supp. at 669-71).

Thiscourt' sroleinreviewing the discretion exercisad by thetrid court “issupervisory in netureand
Oeferentid inatitude” Johnsonv. United Sates, 398 A.2d 34, 362 (D.C. 1979). Theinjunctionissued

by thetrid court doesnat bar appd lant from filing civil actionsinthe Superior Court. Instead, gppellant
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isrequired to secureleave of the court prior tofiling any actions. Thisisintended to prevent any further
abuseof thecourt system by gppdlant. Thecourt hasthediscretion and thepower to redtrict alitigant who
abusesthejudicid system. Inre Grant Anderson, supra, 511 U.S. a 365. Theorder of thetria court

enjoining gppdlant fromfiling any additiond lawsuitswithout leave of court wasnat an aouse of discretion.

Affirmed.





