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FILED

United States Court of Appeals

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS Tenth Circuit

FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT September 29, 2025

Clerk of Court
IKE L. KING, eric ot Lour

Plaintiff - Appellant,
No. 25-1259

V. (D.C. No. 1:25-CV-00678-LTB-RTG)
(D. Colo.)

MONICA MARQUEZ; BRIAN
BOATRIGHT; WILLIAM W. HOOD, III;
RICHARD L. GABRIEL; MELISSA
HART; CARLOS A. SAMOUR; MARIA
E. BERKENKOTTER; CHERYL
STEVENS; NORMA ANGELICA
SIERRA; DAHLIA D. OLSHER
TANNEN; KELLY O. CLARK,

Defendants - Appellees.

ORDER AND JUDGMENT"

Before FEDERICO, BALDOCK, and MURPHY, Circuit Judges.™

Plaintiff Ike King, appearing pro se, commenced a civil action in Weld County

Colorado State District Court against Empire Truck Center and Jason Wilkins alleging a

" This order and judgment is not binding precedent, except under the doctrines of law
of the case, res judicata, and collateral estoppel. It may be cited, however, for its
persuasive value consistent with Fed. R. App. P. 32.1 and 10th Cir. R. 32.1.

" After examining the briefs and appellate record, this panel has determined
unanimously that oral argument would not materially assist in the determination of this
appeal. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2); 10th Cir. R. 34.1(G). The case is therefore
ordered submitted without oral argument.

Christopher M. Wolpert
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violation of the Colorado Motor Vehicle Repair Act. As well explained in the state district
court’s order attached hereto as an appendix, Plaintiff’s legal filings got out of hand so the
state court, consistent with Colorado Supreme Court precedent, enjoined Plaintiff from
appearing pro se and required him to retain an attorney if he wished to proceed. See Francis
v. Wegener, 494 P.3d 598 (Colo. 2021); Bd. Of Cnty. Comm’rs v. Winslow, 706 P.2d 792
(Colo. 1985). Instead of directly appealing the state district court’s decision as he could
have, see Sanger v. Dennis, 148 P.3d 404, 409 (Colo. App. 2006) (grant of injunctive relief
is considered a final, appealable order), Plaintiff, again appearing pro se, filed this action
in federal district court against Colorado Supreme Court Justices Monic Marquez, Brian
Boatright, William Hood, III, Richard Gabriel, Melissa Hart, Carlos Samour, Jr., and Maria
Berkenkotter; Colorado Supreme Court Clerk Cherly Stevens; State District Judge Norma
Sierra; and Colorado Attorneys Dahlia and Kelly O. Clark.

In response to two federal district court orders requiring Plaintiff to cure deficiencies
in his original complaint, Plaintiff submitted a twenty-five page, single-spaced amended
complaint which is the operative pleading in this action. Plaintiff claims a “criminal cover
up of organized crime of which each and every Defendant herein is engaged in as active
participants.” Among a slew of other federal laws, Plaintiff says Defendants have violated
the Hobbs Act, 18 U.S.C. § 1951, and the Racketeering Influenced and Corrupt
Organization Act, 18 U.S.C. § 1962. As best we can discern from the pleading’s rambling
nature, what Plaintiff really complains about is the state district court’s order enjoining him
from proceeding pro se, which he says constitutes extortion and interferes with his freedom

of contract. Plaintiff sought compensatory and punitive damages and asked the federal

2
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district court to vacate the “injunction of September 21, 2023 and prevent any “further

2

injunctions against pro se litigants forcing them to hire lawyers.” Accepting a federal
magistrate judge’s (Gurley, J.) recommendation, the district court (Babcock, J.) dismissed
the amended complaint without prejudice for failure to comply with Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 8 (requiring a complaint to contain a “short and plain statement of the claim”),
or alternatively, as barred by both the Rooker-Feldman doctrine and immunity doctrines.
Now before us is Plaintiff’s appeal pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291 from the federal
district court’s dismissal of his amended complaint. His motion to proceed in forma
pauperis (IFP) on appeal pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915 is pending. In his appellate brief,
Plaintiff tells us, among many other things, that “[t]his case is about organized crime.”
Plaintiff now says “Lewis T. Babcock, Senior Judge for the United States District Court
for the District of Colorado and Richard T. Gurley, Magistrate Judge for the same United
States District Court” have joined “Colorado Public Officials” in a racketeering enterprise
to deprive him of his Constitutional rights. Because the Rooker-Feldman doctrine bars a
federal action brought by a state-court loser complaining of injuries allegedly caused by a
state court’s final decision rendered before commencement of the federal proceeding, see
Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Indus., 544 U.S. 280, 284 (2005), this appeal is plainly
frivolous, and as such, we are empowered to summarily dismiss it. Subsection (e)(2)(B)(1)

of the /FP statute provides that “the court shall dismiss the case at any time if the court

determines . . . the action is frivolous.”
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Accordingly, we DENY Plaintiff’s motion to proceed /F/P and AFFIRM the district
court’s dismissal of his amended complaint. We modify the district court’s judgment

however and direct that Plaintiff’s action be DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

Entered for the Court

Bobby R. Baldock
Circuit Judge
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' ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT'S RENEWED MOTION
t TO ENJOIN PLAINTIFF FROM APPEARING PRO ST

[nereasmgly. the fegal svstein meludes participation by individuals who are selt-
represented, Dhrect participation by Iitigants who are not represented by counsel 13
constttunonally guaranteed. Colo. Constart. 2 § 6. However, this nght s notwithout Innn
[here are himuts on the resourcer available to the judicial branch, and the Court must balanee the
rights of seif-represented hiugants agast the need to provide serviees 1o all otlier cases

Here, Pl Tke King represents lumsell in an action against Delendants for damages
‘The elann was tiled on Decamber 1. 2022

alleged to have resulted from the repair of his vehicie
2.25,2024.°

Abench tial 1s scheduled o proceed on February 2
Detendants” Moton Enjoining Plamntift! from Appearing Pro Se. [iled on Junc 8 2623,

was denied on June 13, 2023 Delendants oy reneyy this Motion

APPLICABLE LAW

Acourt has the power 10 enjoin a person from proceeding pro sem am Dtigation wien i

Is necessan 10 stop abuse of the udicial process. francis v Fegesner, 494 P3d 398 (2021

“An individual’s right of access 10 state courts must be balunced against, and, i a proper
case. viell to, the interests of other htigants and of the publie mn general in protectng judieial
resources from the deleterious impact of repetitious. bascless pro se itigation.” /i at 559 "When
4 pro se tigant’s efforts to obtain rehel not enly hamper his own cause. but deprive other
persons of precious judieial resowrces. the Supreme Court s compelled o deny his nght of sell-

representaiion as a planttt” Jd, at 609,

Clpoan canlier oaden the Const mistakenly refvered to s setiing as a jury wal it s setas a trial tothe connt

!
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o explam why a prosecution was not bemg pursued  Then. Mr King named District Allomer
Michael Rourke as a defendant 1 2023 CV 270 secking that Mr Rourke be precluded from

“ladge Lyons was pepresentad by the Antomiey General™s (ftee m 23 OV 2705 Monon o Dismive on orounds of
SOVOICIZIL IMGHIY Was a granted,
Flhe claims agaist My Roarke ware slvo dismissed

-~
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perfonmng any executive funchon untl an investigation was completed In addition o a
eriminal uwvestigalion by the District Attorney, he requested an imvestigation by the Federal

Bureeu of Investgation

Other pleadmgs have not favored hus positions, and Mr. King has concluded without any
evidenuary basis that judicial ofticers have engaged in a cruminal conspiracy with Defendants
1o obstruct justice and coneeal racketeenng actvity in violation of many state and {federal
felony laws " Mr King repeatediy refers (o being a victim of racketeering, specifically the
(Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (“RICO™),

In Mr. Kmg's Response to Defendant’s Renewed Motion te Fajoin Plamt it from Appearing
Pro Se. Mr King direetly addresses and repeatedly refers disdamfully to Defendant’s counsel
by her first name. Not only does this approach vielate rules of civility, but 1t reaches the pomnt
of constituting an abusc of the judicial system. Mr. King's comments are personal. The
manner and tone m which Mr. King expresses his position 1s regarded as harassing to defense
counsel® and o the Court. Given the many [1hngs in this case, Mr. King canpot claim he 1s
unaware of the expectation that all individuals be referred to formally, Mr. King has filed
complaints with the OfTiee of Atlomey Regulation Counsel against delense counsel. Mr
King further indicates an inlent o Ole ¢ complaint “in concert Hability claims™ agamst the
attorney's” (sic) and the MeDonough aw Group for axhing and abetting then clients i all

(all) the cniminal oflenses,

The two most recent cases (2023 CV 27 and 2023 CV 34°%) commenced with a Motion o
Proceed 1n Forma Pauperss, which was granted in both instances. In the mstant case,
Defendants represent to the Court that tens of thousands of dollars have been spentin

responding to Mr. King's pleadings.

PLAINTIFF’S HISTORY OF OTHER FILINGS

g
‘ 2efendants bring to the Cowt's attention information about Mr. King having a litgious
histery and there being actions m wheeh he ok displeasure with the presiding judicial officer.

In the earlier Moton to Emoin Plamnff from Appearing Pro Se. Delendants represented
that Mr King has been the Plantfl in thirteen lawsuits in Weld County, including several against
rudicial officers In 2011, Mr King alleged “malicious abuse”™ by Judge Dana Nichols (2011 §
341y Cases imtiated by Mr. King are zlso noted to have involved other judicial olficers,
including Judge Gilbert Gutierrez, hudge Charles Unfug. and Judge Carol Halter,

* Mr Kang's Response includes statements such as “IUs clear you are not that smart Dahlia,” and “Dahlia lannen is
not smart cniough 1o play any games with dus Plainuff.”
*Case 2023 CV 34 was consalidated into case 2022 CV 82 by order entered by Judze Todd Tavlor on August 8,
2023 Mr. King refers to Judge Tavlor as a V'co-conspirator.”

kS
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The Court rules on the pending mohon solely on the basis of how Mr. King has
proceeded in cases 20220V82, 23CV27 and 23CV34 without faking mio consideration the

lustory cited w the carbier Moton 1o Enjoin

ORDER

This file comams Mr. King's lengthy. duplicative. and disorgamized pleadigs. These
often delve intoirrelevant legal concepis, Resolving such pleadmgs unjustifiably comnnts
judicial resources As Mr. King qualifies to file legal actions without payiment of a filing fee S
there 15 no financial commitment? on s part o imbiating new claims; Defendants, on the other
hand, must expend significant amounts in legal fees to respond lo Plamitf's repetitive lings

Mr. King cites his seif-represented status as both a sword and « shield {e.g. lus pleadings
should be Hiberally construed, he should not have to engage m ADR). Mr King 18 indeed pranted
certain leeway as 1o the contents and siructure of his lengthy pleadings, but this does not create
leave for him 1o Ae pleadings containing statements which are offensive o any participants in
this Htigation. He remains bound (o the same rules of civil procedure as sltomeys heensed o
practice Jaw i the slale.

This Courl has grave concerns that, as the case progresses to inal, My King will contunie
and may mcrease the frequency and mtensity of his pleadings. While he chooses to regard certam
cowt notices as threats, he mecludes statements such as “Plamntit does not care how long this
goes on, it s not going away.”

As tins Court inds that Mr King has serously abused the sudicial process, he 15 emjoined
{ronn appeanng pro se as described below:

I This order applies to the filing of any moetions in case 2022 CV 82 and to any nutial

ciamm mn which {ke King seeks affinnative relief, with the exception of a Title 13
protection vrder
:

2. No filings shall be permutied inlo cases which are either closed or have been

“.

conselidated into other cases.

Prior to any pro se pleading being docketed or uploaded o e electronie file, 1 shall
be reviewed by the Clerk of the Court, Pleadings must bears certilication by an
attorney licensed in Colorado attesting that the pleading has been reviewed.

=
A

Reviewing counsel 13 charged with ensuring that:

a) The pleading does not include language amounting to a personal attack agauist
counsel or judiciai officers,

by 13 grounded 1 fact and law, and

* Mution for Filing Without Payment of Fees granted 1n case 2023CV27 on May 11, 2023 and 1 2023CV34 on June
12023,
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o3 the elamm has nol, o the best of counsel’s knowledge, been previously raised and

disposed by any stete court
4 Any pleading not bearing certification by a licensed attomey shall be returned
undockeled to Mr King by LS. mai) 1o fus last known address.

This order does not enter Lightly, but 1s necessary to protect judicial resources from the
detrimental impact of repetiticus itigation and to prevent the judicial process from being used

for the purpose ol harassment.

Dated: September 21, 2023 SO ORDERED.
n

Norma A Sierra, Senior hadge
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