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First Judicial District, Kootenai County
Jim Brannon, Clerk of the Court
By: Deputy Clerk - Booth, Kathy
IN THE DISTRICT

COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE

STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI

ORDER DECLARING
VEXATIOUS LITIGANT, PURSUANT T0

CASE NO.

IN RE: PREFILING

CV-2018-2842

I.C.A.R. 59

PROPOSED PREFILING
ORDER DESIGNATING

LARRY TAYLOR,

LARRY TAYLOR A
VEXATIOUS LITIGANT

Plaintiff,

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

VS.

EILEEN TAYLOR and KIMBERLY NAGAL,
Defendants.

IT IS
Taylor

HEREBY ORDERED

may not

new

ﬁle any

that Larry Taylor

litigation in the courts

of a judge of the court where the

litigation is

The Court ﬁnds sufﬁcient

be designated as a vexatious

of this

state

litigant.

Mr.

pro se without ﬁrst obtaining leave

proposed to be ﬁled.

facts in the record to

conclude Mr. Taylor has repeatedly ﬁled

unmeritorious motions and other papers, and has engaged in other tactics that are ﬁivolous or solely
intended to cause unnecessary delay.

litigant

As

such, the Court ﬁnds that Mr. Taylor

is

a vexatious

pursuant to I.C.A.R. 59(d)(3).

Mr. Taylor

shall

and ﬁndings. I.C.A.R.

have fourteen (14) days to ﬁle a written response to

59(6).

“If a response

is

this

proposed order

ﬁled, the administrative district judge may, in his

or her discretion, grant a hearing on the proposed order.”

Id.

“If

no response

is

ﬁled within

fourteen (14) days, or if the administrative district judge concludes following a response and any
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subsequent hearing that there

is

may issue the preﬁling order.”

Id.

a basis for issuing the order, the administrative

judge

district

STANDARD

I.

I.C.A.R. 59 governs the designation of vexatious litigants and states in relevant part:
(d) An administrative judge may ﬁnd a person to be a vexatious
a ﬁnding that a person has done any of the following:
.

any

In

(3)

litigation

while

unmeritorious motions, pleadings,

other

litigant

based on

.

pro

acting

or

.

se,

papers,

repeatedly

ﬁles

conducts unnecessary

discovery, or engages in other tactics that are frivolous or solely intended to

cause unnecessary delay.
I.C.A.R. 59(d)(3).

Determining a person to be a vexatious
administrative judge.

Telford

v.

litigant is

within the sound discretion of the

Nye, 154 Idaho 606, 610, 301 P.3d 264, 268 (2013).

“This

Court adheres to the rule that persons acting pro se are held to the same standards and rules as
those represented

by

attorneys.”

Huﬂ v.

Singleton, 143 Idaho 498, 500, 148 P.3d 1244, 1246

(2006).

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

II.

This matter comes before the Court due to Defendants’
as Vexatious Litigant. Defendants previously submitted a

Litigant,

Haynes,

and a hearing was held on August

3,

August

3,

to Find Plaintiﬁ‘ as Vexatious

for the First Judicial District at that time.1

2018 hearing, the Court found the underlying lawsuit

unmeritorious action unsupported by law or

1

Motion

Plaintiff

2018. That motion was denied by Judge Lansing

who was the Administrative District Judge

In that

Renewed Motion to Find

fact,

which was pursued

is

in retaliation against

Judge Christensen has since taken over the duties of Administrative District Judge for the

First

Judicial Distn'ct.
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an

Defendants and was properly dismissed on statute of limitations grounds. The Court also noted
that Plaintiﬂ

Defendants.

was convicted

2014 for criminal conduct involving harassment of these

in

However, the Court noted

that the proper

remedy

for the singular unmeritorious

claim was dismissal, and the Court could not ﬁnd at that time that multiple unmeritorious claims

had been made for the purpose of unnecessary delay or harassment. Judge Haynes continued,
I

think if Mr. Taylor continues to ﬁle lawsuits

orﬁmher motions

lawsuit that are completely unsupported by law or

Court right now, this Court could well
vexatious litigant and there would be
support

fact, as

revisit the issue

in this particular

the ones are before the

0f whether Mr. Taylor

some more evidence

in the record that

is

a

may

that.

(emphasis added).

Mr. Taylor has since ﬁled multiple documents in

no basis

in

law or

this case that are frivolous and/or

have

fact.

On August

9,

2018, Mr. Taylor ﬁled a document entitled “Post Hearing Request.” The

Court ﬁnds that this document had no basis, had no relation to the applicable law or facts of this
case,

and was frivolous.

On August 27,
document were
does

201 8, Mr. Taylor ﬁled a “Motion for Review.” While the contents of this

inartful

and appeared to be draﬁed by someone without

legal training, the Court

m1 ﬁnd the “Motion for Review” to be ﬁ'ivolous.
Also on August 27, 2018, Mr. Taylor ﬁled a document entitled

“Plaintiffs

Reply

to;

Defendants; Motion to Seal and Motion for Order Denying Plaintiffs Motion to Reconsider.”

The Court ﬁnds

On

this

document to be

September 20, 2018,

was granted and

Plaintiff’s

frivolous.

this

Motion

It is

conﬁxsing at best, and largely nonsensical.

Court held a hearing wherein Defendants’ Motion to Seal

to Reconsider

was denied.
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On
Statemen

October

”

have no legal

to refer to

basis.

October

Vexatious Litigant.
Plaintiff a

2018, Mr. Taylor filed two documents entitled “Motion for a Court

and “Motion for an Expedited Review; of

documents appear

On

1,

Motion

for Coutt

Statemen

.”

Both

Mr. Taylor’s parole hearing. These documents are nonsensical and

The Court ﬁnds these documents
4,

a,

to

be frivolous.

2018, Defendants submitted a Renewed Motion to Find Plaintiff as

Mr. Taylor ﬁled a “Response

to;

Defendants;

Renewed Motion

to Find

Vexatious Litigant” on October 22, 2018. In his response, Mr. Taylor sought to not be

declared a vexatious

litigant.

The Court does p_o_t ﬁnd
III.

The Court ﬁnds

that

were brought and pursued

the response to be frivolous.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Taylor has continued to submit ﬁlings that are meritless and

frivolously, unreasonably,

and without a foundation in law or

After having reviewed the record in this matter, the Court ﬁnds that Larry Taylor

is

fact.

a vexatious

litigant.

this state

new

litigation in the courts

of

pro se without ﬁrst obtaining leave of a judge of the court where the litigation

is

Therefore, Larry Taylor shall be prohibited from ﬁling any

proposed to be ﬁled.

”a
so ORDERED this

Zé

day of April, 2019.

%%%x
Rich

hristensen,

AD

ISTRATIVE DISTRICT JUDGE

IRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT
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.

I

hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was delivered as follows:

Jonathon Frantz
Attorney

at

Law

Email Jonathon@postfallslaw.com

Larry Alan Taylor #69283
ISCI Annex 77

PO Box
Boise,

Sara

Thomas

Administrative Director of the Court

14

ID 83707

Honorable Lansing Haynes
Email lhaynes@kcgov.us

Email sthomas@idcourts.net
Honorable Anna Eckhart
Email aeckhart@kcgov.us

Honorable Barb Duggan
Email bduggan@co.shoshone.id.us

Honorable Clark Peterson
Honorable Barbara Buchanan
Email barbara.buchanan@bonnercountvid.gov
Email capeterson@kcgov.us

Honorable Cynthia Meyer
Email cmeyer@kcgovus
Honorable Jim Stow
Email jstow@kcgov.us

Honorable James

Combo

Email jcombo@kcgov.us
Honorable John Mitchell
Email jmitchell@kcgov.us

Honorable Scott Wayman
Email swavman@co.shoshone.id.us

Honorable Justin Julian
Email hunﬁshoot@yahoo.com

Honorable Mayli Walsh
Email mawalsh@kcgov.us

Honorable Rob Caldwell
Email rcaldwell@kcg0v.us

Honorable Tera Harden
Email tera.hardenfalbonnercountvid.gov

Honorable Tim VanValin
tvanvalin@kcgov.us

Honorable Lori.Meulenberg
Email lori.meulenberg@bonnercountvid.gov
Signed: 4/26/2019 11:12 AM

JIM

BRANNON, Clerk of the Court, by
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