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MEMORANDUM AND OPINION 

This appeal requires the court to decide whether Alexander E. Jones’s bankruptcy estate 

includes the assets of Free Speech Systems, LLC, the entity that operates the Infowars media 

platform.  Jones and Free Speech Systems separately filed for bankruptcy because the appellees 

had secured substantial money judgments based on Jones’s and Free Speech Systems’s statements 

denying the Sandy Hook Elementary School shooting that killed 20 young children and 6 adults.  

To effectuate the judgments, a trial court in Travis County, Texas, placed Free Speech Systems’s 

assets into receivership.  Jones argues that the Texas receivership should not include Free Speech 

Systems’s assets and that the Bankruptcy Court must exercise its exclusive jurisdiction over them.  

Based on the parties’ briefs, the additional arguments Jones has made in his various 

motions, the applicable law, and the parties’ submissions at oral argument, the court dismisses the 

appeal for lack of jurisdiction.  Jones and Free Speech Systems lack standing to appeal the 

Bankruptcy Court’s October 2025 order.  The court cannot review the order or alter the Bankruptcy 
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Court’s holding that Jones’s bankruptcy case does not bar judgment enforcement against Free 

Speech Systems, LLC’s assets. 

I. Background 

This bankruptcy case arises from two judgments entered against Jones and Free Speech 

Systems.  The first is a Connecticut judgment, worth more than $1 billion.  See Lafferty v. Jones, 

327 A.3d 941, 975 (Conn. App. Ct. 2024), cert. denied, 351 Conn. 923, 333 A.3d 105 (2025), and 

cert. denied, 351 Conn. 923, 333 A.3d 106 (2025), and cert. denied, 146 S. Ct. 301 (2025).  The 

second is a Texas judgment, worth about $50 million.  (Docket Entry No. 2-28 at 82–84).   

In 2022, while these lawsuits were ongoing, Jones and Free Speech Systems filed 

separately for bankruptcy.  See, e.g., In re Jones, No. 22-33553 (S.D. Tex.); In re Free Speech 

Systems, LLC, No. 22-60043 (S.D. Tex.).  Free Speech Systems filed a Subchapter V bankruptcy 

petition, (Docket Entry No. 2-4 at 4), and Jones filed an individual Chapter 11 bankruptcy petition, 

(Docket Entry No. 2-26 at 263).   

In June 2014, Jones’s bankruptcy case was converted into one under Chapter 7 of the 

Bankruptcy Code.  (Docket Entry No. 2-5 at 136).  Christopher R. Murray was appointed as the 

Chapter 7 Trustee.  (See Docket Entry No. 2-4 at 157).   

A week later, the Bankruptcy Court dismissed Free Speech Systems’s bankruptcy case.  

(Bankr. Docket Entry No. 956).  This dismissal order transferred control and signing authority of 

Jones’s bank accounts to “Murray in his capacity as the Chapter 7 Trustee for the bankruptcy estate 

of Alexander Jones.”  (Id. at 1).   

Promptly after the Bankruptcy Court dismissed Free Speech Systems’s case, the Texas 

plaintiffs moved to enforce their judgment against the company through an order directing the 

turnover of its assets.  (See Docket Entry No. 2-6 at 58).  The Travis County court entered the 
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turnover order the same day.  (Id.).  In response to the turnover order, Murray moved for relief in 

the Bankruptcy Court, explaining that, as Jones’s bankruptcy trustee, he was responsible for both 

Jones’s “bare equity interests” in Free Speech Systems and the “non-monetary rights and 

responsibilities of the equity holder.”  (Docket Entry No. 2-6 at 2).  Because the Trustee could 

control Free Speech Systems through Jones’s equity in it, Murray planned to “wind-up” the 

company’s “operations and liquidate its inventory,” which could benefit Jones’s bankruptcy estate.  

(Id. at 2–3).  Murray objected that the turnover order threatened to throw Free Speech Systems 

“into chaos . . . to the detriment of the interests of the chapter 7 estate.”  (Id. at 3).   

The Bankruptcy Court agreed that the state-court order “conflict[ed] with [its] order” that 

Murray had control over Jones’s accounts.  (Docket Entry No. 2-7 at 249:19–20).  The Bankruptcy 

Court directed Murray “not to turn over any amounts of bank accounts” and ruled that he was 

under no “compulsion to turn anything over or abandon” anything.  (Id. at 249:21–22). 

The U.S. Trustee objected to this ruling.  The U.S. Trustee explained that the court, by 

extending its exclusive jurisdiction to Free Speech Systems’s assets, contravened basic tenets of 

corporate law.  The U.S. Trustee argued that “own[ing] a hundred percent of the equity” of a 

company does not mean you “own the assets” of that company.  (Docket Entry No. 2-7 at 372:13–

20).  The Bankruptcy Court agreed substantially with the U.S. Trustee’s position.  (See id. at 372–

374).  The Bankruptcy Court reiterated that, as a practical matter, it wanted to ensure that Murray, 

the Trustee, who had (through Jones’s equity interest in Free Speech Systems) control of Free 

Speech Systems’s assets, could learn the best way to monetize Free Speech Systems’s assets and 

Jones’s equity in it.  (See id. at 375:7–9).  In response to the U.S. Trustee’s objection, the 

Bankruptcy Court agreed to supplement its previous order by stating that “all the assets of” Free 

Speech Systems are part of the bankruptcy estate.  (See id. at 375:22; see id. at 375:12–14 (“Your 
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Honor, if you clarify the order to include all of FSS hard assets as property of the estate, the U.S. 

Trustee won’t have any objection.”)).   

In September 2024, the Bankruptcy Court ordered that “all property of the estate of Debtor 

Free Speech Systems, LLC [] shall be deemed to have vested in the bankruptcy estate of Alexander 

E. Jones, Case No. 22-33553, as property of that estate pursuant to Section 541 and shall be under 

the control of the trustee of such estate.”  (Docket Entry No. 2-4 at 285).   

Murray then proceeded to auction Free Speech Systems’s assets.  (See Docket Entry No. 

2-7 at 381–84).  There were two competing bidders: (1) Global Tetrahedron, LLC (also known as 

the satirical newspaper, The Onion) in conjunction with the Connecticut plaintiffs; and (2) First 

United American Companies, an affiliate of Jones and Free Speech Systems.  (See Docket Entry 

No. 2-8 at 7–10).  Murray chose Global Tetrahedron’s bid and moved to approve the sale.  (See 

id.).  Jones and First United objected, raising concerns about collusion in the auction process.  (See 

Docket Entry No. 2-8 at 11–20).  The Bankruptcy Court, after a two-day hearing, denied Murray’s 

motion to sell, citing concerns about the auction process.  (Docket Entry No. 2-13 at 30, 383–90).   

After the auction fell through, the Bankruptcy Court abandoned its goal of allowing Murray 

to resolve Jones’s bankruptcy case in part through selling Free Speech Systems’s assets.  In a 

February 2025 hearing, the Bankruptcy Court declared the September 2024 order “null and void, 

because the purpose for which it served was the auction of the assets, and we’re not doing that 

anymore.”  (Docket Entry No. 2-25 at 634:14–16).  The Bankruptcy Court reiterated in March 

2025 that the “parties should consider the Court’s [September 2024] supplemental order null and 

void.”  (Docket Entry No. 2-13 at 897).  And in June 2025, the Bankruptcy Court stated again that 

its February and March rulings were in effect, explaining that there was “nothing for [it] to 

reconsider” and that its “position” had not “changed in terms of what [it] said in February.”  
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(Docket Entry No. 2-25 at 583:23–584:6).1  When the Bankruptcy Court raised the possibility of 

meeting in sixty days about a potential sale, plaintiffs’ counsel asked for a clarification: 

Mr. Moshenburg: Lastly, Your Honor, I know you’re talking about 60 days from 
now. From our vantage point, the Court has told us to go pursue our state court 
remedies. That’s what we’re going to do. I want to be open and honest about that 
unless you’re telling us otherwise. 

The Court: I’m not, I’m telling you we may meet in 60 days to figure out what’s 
going on with these sales and other issues and there are matters that need to get teed 
up. We can continue to talk.  I just want to keep; I don’t want to meet again in the 
Jones case in December and then talk about asset sales and what’s going on. And 
I’m going to -- well, somebody’s asked me to think about some issues.  And I’m 
not inclined to do it, but someone’s asking me to think about some things, and 
they’ve mentioned some things to me and so I’ll think about them, but I don’t think 
anyone needs to file anything differently. We’ll see what happens. I may issue 
something in writing in short, just kind of addressing the issue without any need for 
another hearing.  We’ll see where things go.  I think the trustee’s instructions for 
now are keep selling non-exempt assets and whatever you were planning on doing, 
what you said you were going to do, then just keep doing that. I don’t think you 
need to do anything different, but if anything changes, I’ll let you know. 

(Id. at 585:6–586:4).  The Bankruptcy Court was clear that the plaintiffs should do what they “were 

planning on doing,” which is “pursue” their “state court remedies.” 

 The Texas and Connecticut plaintiffs then moved to enforce their judgments against Jones 

and Free Speech Systems in Travis County court.  (Docket Entry No. 2-20 at 120–26).  The 

plaintiffs filed a receivership application and included in the application a proviso that it was not 

seeking relief “inconsistent with the pending Jones” bankruptcy case.  (Docket Entry No. 2-14 at 

25).  Free Speech Systems responded by filing a $10 appellate bond, arguing that its net worth was 

negative because its assets were deemed part of Jones’s bankruptcy estate.  (Docket Entry No. 2-

25 at 358–59).  Free Speech Systems relied on the bankruptcy court’s September 2024 order to 

 
1 The bankruptcy court later recognized that it did not have jurisdiction to vacate the September 2024 Order 
in either February or March 2025 because the Texas plaintiffs’ appeal of the September 2024 Order was 
pending at the time.  (See Docket Entry No. 2-13 at 1019:24–1020:15).  The Texas plaintiffs dismissed the 
appeal by the June 2025 hearing.  (See Docket Entry No. 2-25 at 504, 562).   
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object to the receivership application.  (See Docket Entry No. 2-14 at 12–13).  The Travis County 

court appointed a receiver based on the Connecticut plaintiffs’ judgment and ordered it to take 

control of Free Speech Systems’s assets.  (Docket Entry No. 2-20 at 2–13).  Free Speech Systems 

appealed, filed a motion to stay the receivership order pending appeal, and Texas’s Third Court of 

Appeals granted the stay.  (Docket Entry No. 2-20 at 17, 21–51; Docket Entry No. 12 at 19).   

In response to the appellate-court stay, the appellees filed a motion for reconfirmation that 

Free Speech Systems’s assets were not property of Jones’s bankruptcy estate.  In an October 2025 

hearing, the Bankruptcy Court again explained that Free Speech Systems’s assets are “not property 

of the estate” and “not subject to the automatic stay.”  (Docket Entry No. 2-30 at 26:12–13).  The 

Bankruptcy Court explained that its September 2024 order arose out of the fact that Jones owns 

and operates Free Speech Systems and could choose as its operator to sell its property; because 

Jones’s equity in Free Speech Systems was in his bankruptcy estate, the Trustee could use that 

equity and control of Free Speech Systems to sell its assets.  (See id. at 31–32).2  But based on the 

 
2 As the Bankruptcy Court reasoned: 
 

But again, I’m being really clear. I signed an order authorizing the trust to operate FSS, 
and I’ve also said that the Trustee had ownership of the asset, of the equity, and you could 
always tell the equity to go sell, right? And so, I don’t know -- what I have in front of me 
is a motion to confirm that the automatic stay doesn’t apply. That’s the only matter that’s 
before me. I don’t have any other request for relief before me, and that relief is granted. 
I’m just confirming it, but I’m providing some additional reasoning behind it, because I 
always thought that was the answer, and when I said the voiding of the order, we were 
always talking about selling assets, like, you know, the extent that people are seeing within 
this order that you could go sell stuff. 

(Docket Entry No. 2-30 at 31:19–32:7).  The Bankruptcy Court confirmed that its February, March, and 
June orders undid and vacated its September 2024 order.  It then explained it why it did so: 
 

Technically, the Trustee was authorized to operate for a period of a year, until September 
25th. That has expired, so the Trustee can’t even operate under my order. This has never 
been property of the estate. It was treated as if it was, and it was done for a specific purpose. 
Mr. Broocks, you weren’t here during that time, and I don’t hold it against you, and I got 
what the words are, but the, “Shall be deemed to have vested,” right? It doesn’t make it 
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issues with the sale process, the Bankruptcy Court abandoned the idea and revoked the Trustee’s 

authorization to control Free Speech Systems’s assets for purposes of a sale.  (See id.).  The court 

entered an order the same day codifying its oral ruling: 

The automatic stay imposed under Section 362(a) of the Bankruptcy Code in the 
Jones Bankruptcy Case does not apply to FSS or any of FSS’s assets because these 
assets are not property of the Jones bankruptcy estate under Section 541 of the 
Bankruptcy Code. 

(Docket Entry No. 2-30 at 2).  On November 4, 2025, the Bankruptcy Court denied Jones’s 

subsequent reconsideration motion, putting to rest a series of motions that Jones had filed 

throughout 2025 that argued that his bankruptcy estate included Free Speech Systems’s assets.  

 
541, and I don’t have authority. No one does under 541 to convert something into property. 
It’s the only way the automatic stay would apply, and the automatic stay would only apply 
if I issued -- well, it just never applies. 

Normally, what you would be looking for is an injunction over assets -- over non-debtor 
assets. This is an easy answer, and it’s for that same reason, quite frankly, that when the 
settlement came across my way where the -- I believe it was the Texas families and the 
Connecticut families reached a deal, and they wanted an allowed claim against FSS in the 
bankruptcy case, I said I don’t have authority to do that. I don’t have authority to settle any 
claims because I don’t have jurisdiction over that. And so, this was very specifically to try 
to see if one could, quite frankly, stabilize things that were going on at that time in 
September 2024, which were -- there were a lot of kind of moving pieces and allegations 
that were being made about stuff that was happening outside the court, to stabilize this, see 
if you could get to a sale. Maybe parties could agree to maximize value. This order was 
entered. But at a max, you can read 541.  

So, it’s -- this is just an easy answer. The code provides the answer, and unless somebody 
is going to point to me to a section under 541, this gets really easy. I can deem something 
to be treated as property of the estate, so Mr. Murray has the authority to go exercise it and 
try to go sell it. But what I said in the last hearing was I’m not authorizing any sales 
anymore. So, the effect of this order was to void it because I’m not approving any sales. 
And so -- but now, we’re well beyond September 25, 2025, so Mr. Murray has nothing to 
do with Free Speech anymore. I mean, he still owns the equity. Well, holds it, you know, 
in terms of his rights as the Trustee, I should say. 

(Docket Entry No. 2-30 at 105:14–107:4).  The Bankruptcy Court recognized that its September 2024 ruling 
used imprecise language that, taken as Jones interprets it, would have been erroneous under the Bankruptcy 
Code. 
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(See Docket Entry No. 13 at 6 n.6; Docket Entry No. 13-1 at 181; Docket Entry No. 2-30 at 230).  

Jones appealed on November 17, 2025.  (Docket Entry No. 1).   

 Ten days later, Murray, the Chapter 7 Trustee, moved for authorization to turnover Free 

Speech Systems’s funds to the state-court receiver.  (Docket Entry No. 2-5 at 129).  The 

Bankruptcy Court granted the motion.  (Id. at 129–30).  Jones did not appeal.   

 On April 29, 2026, Jones moved for an emergency temporary restraining order to stay the 

state-court receivership proceedings.  (Docket Entry No. 13).  The Texas state court set a hearing 

on April 30 to consider the receiver’s motion to approve a trademark and license agreement, under 

which War is Over LLC, an affiliate of The Onion, will acquire rights to use Infowars’s marks and 

trade names.  (See Docket Entry No. 13-1 at 1–73).  Jones sought simultaneous relief from the 

Third Court of Appeals, which abated the hearing before this court could rule on Jones’s 

emergency motion.  (Docket Entry Nos. 19, 21).  Jones then withdrew his emergency motion.  

(Docket Entry No. 19).   

The appellees filed an objection to the withdrawn motion, urging the court to expeditiously 

resolve the appeal.  (Docket Entry No. 20).  The court agreed, construed the objection “as a motion 

to expedite the appeal,” and granted it.  (Docket Entry No. 21 at 1).  The parties argued the appeal 

on May 8, 2026.  Jones then replied.  (Docket Entry No. 35).  The appellees filed a short sur-reply.  

(Docket Entry No. 36). 

II. Analysis 

The appellees raise two jurisdictional issues: (1) the timeliness of Jones’s appeal; and (2) 

Jones’s standing to appeal.  (Docket Entry No. 12 at 15–23).  The court agrees that Jones lacks 

standing to appeal the October 2025 order.  Free Speech Systems lacks appellate standing as well. 
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“Standing to appeal a bankruptcy order is narrower than Article III standing.”  In re Black 

Elk Energy Offshore Operations, LLC, 114 F.4th 343, 351 (5th Cir. 2024) (citing In re Technicool 

Sys., Inc., 896 F.3d 382, 385 (5th Cir. 2018)). “Under the ‘person aggrieved’ test, only persons 

directly, adversely, and financially impacted by a bankruptcy order may appeal it, and their 

standing must be connected to the exact order being appealed.”  Id. (cleaned up).  “Chapter 7 

debtors typically do not have standing to appeal bankruptcy court orders because they lack 

‘pecuniary interest in the administration of the estate.’”  In re Foster, 644 F. App’x 328, 330 (5th 

Cir. 2016) (per curiam) (quoting In re Solomon, 129 F.3d 608, at *6 n.10 (5th Cir. Sept. 25, 1997)).  

“If the estate is solvent or if the debtor shows that a successful appeal will make the estate solvent, 

creating a surplus for the debtor under 11 U.S.C. § 726(a)(6), then the debtor could have a 

pecuniary interest in the estate that may be directly or adversely affected by bankruptcy court 

orders.”  Id.   

Jones cannot meet this standard, for two reasons.  First, Jones cannot establish standing 

generally.  Jones’s estate is “hopelessly insolvent.”  In re Fondiller, 707 F.2d 441, 442 (9th Cir. 

1983).  The Connecticut plaintiffs secured a judgment of more than $1 billion that is final and 

mostly nondischargeable.  See In re Jones, 655 B.R. 884, 902–03 (Bankr. S.D. Tex. 2023).  As a 

result, Jones has no pecuniary interest in his estate.  By filing for bankruptcy, he turned it, including 

his equity in Free Speech Systems, over to his creditors in return for a near-complete fresh start.  

See Harrington v. Purdue Pharma L.P., 603 U.S. 204, 209 (2024) (“A debtor can win a discharge 

of its debts if it proceeds with honesty and places virtually all its assets on the table for its 

creditors.”).  The Chapter 7 Trustee takes his place as steward of the bankruptcy estate.  See In re 

Okorie, No. 24-60255, 2024 WL 4471734, at *1 (5th Cir. Oct. 11, 2024) (per curiam) (recognizing 
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that the trustee, as a representative of the estate, is a party in interest).  So Murray, not Jones, is 

the proper appellant as a general matter.  But Murray has not appealed. 

Second, Jones cannot establish standing specifically, because he has no property rights to 

Free Speech Systems’s assets.  Under Texas law, “[a] member of a limited liability company or an 

assignee of a membership interest in a limited liability company does not have an interest in any 

specific property of the company.”  TEX. BUS. CODE. ORG. § 101.106(b); see Enzo Invs., LP v. 

White, 468 S.W.3d 635, 650 (Tex. App.—Houston [14th Dist.] 2015, pet. denied) (“A member in 

a limited liability company does not have an interest in any specific property owned by the 

company.”).   

As a result, Free Speech System’s assets are not Jones’s and not part of his bankruptcy 

estate.  See In re Kimball, 667 B.R. 487, 491 (Bankr. N.D. Ga. 2025) (“[P]roperty owned by a 

limited liability company is not property of the estate of its owner.”); see also Davis v. Cox, 356 

F.3d 76, 91 (1st Cir. 2004) (“While the debtor’s interest in the partnership is included in the estate, 

the assets held by the partnership itself are not.”); In re Weiss, 111 F.3d 1159, 1170 (4th Cir. 1997) 

(“[C]ourts consistently have held that partnership property itself does not become property of an 

individual partner’s bankruptcy estate.”); In re Fowler, 400 F.3d 1016, 1019 (7th Cir. 2005) 

(“[C]orporate assets cannot become part of the bankruptcy estate of the debtor shareholder.”); 

Williams v. PRK Funding Servs., Inc., 817 F. App’x 524, 525 (9th Cir. 2020) (mem.) (“Because 

Williams transferred all his ownership interest in the property to Williams Family Holding, LLC 

in 2005, the property was not part of his personal estate and the stay effected by his personal 

bankruptcy filing did not protect the property.”); In re Bay Circle Prop., LLC, No. 22-10521, 2022 

WL 16002916, at *3 (11th Cir. Oct. 28, 2022) (per curiam) (“[A] member has no interest in specific 

limited liability company property.”). 
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The September 2024 order reaffirmed that principle, declaring that Free Speech Systems’s 

assets are “deemed to have vested in the bankruptcy estate of Alexander E. Jones.”  (Docket Entry 

No. 2-4 at 285).  The word “deem” means “[t]o treat (something) as if (1) it were really something 

else, or (2) it has qualities that it does not have.”  Puerto Rico Tel. Co. v. SprintCom, Inc., 662 F.3d 

74, 95 (1st Cir. 2011) (quoting Black’s Law Dictionary 477–78 (9th ed. 2009)).  It “has been 

traditionally considered to be a useful word when it is necessary to establish a legal fiction either 

positively by ‘deeming’ something to be what it is not or negatively by ‘deeming’ something not 

to be what it is.”  Id. (cleaned up).  The September 2024 order did not declare that Jones or his 

estate owns Free Speech System’s assets.  Nor did it codify a sale of Free Speech Systems’s assets 

to Jones or his estate.  Rather, by using the word “deem,” it created a legal fiction to consider those 

assets to be a part of the bankruptcy estate to protect them through the automatic stay and allow 

the Chapter 7 Trustee—who can control the assets through the estate’s equity in Free Speech 

Systems—to effectively resolve Jones’s bankruptcy case.  As a result, the October 2025 order, by 

undoing that legal fiction, has not “deprived” Jones “of any right to which” he is “entitled.”  In re 

Thomas, 223 F. App’x 310, 314 (5th Cir. 2007). 

Jones responds, relying on In re Cajun Elec. Power Co-op., Inc., 69 F.3d 746, 749 (5th Cir. 

1995), opinion withdrawn in part on different grounds on reh’g, 74 F.3d 599 (5th Cir. 1996), that 

the Fifth Circuit’s test is more forgiving.  (See Docket Entry No. 35 at 23–26).  Cajun is inapposite.  

True, the Fifth Circuit rejected the argument that Cajun lacked standing because it was hopelessly 

insolvent.  See Cajun, 69 F.3d at 749.  But the Fifth Circuit did so because Cajun appealed an order 

appointing a trustee that divested Cajun of “all the rights it had as a debtor-in-possession, including 

the right to operate its business.”  Id.  “Clearly,” the Fifth Circuit ruled, Cajun “was aggrieved by 

losing the right to run itself.”  Id.  The court reads Cajun as consistent with, not an expansion of, 
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“the ‘narrow’ limitations of person aggrieved standing.”  Black Elk, 114 F.4th at 352 (quoting 

Technicool Sys., 896 F.3d at 385). 

Jones points to no similar aggrievement.  Jones conceded at oral argument that the 

September 2024 order did not transfer the assets to him.  Even under Jones’s reading of the 

September 2024 order, which ignores the word “deem,” the order only transferred the assets to his 

bankruptcy estate, which is a “separate legal identity.”  SEC v. Great White Marine & Recreation, 

Inc., 428 F.3d 553, 556 (5th Cir. 2005).  And because Jones is “hopelessly insolvent,” Fondiller, 

707 F.2d at 442, he will not obtain Free Speech Systems’s assets at the end of this bankruptcy case, 

see Foster, 644 F. App’x at 330 (requiring for standing a surplus for the debtor).  Jones never had, 

and will never have, legal title to Free Speech Systems’s assets.   

Nor did Jones “los[e] the right to” control Free Speech Systems’s assets through his equity 

in the LLC.  Cajun, 69 F.3d at 749.  His creditors are entitled to the equity that is in his “hopelessly 

insolvent” estate.  Fondiller, 707 F.2d at 442; see In re Arabella Petroleum Co., LLC, 647 B.R. 

851, 881 (Bankr. W.D. Tex. 2022) (footnote omitted) (“[P]lainly, with the Debtor hopelessly 

insolvent, the residual stakeholders are the creditors.”).  Contrary to Jones’s arguments, the 

October 2025 order did not interfere with his “control” of Free Speech Systems’s assets or 

otherwise “impair[]” his “property rights.”  (Docket Entry No. 35 at 26).  Jones lost control of Free 

Speech Systems’s assets when he voluntarily turned his equity in the LLC over to his creditors by 

filing for bankruptcy.  See Purdue Pharma, 603 U.S. at 209.  Jones has no direct stake in this 

appeal.   

Third, for similar reasons, Free Speech Systems has no standing to appeal the October 2025 

order.  Neither the September 2024 order nor the October 2025 order deprived Free Speech 

Systems of legal title to its assets.  Rather, by deeming the assets to be part of the bankruptcy 
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estate, the order extended the automatic stay to those assets and allowed the Chapter 7 Trustee (as 

the equity holder and manager of Free Speech Systems) to control them for purposes of a sale.  

(See Docket Entry No. 2-30 at 31:19–32:7, 105:14–107:4).  The October 2025 order, then, lifted 

the automatic stay and allowed Free Speech Systems to control its assets.  The October 2025 order 

benefits Free Speech Systems by allowing it to exercise control over property to which it has legal 

title, which it could not do under the September 2024 order.  Because Free Speech Systems is, “in 

substance, the prevailing party” under the October 2025 order, it does not have standing to pursue 

this appeal.  In re Myers, No. 23-13408, 2024 WL 1827262, at *1 (11th Cir. Apr. 26, 2024) (per 

curiam); see In re Sims, 994 F.2d 210, 214 (5th Cir. 1993) (“It is more than well-settled that a party 

cannot appeal from a judgment unless ‘aggrieved’ by it.”).3 

Free Speech Systems argues that it is aggrieved because, as a practical matter, lifting the 

bankruptcy stay will subject it to state-court litigation and judgment-enforcement efforts.  (See 

Docket Entry No. 35 at 25 (complaining that the October 2025 order “removed asserted bankruptcy 

protections from those assets” and “authorized outside collection efforts”)).  That litigation, Free 

Speech System argues, will eventually deprive it of control of its assets, harming it and Jones.  (See 

id. at 26 (“The ownership/control issue could not be more central to Jones and FSS.”)).  Free 

Speech System compares itself to “the debtor in Cajun Electric” because it and Jones “challenge 

an order stripping away protection, control and administration over business assets.”  (Id. at 25).   

 
3 This conclusion applies with even more force under Jones’s interpretation of the September 2024 order.  
If Free Speech Systems lost legal title to its assets under the September 2024 order, then the October 2025 
order transferred that legal title back to it.  Free Speech Systems, rather than have no value, as it claimed to 
the Texas appellate courts, (see Docket Entry No. 2-25 at 358–59), now has substantial value.  Although 
the court is aware of the Fifth Circuit’s instruction that “the more money we come across, the more problems 
we see,” Technicool Sys., 896 F.3d at 386 (quoting NOTORIOUS B.I.G., Mo Money Mo Problems, on LIFE 

AFTER DEATH (Bad Boy/Arista 1997)), it is not aware of a case in which an entity has successfully argued 
that it has standing to appeal an order awarding it money or property. 
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Precedent precludes this argument.  A “bankruptcy order court allowing litigation to 

proceed against an adversary defendant does not make that defendant a party aggrieved.”  Black 

Elk, 114 F.4th at 351 (quoting In re Wigley, 886 F.3d 681, 685 (8th Cir. 2018)).  In Black Elk, the 

Fifth Circuit rejected an argument that the appellants had standing to challenge extension orders 

that allowed litigation against them.  See id. at 351–52.  Even though that litigation resulted in 

judgments against the appellants—and therefore imposed a real monetary cost—the Fifth Circuit 

still held that the alleged harm was not sufficient to confer standing.  See id. at 352.  The Fifth 

Circuit emphasized that “the extension orders themselves did not directly harm” the appellants.  Id. 

(emphasis in original).  The pecuniary harm must “be linked to the ‘exact order,’” and that link 

must be “direct[].”  Id. (quoting In re Dean, 18 F.4th 842, 844 (5th Cir. 2021)); cf. In re First 

Brands, LLC, No. 26-962, 2026 WL 1110319, at *1–2 (S.D. Tex. Apr. 24, 2026) (distinguishing 

Blake Elk because the insurers appealed an order that itself triggered their monetary contractual 

obligations).  Because the appellants’ injury flowed directly from the judgments, not the extension 

orders, they had no standing to appeal.   

The same principle applies here.  The harm to Free Speech Systems (and derivatively, 

Jones) flows directly from the state-court orders, not the October 2025 order.  In Cajun, the 

appellant challenged an order that itself eliminated its “right to operate its business.”  Cajun, 69 

F.3d at 749.  Similarly in First Brands, the appellants challenged an order that itself triggered their 

obligations under insurance contracts.  See First Brands, 2026 WL 1110319, at *2 (“The D&O 

Order is a ‘DIC Event’ under the Side A policies . . . .”).  But here, the October 2025 order does 

not itself deprive Free Speech Systems of control of or title to its assets; the order instead grants 

Free Speech Systems that control or title.  Although Free Speech Systems and Jones are aggrieved 

as a practical matter, personal or practical aggrievement is not legal aggrievement.  The Fifth 
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Circuit has so limited bankruptcy-appellate standing “to keep bankruptcy proceedings from 

spawning ‘endless appeals brought by a myriad of parties who are indirectly affected by every 

bankruptcy court order.’”  Black Elk, 114 F.4th at 351 (quoting In re Krause, 637 F.3d 1160, 1168 

(10th Cir. 2011) (Gorsuch, J.)).  A faithful application of Fifth Circuit precedent compels the 

conclusion that Free Speech Systems has no standing to appeal. 

In sum, no appellant has standing to appeal.   

III. Conclusion 

The court concludes that no appellant has standing to appeal the October 2025 order that 

“[t]he automatic stay imposed under Section 362(a) of the Bankruptcy Code in the Jones 

Bankruptcy Case does not apply to FSS or any of FSS’s asset.”  (Docket Entry No. 2-30 at 2).  The 

court lacks jurisdiction over this appeal.  The appeal is dismissed. 

The motion for leave to file a corrected reply, (Docket Entry No. 37), is granted.  The 

motion to strike, (Docket Entry No. 38), is denied as moot. 

The October 2025 order remains operative.  Jones and/or Free Speech Systems may move 

to stay the October 2025 order pending appeal to the Fifth Circuit by Friday, May 22, 2026.   

 

SIGNED on May 15, 2026, at Houston, Texas.  
 
 
 
              ________________________________ 
            Lee H. Rosenthal 
        Senior United States District Judge 
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