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Before DAVIS, SMTH and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Devendra Bansal appeals fromthe district court's denial of
his FED. R Qv. P. 60(b) notion follow ng the dism ssal of his 28
US C 8§ 2241 petition for want of prosecution. The district
court held that the Rule 60(b) notion, filed over two years after
the dism ssal of the case, was untinely. Bansal argues that the
one-year filing period for Rule 60(b) notions should be excused

because he was not at fault for failing to advise the district

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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court of his change of address given that he did not know the
docket number of the instant case.

Bansal fails to explain how or when he | earned of the docket
nunber and why he could not have di scovered the information
sooner, and he has not shown that the district court's ruling was

an abuse of discretion. See Travelers Ins. Co. v. Liljeberqg

Enter., Inc., 38 F.3d 1404, 1408 (5th Gr. 1994); Seven Elves,

Inc. v. Eskenazi, 635 F.2d 396, 402 (5th Cr. 1981). The appea

is without arguable nerit and is frivolous. See Howard v. King,

707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). Because the appeal is
frivolous, it is DISMSSED. See 5THCR R 42.2.

Bansal, who was suspended from school and deported to India
in May 2001 follow ng two m sdeneanor convictions for harassnent
in Texas, has a long history of challenging his convictions,
suspensi on, and deportation in nunerous appeals.”™ W recently
determ ned that Bansal has exhibited a pattern of filing
repetitive suits that abuses the judicial system Bansal v.

Consul ate General of India, No. 03-20625 (5th Cr. My 24,

2004) (unpubl i shed). Bansal's continued practice of filing

" See Bansal v. \Warden, No. 00-41338 (5th Cr. Feb. 21
2002) (unpubl i shed); Bansal v. WArden, No. 01-41454 (5th G r. June
26, 2002) (unpublished); Bansal v. State of Texas, No. 02-40540
(5th Gr. My 15, 2003) (unpublished); Bansal v. Warden, No.
03-40712 (5th Cr. June 3, 2003)(unpublished); Bansal v. O ange
Gty Mayor, No. 03-41219 (5th Cr. Dec. 3, 2003) (unpublished);
Bansal v. Lamar Univ., No. 02-41505 (5th G r. Feb. 25, 2004)
(unpubl i shed); Bansal v. Warden, No. 03-41110 (5th G r. March 16
2004) (unpublished); Bansal v. State of Texas, No. 03-40713 (5th
Cir. March 18, 2004) (unpublished).
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frivol ous appeals in light of previous warnings nerits the
i nposition of sanctions. See FED. R App. P. 38; Freeze v.

Giffith, 849 F.2d 172, 176 (5th Gr. 1988); Geen v. Carlson,

649 F.2d 285, 287 (5th Gr. 1981).

Bansal is ORDERED to pay sanctions in the amount of $1, 000,
payable to the Clerk of this Court. The Cerk of this Court and
the clerks of all federal district courts within this Grcuit are
directed to refuse to file any pro se action or appeal by Bansal
unl ess Bansal submts proof of satisfaction of this sanction. |If
Bansal attenpts to file any further notices of appeal or original
proceedings in this court w thout such proof the clerk wll
docket them for adm nistrative purposes only. Any other
subm ssi ons which do not show proof that the sanction has been
paid will be neither addressed nor acknow edged.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ONS | MPOSED.



