IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-21082
Summary Cal endar

CULLEN CENTER BANK & TRUST,
Pl aintiff,
ver sus

| NVESTMENT CHO CES CORPORATI ON, ET AL.

Def endant s.
DOV ANVI KAM NETZKY,
Appel | ant,
vVer sus
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for
the Southern District of Texas
( CA- H 95-4403)

Cct ober 24, 1996
Bef ore REAVLEY, JONES and STEWART, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule
47.5. 4.



The order of contenpt and commitnent, dated Decenber 1
1995, is affirmed for the foll ow ng reasons.

Dov Kam netzky and his conpany, |nvestnent Choices, were
liable to Cullen Bank for obligations due for a car wash
operation. Kam netzky filed frivolous cl ai ns agai nst the
successor to Cullen Bank, and many ot hers, because of the
liabilities of the car wash and ot her operations. Wen the
district court dism ssed those clainms, it entered on March 16,
1995 an order enjoining Kam netzky fromfiling any action raising
an issue alleged in the prior cases without first obtaining
judicial approval. The court’s order put Kam netzky on notice
that a violation could be punished by crimnal contenpt.

On Septenber 7, 1995, Kam netzky filed a notice of renova
in federal court, seeking to renbve a state court suit between
hi m and Cul |l en Bank wherein the Bank sought to recover an
obligati on owed because of the car wash operation. No judicial
approval was sought or obtained for this filing, itself
frivol ous.

The district judge gave Kam netzky notice that he woul d be
ordered to appear and show cause why he should not be held in
contenpt for violation of the March 16 order, which order the
judge read to Kam net zky.

The hearing was held on Decenber 1, 1995, at which tine,
after hearing testinony from Kam netzky and argunent by his
attorney, the court found Kam netzky to have conmtted a know ng
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and wi Il ful violation of the March 16 order and renended himto
i nprisonnment for 48 hours.

Kam net zky argues that he had i nadequate notice of his
violation and of the crimnal contenpt hearing. The evidence
reflects no uncertainty about the proceedi ng and about the
violation. The court’s findings are supported and its order is

AFFI RVED.



