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

No. 95-50761

Summary Cal endar

Khi dhr Sunna Muhammad, a/k/a/ Tommy Lee Powel |
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

S. 0 Wod,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Texas
(W 95- CA- 168)

January 15, 1996

Before Hl GG NBOTHAM DUHE, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Tonmy Lee Powel |, a Texas state prisoner, filed a conplaint
in the Western District of Texas under 42 U . S.C. 8§ 1983 all eging
various violations of his constitutional rights. Powell used the
name “Khi dhr Sunnah Muhammad” in an apparant attenpt to
circunvent an order, entered by Judge Steger of the Eastern
District of Texas in response to Powell’s numerous previous
| awsui ts agai nst various prison officials, prohibiting Powell

fromfiling futher lawsuits w thout |eave of the court. The

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



district court dism ssed the case, noting that Western District
Chi ef Judge Hudspeth had issued a general order requiring Western
District judges to enforce sanctions inposed by other district
courts agai nst Texas prisoners unless the sanctioned prisoner
establi shes a change in circunstances or otherw se denonstrates
that enforcing the previously inposed sancti on would be unjust.
We affirm Powell’s brief to this court recites a factual
scenario that we find inpossible to credit, to the extent we are
able to understand the allegations. Powell makes no attenpt to
establish a change of circunstances or substantial injustice;
i ndeed, his conplaint in this case appears to be based on facts
identical to those in an earlier action that resulted in the
sanction order. Powell makes no allegation that he has obtained

any court’s leave to file this conplaint. See G een v. Carlson,

649 F.2d 285 (5th Gir.), cert. denied, 454 U S. 1087 (1981). For

t hese reasons we affirmthe district court’s dism ssal order.
For simlar reasons, we deny any notions nmade by Powell in

conjunction with this appeal.



