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

No. 96-20201
Conf er ence Cal endar

JOE VI DALES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

LANTERN SQUARE APARTMENTS; SUN BELT PROPERTI ES;
STETSON SECURI TY SERVI CES; | SACC, Security Cuard,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CA-H 95-3689

“June 25, 1996
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Essentially for reasons stated by the district court, we
hold that the district court did not abuse its discretion in

di sm ssing Joe Vidales's (#677120) civil rights action as

frivolous. See Booker v. Koonce, 2 F.3d 114, 115 (5th Cr.

1993); Resident Council of Allen Parkway Village v. U S. Dep’'t of

Housi ng and Urban Dev., 980 F.2d 1043, 1050 (5th Cr.), cert.

denied, 114 S. . 75 (1993). Because the appeal is frivol ous,

" Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.
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it is DISM SSED. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Gr

1983); 5th Cr. Rule 42.2. Vidales’'s Mition Summary Judgnent,
Mot i on Subpoena Duces Tecum and Mdtion to Have Counsel Appoi nted
are DEN ED as MOOT.

We caution Vidales that any additional frivol ous appeal s
filed by himor on his behalf will invite the inposition of
sanctions. To avoid sanctions, Vidales is further cautioned to
review any pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise
argunents that are frivol ous because they have been previously
deci ded by this court.

APPEAL DI SM SSED.  SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED



