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

No. 96-40218
Summary Cal endar

W LLI AM ROBERT PARKER

Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,

V.

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE
PARDONS & PAROLE Dl VI SI ON,

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(6: 95- CV-264)

Oct ober 3, 1996
Before KING SMTH, and EMLIO M GARZA, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

WIliam Robert Parker, Texas inmate #325353, appeals the
deni al of his habeas corpus petition challenging the revocation
of his parole and continued confinenent in prison. He raises the
follow ng i ssues on appeal: 1) the evidence was insufficient to

justify revocation of his parole; 2) his waiver of 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



prelimnary revocation hearing was coerced; 3) he was denied
counsel when he pleaded guilty to the m sdeneanor charge ari sing
fromthe sane operative facts as the basis for the revocation of
his parole; 4) due process was violated by the purported reliance
on the m sdeneanor conviction to revoke his parole; 5) revocation
of parole was illegal because Parker had not been convicted of a
subsequent felony; 6) Parker’s detention prior to the revocation
hearing violated due process; 7) the district court erred inits
findings of fact and conclusions of law, 8) Parker’s parole
revocation and continued confinenent viol ate doubl e j eopardy;
9) Parker’s parole revocation and continued confinenent are ex
post facto violations; and 10) the district court and the
respondent erred by viewi ng Parker’s thirteen grounds as raising
only nine grounds.

We have carefully reviewed the argunents and the appellate
record. For essentially the sane reasons adopted by the district
court in its order of dism ssal, we conclude Parker has failed to

rai se a nonfrivolous issue for appeal. See Parker v. Director,

TDCJ- PD, No. 6:95cv264 (E.D. Tex. Feb. 13, 1996). The appeal is
W t hout arguable nmerit and is therefore frivolous. 5th Cr.
R 42.2. The appeal is D SM SSED

Par ker has been warned by this court of the consequences of

bringing frivolous appeals. See Parker v. Hi ghland Ins., No. 96-

20118 (5th CGr. Apr. 16, 1996) (unpublished). The warning has
gone unheeded. Accordingly, Parker is BARRED fromfiling any pro
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se, in forma pauperis (IFP), civil appeal in this court, or any

pro se, IFP, initial civil pleading in any court which is subject
to this court’s jurisdiction, without the advance witten

perm ssion of a judge of the forumcourt; the clerk of this court
and the clerks of all federal district courts inthis Crcuit are
directed to return to Parker, unfiled, any attenpted subm ssion

i nconsistent wwth this bar.

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, SANCTI ON | MPOSED.



