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

Nos. 96-50084 & 96-50155
Summary Cal endar

GLEN C. JAMES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
GARY L. JOHNSON, DI RECTOR,
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI'M NAL JUSTI CE,
| NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-95-Cv-1024

June 21, 1996
Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

A en C Janes, a Texas state prisoner proceeding pro se and in
forma pauperis, appeals fromthe district court's (1) dism ssal of
his civil rights action as frivolous pursuant to 28 US C 8§
1915(d), and (2) subsequent order inposing sanctions for his filing
a docunent in that court containing extrenely vul gar and of f ensi ve

| anguage.

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



James asserts that the court abused its discretion in
dism ssing his action pursuant to the Eleventh Amendnent, noting
t hat he sued the defendants in their official capacities and sought
only prospective injunctive relief. The dismssal is affirnmed on
the alternative ground that, based on Janes' filing in district
court that he was no | onger bei ng subjected to the challenged strip
searches, the action is noot. See Powell v. MCormack, 395 U. S.
486, 496 (1969) (holding "a case is noot when the i ssues presented
are no longer "live' or the parties lack a legally cognizable
interest in the outcone"); Bickford v. International Speedway
Corp., 654 F.2d 1028, 1031 (5th Cr. 1981) (holding this court may
affirm on any ground, including grounds not considered by the
district court).

Janes contends that the district court |acked authority to
rule upon a docunent he filed in that court after he filed his
notice of appeal, and that it abused its discretion in inposing
sanctions against himfor that filing. He maintains also that the
sanctions violate his First Anendnent right to freedom of speech.
The inposition of sanctions was an appropriate exercise of the
court's inherent authority. See Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of

Anmerica v. Energy Gathering Inc., 2 F.3d 1397, 1410-11 (5th Gr.

1993), cert. denied, ___ US __, 114 S. C. 882 (1994).

AFFI RVED



