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

No. 97-10198
Summary Cal endar

W LLI AM STEVE MCCREW

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
V.

GEORGE W BUSH, Gover nor
of Texas; TEXAS BOARD OF
PARDON & PARCLES, CHI EF
EXECUTI VE DI RECTORS; TEXAS
DEP T OF CRI M NAL JUSTI CE,
| NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

W LLI AM STEVE MCCREW

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
V.

AMY BROOME, W chita County
District Attorney; JOHN
HOGAN, Judge, County Court
of Law No. 1; JANI CE RALSTON
SONS, Judge, Justice of the
Peace; WF CI TY ATTORNEY,
JUDGE G LLEN, Muni ci pal
Court,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 7:96-CV-56-X C/'W
No. 7:96-CV-57-X
) Decenber 17, 1997
Bef ore DUHE, DeMOSS and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.
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WIlliam Steve McGrew, Texas state prisoner # 374537, argues
that the district court abused its discretion in consolidating his
two civil rights conplaints. The cases involved combn questions
of law and fact and their disposition in one proceeding served the
interest of judicial econony. The district court did not abuse its

discretion in consolidating the actions. See Dllard v. Mrril

Lynch, Pierce, Genner & Smth, Inc., 961 F.2d 1148, 1161 (5th G

1992).

McG ew argues that the district court abused its discretionin
referring the cases to the nmagistrate judge for the preparation of
findings and a recommendati on. The district court properly
referred the cases to the magistrate judge for a recommendation
concerning whether the actions should be dismssed for

frivol ousness. See 28 U S.C 8§ 636(b); Spears v. MCotter, 766

F.2d 179, 180 (5th G r. 1985).

McG ew argues that the district court abused its discretionin
dismssing his conplaint as frivolous because the allegations
reflect that the defendants’ outrageous conduct resulted in the
revocation of his parole and his false inprisonnent.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in dismssing

the conpl ai nts under Heck v. Hunphrey, 114 S. . 2364, 2372 (1994)

because McG ew has not denonstrated that the revocation of his
parol e has been reversed, invalidated, or otherw se set aside.

Therefore, any 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conpl aint for damages that MG ew
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may have has not yet accrued. The district court properly
di sm ssed the conplaints as frivol ous.
MG ew s appeal is without arguable nerit and is frivol ous.

See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). Because

the appeal is frivolous, it is DISMSSED. See 5th Cr. R 42.2.
MG ewis cautioned that any additional frivolous appeals filed by
himor on his behalf will invite the inposition of sanctions. To
avoi d sanctions, McG ew shoul d revi ew any pendi ng appeal s to ensure
that they do not raise argunents that are frivol ous.

MG ew s notion for the appoi ntnment of counsel is DENIED. See

Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209, 212 (5th Gr. 1982). MGew s

nmotions to supplenent the record and for the inposition of
sanctions agai nst the appellees are al so DEN ED.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG G VEN.



