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PER CURI AM *

Vernon J. Tatum Jr. (“Tatunf), appeals the district court’s
grant of summary judgnent to Dale N. Atkins (“Atkins”), the COerk
of the Gvil District Court for Ol eans Parish, Louisiana, in his
civil action. Tatum argues that he was not properly served with
Atkins’ notion for sunmary judgnent and the notice of a hearing

on that notion because the notion and notice were “other process”

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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that had to be served on himpersonally pursuant to FED. R Q.
P. 4.1(a).

The relevant definition of “process” is “[a] sunmopns or
wit, esp. to appear or respond in court.” Black’'s Law
Dictionary, 1222 (7th ed. 1999). The notion and notice in this
case were not process. See id. Rather, the notion and notice
were a “witten notion” and a “witten notice” that were all owed
to be served upon Tatum by mailing a copy to his last known
address. See FeEbp. R CQv. P. 5(a) & (b)(2)(B). This appeal is

frivolous and we dismss it as such. See Howard v. King, 707

F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983); 5THCQR R 42.2. Tatumis
WARNED t hat sanctions may be inposed if he files frivol ous
appeals in the future.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



