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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:06-CV-1829

Bef ore REAVLEY, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Lilly Schm dt, federal prisoner # 31487-054, appeals the
denial of her notion for |eave to file a successive 28 U. S. C
§ 2241 petition for failure to conply with a prior sanction and
preclusion order. |In her purported 8 2241 petition, she sought
to chall enge her conviction for a plan to nurder two federal
agents, solicitation to commt that crinme, and attenpted escape
from custody, for which she received a sentence of 30 years. The

district court’s dismssal of a suit for failure to conply with

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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an earlier sanction order is reviewed for an abuse of discretion.

Cel abert v. Lynaugh, 894 F.2d 746, 747-48 (5th Cr. 1990).

Schm dt does not dispute that she was sanctioned by the
United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas
or the United States District Court for the Southern D strict of
New York. Nor does she contend that she has paid the $250
monet ary sanction inposed by the Northern District of Texas.

Al t hough Schm dt conpl ains that the sanctions previously
i nposed are an abuse of discretion, these prior sanction orders
are not subject to reviewin this appeal. Mreover, Schmdt’s
contention that the enforcenent of such sanction and preclusion
orders bl ocks her access to the court is without nerit. See

Lews v. Casey, 518 U S. 343, 355-56 (1996). Because the

district court in the instant case could properly enforce the
out st andi ng sanction orders of sister courts, its denial of
Schmdt’s notion for |leave for failure to conply with the

sanction order was not an abuse of discretion. See Bal awaj der .

Scott, 160 F.3d 1066, 1067-68 (5th Cr. 1998). Consequently, the
judgnent of the district court is affirnmed.

The record on appeal reflects that Schm dt has sent to this
court docunents containing abusive | anguage and unfounded and
inflammatory all egati ons agai nst officers of this court. In
light of Schm dt’s egregious and persistent filing of frivolous
and abusi ve pl eadi ngs/docunents in this court as well as in other

courts, we direct the Clerk of this Court to reject the filing of
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any notion and/or pleading by Schmdt, except for conplaints that
Schm dt is under inmm nent danger of serious physical injury,
until the outstanding $250 nonetary sanction inposed by the
Northern District of Texas is paid. W also warn Schm dt that
the continued filing of pleadings or docunents in this court that
are frivolous or contain abusive | anguage or unfounded,
inflammatory all egati ons agai nst officers of this court wll
result in the inposition of additional sanctions.

AFFI RVED;  SANCTI ON | MPOSED;  SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED



