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KENNETH HARRI S, Chapter 7 Trustee;
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RONENA ANSELMO, FREDDI E ANSELMO, LARRY BAI LEY;
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LORENZO TUCKER;, KI MBERLY ANN TUCKER,

Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
Docket No. 4:05-CV-2621

Bef ore JONES, Chief Judge, and KING and DAVIS, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



Appel  ant Mahendra Mehta appeals the district court’s
di sm ssal of his appeal and inposition of sanctions for filing a
frivol ous appeal. Mehta appealed to the district court from a
bankruptcy court’s inposition of sanctions for filing a |awsuit
asserting clainms owned by the bankruptcy estate in direct violation
of a court order. He now argues that the district court has
jurisdiction to hear the appeal and that the court erred in
striking docunents from the record. Because we agree with the
district court that this appeal is frivol ous, we AFFI RM

| . Background

The history of Mehta' s abuse of the litigation process is
long and tortured. The instant case arises out of Debtor Bagar
Shah’s 2001 petition for bankruptcy. Mehta, a |licensed attorney,
is a judgnent creditor of the Debtor. On January 9, 2003, Mehta
filed wwth the bankruptcy court an energency notion to file a
| awsuit agai nst the Debtor on behal f of the bankruptcy estate. The
bankruptcy court heard Mehta' s notion on February 3, 2003, but,
prior to the hearing and unknown to the bankruptcy court and the
Trustee, Mehta filed a lawsuit in the Trustee's nane. That sane
day the bankruptcy court denied Mehta s notion. Despite this
order, Mehta continued to prosecute the action in the Trustee's
name. The bankruptcy court granted the Trustee’s notion to dism ss
the lawsuit and ordered sanctions against Mhta based upon his

filing and continued prosecution of the lawsuit after the court



denied himthe authority to do so. The bankruptcy court ordered
Mehta to pay approximately $53,000 in attorneys’ fees, pursuant to
11 U.S.C. 8§ 1927 and the court’s inherent powers to deter the
wrongf ul conduct of vexatious |itigants. Mehta appeal ed the order
to the district court, which dism ssed the appeal as frivol ous and
i nposed sanctions. He now appeals to this court.
1. Discussion
This is just the latest in a series of frivolous filings

and appeal s by Mehta. See, e.qg., In re Shah, 96 F. App’ x. 943 (5th

Cir. 2004) (unpublished). In this case, Mehta again shows an
inability to follow federal court orders. The bankruptcy court
explicitly denied Mehta's request to file a lawsuit on behal f of
t he bankruptcy estate. Nevertheless, Mehta filed the lawsuit and
continued its prosecution in direct violation of the bankruptcy
court’s order.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in

di sm ssing Mehta' s appeal as frivolous. See Inre Braniff A rways,

774 F.2d 1303, 1305 (5th Cr. 1985). Mehta, the bankruptcy court,
and the district court are well aware of the lengthy record in this
case, and we will not reiterate the extent of Mehta’s vexatious use
of the judicial system The bankruptcy court’s inposition of
sanctions for Mehta' s violation of a federal court order was whol |y

wthin its discretion, rendering Mehta's appeal to the district



court frivolous. See In re MDonald, 264 F.3d 1140 (5th Cr. 2001)

(unpubl i shed).

Mehta prolonged the course of this [litigation by
appealing the district court’s equally proper dismssal of his
appeal to this court. Mehta has pursued several unsuccessful
appeals to this court and has been warned by this court to desi st

fromburdening this court with frivol ous appeals. See, e.q9., Mhta

v. Havis (In re Shah), 2006 W. 2683386, at *1 n.2 (5th Gr. Sept.

29, 2006) (unpublished); Inre Shah, 96 F. App’ x 943 (5th Cr. 2004)
(unpublished). W now hope to end his illegitinmte canpaign.

It is ORDERED that we w |l accept no nore notices of
appeal fromMehta in cases arising in or related to the underlying
Bagar Shah bankruptcy without a prior notion and order of this
court permtting appeal.

AFFI RVED;  SANCTI ONS ORDERED



