UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 92-2491
Summary Cal endar

DAVID RU Z, ET AL.,
Plaintiffs,
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff-Intervenor
VERSUS
JAMES A. CCOLLINS, ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees,
VERSUS
LLOYD A. SI MON
Movant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Southern District of Texas

(CA-H 79-1958 c/w 79-2117)
(Cct ober 14, 1994)

Before KING JOLLY and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

" Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



BACKGROUND

Lloyd A Sinon filed a conplaint against nunerous prison
officials alleging that they conspired to violate his civil rights.
On March 6, 1990, the district court entered judgnent for the
def endants based on the jury verdict rendered on February 9, 1990.
Sinon filed a notice of appeal and a notion for new trial on
February 14, 1990. The district court denied the notion for a new
trial on March 13, 1990, and Sinon did not file a new notice of
appeal. This Court dism ssed the appeal for lack of jurisdiction
because, under Fed. R App. R 4(a)(4) the notice of appeal was
nullified by the tinely Rule 59(e) notion for a new trial.

After Sinon's appeal was dismssed, he filed in the district
court a notion to transfer the records of his case to the Ruiz
court. This notion was denied. Judge WIIliam Wyne Justice al so
deni ed his notion, which apparently was filed in the Ruiz court, to
obtain relief through the Ruiz court, and denied his notion for the
United States Justice Departnent to intervene in his litigation.
Sinon filed a notice of appeal fromthe two orders issued by Judge
Justi ce.

In his pro se brief Sinon appears to argue that the district
court inproperly entered judgnent for the defendants on the jury
verdict. This appeal was di sm ssed on April 4, 1990, and therefore
this Court has no jurisdiction to address these argunents. To the

extent that Sinmon may have filed a tinely notice of appeal fromthe



orders issued by Judge Justice,! the only issue properly before the
Court is facially frivolous. Sinon cannot require the U S
Attorney GCeneral to intervene in litigation which had been
term nated before he filed his notion.

Sinon has also filed a variety of docunents including a notion
for "transm ssion to a three judge panel or transm ssion to an en
banc court," objections to the clerk's office extension of tineg,
motion for summary judgnent and default judgnent, leave to file
obj ections to the Appell ees' supplenental brief and a notion for a
show cause order, notion to proceed |FP, supplenent in support of
presented questions; and objections to the district court's
deletion of a cover letter on a docunent and the service of his
pl eadings to his wi thdrawn counsel. Because this Court does not
have jurisdiction over the appeal from the jury trial and the
issues raised in these notions address the propriety of that
j udgnent, these notions are denied as noot.

We have previously warned Si non that he shoul d not continue to
file frivolous notions with this Court. Sinon has failed to heed
this warning. Accordingly, we hereby |evy a sanction on Sinon in

t he amount of $100; and instruct the Clerk of this Court to reject

The orders issued by Judge Justice were entered on April 3,
1992, and May 27, 1992, respectively. Sinon filed his notice of
appeal on June 11, 1992. Therefore, although the notice of
appeal would be tinely as to the second order, it would be
untinely as to the first order. See Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1l)
(notice of appeal nmust be filed within 30 days of entry of the
order appeal ed from



any further filings by Sinon until Sinon satisfies this sanction by
payment of the sum of $100 to the d erk.
Dl SM SSED.
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