UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 94-10372
Summary Cal endar

GERARD HENNESSEY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
LI NDA ANN VEGA,

Appel | ant,
VERSUS

L. J. BLALACK, et al.

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(5:93-CVv-78-0

(February 2, 1995)
Bef ore GARWOOD, HI G3 NBOTHAM and DAVIS, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM !

Hennessey appeal s the dism ssal of his Rl COclains agai nst L.
J. Blalock, a fornmer justice of the peace for Lubbock County,
Texas, and other Lubbock County officials. Hennessey's conplaint
al | eges that Lubbock County officials operated a corrupt enterprise
t hrough whi ch excessive fines were funnelled to themin violation

of the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organi zation Act, 18 U. S. C

. Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of
opi ni ons that have no precedential value and nerely decide
particul ar cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw
i nposes 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that this opinion should not be published.



88 1961-1968 ("RICO"). The district court entered Rule 54(b)
orders dism ssing nost of the defendants and di sm ssing sone of
Hennessey's cl ai ns agai nst the renmai ni ng def endants, including the
RICOclaim The court subsequently entered summary j udgnment on t he
remai ni ng cl ai ns. The court al so denied Hennessey's notions to
certify a class action and to disqualify the district judge.
Hennessey subsequently filed nunmerous appeals of the district
court's Rule 54(b) orders. The principal issue Hennessey raises in
this appeal is whether the district court erred in dismssing the
RI CO cl ai n8 and denying his notions.

We conclude that Hennessey's argunents in this appeal are
frivolous. A frivolous appeal is an appeal in which "the result is
obvious or the argunents are wholly without nerit." Coghlan v.
Starkey, 852 F.2d 806, 811 (5th Cr. 1988). The argunents
Hennessey nakes in this appeal are those we resolved in a previous
unpubl i shed deci si on, Hennessey v. Bl al ack, Nos. 93-1808, etc. (5th
Cr. Aug. 30, 1994) ("Hennessey I1"). In Hennessey | we affirned
the district court's orders at issue in the present appeal. Under
the "l aw of the case" doctrine, Hennessey's argunents raising the
sane issues that we have already resolved in a previous decision
are forecl osed. Chevron U.S. A, Inc. v. Traillour G| Co., 987 F. 2d
1138, 1150 (5th Gr. 1993). Hennessey's argunents are thus wholly
W thout nmerit. Accordingly, we DISM SS his appeal and, in view of
the large nunber of Hennessey's appeals still pending in this
court, we take this occasion to warn Hennessey that any additi onal
frivol ous appeals filed by himor on his behalf will be nmet with an

appropriate sanction under Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 38.



To avoid sanctions, Hennessey should review all of his pending
appeal s to ensure that they do not rai se argunents al ready resol ved
by this court.

DI SM SSED.



