IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-10032

Summary Cal endar

LAWRENCE D. KENEMORE, JR.
ATG ASSOCI ATI ON (A Trust) ASSOCI ATI ON
OF TRUST AND GUARANTEE A VOLUNTARY
UNI NCORPORATED ASSCCI ATI ON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

THE STATE OF TEXAS,
STATE OF TEXAS ATTORNEY CGENERAL' S OFFI CE,
ANCGELA MELI NA RAAB, DAN MORALES,
JORGE VEGA AND DI ANE BARLOW SPARKMAN,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

* * * *x *x * * * *

LAWRENCE D. KENEMORE, JR.
ATG ASSCOCI ATI ON (A Trust) ASSOCI ATI ON
OF TRUST AND GUARANTEE A VOLUNTARY
UNI NCORPORATED ASSCCI ATI ON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
JANE J. BOYLE, PETER W NN,
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA, YEARY
GRAND JURY, AND JOSEPH THOVAS

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(3:94 CV 2136 R

(  August 31, 1995 )
Bef ore Hl GG NBOTHAM DUHE, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.



PER CURI AM *

Lawrence D. Kenenore, Jr., an habitual pro se Ilitigant,
chal  enges the dism ssal without prejudice of two rel ated cases.
We affirm

In the first of the two cases at issue here, Kenenore sued the
Attorney General of the State of Texas and other attorneys in the
Attorney General's office. In the second case, he sued Magi strate
Judge Jane Boyle, Assistant U S. Attorney Peter Wnn, |RS Agent
Joseph Thomas, the United States, and a federal grand jury,
challenging the propriety of certain grand jury proceedings.
Oiginally, these two cases were consolidated. They were severed
on Cct ober 23, 1994, a week before the di sm ssal order was entered.

We |l ack jurisdiction to entertain the appeal of the first of
these two cases. Kenenore filed his notice of appeal on January 4,
1995, one day after the expiration of his 30-day tinmne limt within

whi ch to appeal. Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1). See also Landry v.

United States, No. 93-4351 at 17-18 (5th Cr. Mar. 29, 1994)

(unpublished) (if consolidated cases are severed when an appeal ed
order is entered, the 60-day tine limt applies to the appeal of
any fornmerly consolidated case in which the United States is a

party, and the 30-day tine |limt applies to the appeal of any

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



formerly consolidated case in which the United States is not a
party).

Kenenore had 60 days to appeal the second of these two cases
because federal officers are parties to it. Fed. R App. P
4(a)(1l). Because he net this deadline, we have jurisdiction over
his appeal. The gist of Kenenore's appellate brief is that the
district court | acked authority to order sanctions inits di sm ssal
order. W disagree and affirmon the nerits.

In its order dismssing this case wthout prejudice, the
district court ordered that Kenenore be barred from filing any
further actions in the Northern District of Texas unless (1) he
deposits a thousand dollars with the court clerk as security for
costs and any sanctions that he may incur, and (2) the court
certifies, before Kenenore files any future action, that the action
has "sonme arguable nerit." (The court also directed the clerk's
office to forward any new suits proffered by Kenenore to the court
for review before the suits can be filed.)

The court based its sanction upon Kenenore's prodigious filing
hi st ory. I ncorporating by reference its nenorandum opinions in
ot her Kenenore actions, the court noted that Kenenore's string of
litigation began when the Secretary of Labor sued Kenenobre on
August 30, 1994 to enforce an adm ni strative subpoena. On the sane
day, Kenenore sued the Departnent of Labor and several of its
attorneys who had sued him (G vil Action No. 94-1869). Over the
next two nonths, Kenenore sued the IRS, the Cty of Arlington

Police Departnment, and others (Civil Action No. 94-2058), Chief



Judge Barefoot Sanders (Civil Action No. 94-2227-R), Magistrate
Judge Jane Boyl e, and Assistant U S. Attorney Tinothy Hauser (G vil
Action No. 94-2228-R). The court bel ow di sm ssed several of these
cases as frivol ous, decisions we affirmtoday in Nos. 95-10054 and
95-10034. In light of these circunstances, the court's sanction

was appropriate. See Pickens v. lLockheed Corp., 990 F.2d 1488,

1489 (5th Gr. 1993) (per curian) (forbidding appellant fromfiling

any further pleadings concerning transaction over which appell ant

had al ready brought a "series" of frivolous cases), cert. denied,
114 S. Ct. 689 (1994).

Kenenore al so conpl ai ns that because he is a pro se |litigant,
the court should be nore indulgent with him Yet pro se litigants
li ke Kenenmobre who bring actions to "harass others, clog the
judicial machinery with neritless litigation, and abuse already

overl oaded court dockets" cannot avoid sanctions. Far quson .

MBank Houston, N. A , 808 F.2d 358, 359 (5th G r. 1986).

Kenenore further contends that the district court | acked the

power to enter its order before defendants filed an answer. Yet

the district court has authority to do this. The remai nder of
Kenenore's points are nore nebul ous. He lists them at the
beginning of his brief,! but he never briefs them W will not

consi der argunents not briefed. See United States v. Heacock, 31

F.3d 249, 258 (5th Cr. 1994).

. He contends that the district court was "practicing | aw
from the bench,” that it failed to "see specific U S
Constitutional violations" in his conplaint, that it erred in

di scussing in one order "two cases that are totally un-related,"
and that it "created a m sjoinder of cases."
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Accordingly, we DISMSS in part and AFFIRM in part.



