
     Local rule 47.5 provides:  “The publication of opinions that have no precedential value
and merely decide particular cases on the basis of well-settled principles of law imposes
needless expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.”  Pursuant
to that Rule, the Court has determined that this opinion should not be published.
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PER CURIAM:*

Michael Brad Lassiter appeals the dismissal of his in forma pauperis civil rights

complaint as frivolous.  We are to construe liberally the legal arguments presented by a pro
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se appellant  in his brief.1

Stripped to essentials, Lassiter contends in his brief that he was deprived of

constitutional rights by an alleged seizure of legal and nonlegal material, a denial of access

to the law library, a denial of a hardcover Bible, secondary tobacco smoke, an inadequate

medical observation facility, and the placement of color television sets in a portion of the jail.

We find no error in the district court’s disposition of these issues.2

Lassiter also challenges the manner in which the district court handled his case.

Again, we find no error.3  Additionally, Lassiter maintains that he was entitled to a default

judgment.  The district court did not err in allowing the defendant to answer the amended

complaint.4

The instant appeal is frivolous.  We dismiss it as such.5

We caution Lassiter that the filing of additional frivolous appeals will invite the

imposition of sanctions.  He is further cautioned to review any pending appeals to ensure that

they do not merely present issues previously considered and rejected by this court.

DISMISSED.


