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

No. 95-60120
Conf er ence Cal endar

CATHERI NE M STARR
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

T. WLLI AM HOMRD, Dr.,
Psychol ogi st, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 2:94-cv-288-PS

(Cct ober 19, 1995)
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, C rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

We liberally construe Catherine Starr's pro se brief to
chal l enge the district court's continuance of the case nanagenent
conference until after the rulings on the pendi ng dispositive
nmotions. The district court has the inherent authority to manage

its own docket. Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of Anerica v. Enerqy

Gathering, Inc., 2 F.3d 1397, 1406-07 (5th Cr. 1993), cert.

denied, 114 S. . 882 (1994). The court was properly exercising

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
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that this opinion should not be published.
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that authority in light of the pending notions to dismss Starr's
patently frivolous | awsuit.

Starr challenges the district court's dismssal of her suit
prior to trial. Starr filed this sanme conpl ai nt agai nst the sane

defendants in 1990. See Starr v. Howard, No. 91-1778 (5th Cr

Feb. 18, 1993) (hereinafter Starr 1). Both suits grew out of
Starr's involuntary conmtnent to a state hospital in 1985
because of a nental inpairnment. Notw thstanding her right to
proceed pro se or her right to request a jury trial, the court
may dismiss a conplaint that fails to state a cause of action as
a matter of law prior to trial. See, e.qg., Fed. R Cv. P. 12(b)
& (c).

Starr adds nothing nore to the allegations that she nmade in
her original conplaint. Consequently, Starr's instant conpl aint

is subject to dismssal for the reasons stated in Starr |. See

Starr 1, slip op. at 5-10 (governnental entities absolutely
i mmune; individual defendants entitled to qualified inmmunity;
insufficient allegations of conspiracy; properly dismss state
| aw pendent clains for |ack of subject matter jurisdiction).
Because the appeal is patently frivolous, it is D SM SSED
5th CGr. R 42.2. W caution Starr that any additional frivol ous
appeals filed by her or on her behalf will invite the inposition
of sanctions. To avoid sanctions, Starr is further cautioned to
review any pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise
argunents that are frivol ous because they have been previously
deci ded by this court.
APPEAL DI SM SSED



