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

No. 95-60560
Conf er ence Cal endar

JOHNNY HARPER
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

Rl CHARD MARTI N, JI M MORRI S,
STAFF ATTORNEY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 2:95-CV-199-PS
Decenber 19, 1995
Before DAVI S, STEWART, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel I ant Johnny Harper appeals fromthe district court's
sua sponte dism ssal of his civil rights conplaint under 42
U S.C § 1983, as frivolous.

On appeal, Harper does not challenge the district court's
determ nation that the defendants were not involved in the

dism ssal of his state circuit court conplaint. |ssues not

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of
opinions that nerely decide particular cases on the basis of
wel | -settled principles of | aw i nposes needl ess expense on the
public and burdens on the legal profession.” Pursuant to that
Rul e, the court has determ ned that this opinion should not be
publ i shed.
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rai sed on appeal are abandoned. Hobbs v. Bl ackburn, 752 F.2d

1079, 1083 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 474 U S. 838 (1985).

Har per argues on appeal that the court should have all owed
himto substitute the state circuit court judge as the proper
defendant. Neither the district court nor this court has
authority to review a final order of a state court. Rooker v.

Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413, 416 (1923); District of

Col unbi a Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462, 482-87

(1983). Because the conplaint, if anmended, renains subject to
dism ssal, the district court did not abuse its discretion in sua
sponte dism ssing Harper's conplaint without first allow ng him

to anmend his conplaint. Pan-Islamc Trade Corp. v. Exxon Corp.

632 F.2d 539, 546 (5th GCr. 1980), cert. denied, 454 U S. 927

(1981). Accordingly, Harper's appeal is dismssed as frivol ous.
See 5th Gr. R 42. 2.

We caution Harper that any additional frivolous appeals
filed by himw Il invite the inposition of sanctions. To avoid
sanctions, Harper is further cautioned to review all pending
appeal s to ensure that they do not raise argunents that are
frivol ous because they have been previously decided by this
court.
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